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TRlVy COIJNCIL. 

The h'iih and IMh Febnuny and Iftth March, IbfM). 

PUKSJiNT ' 

Loud Hoiiaonsh, Loki> Macnahhten, Sir B Peacock, anj) Sir R. Coltu 

ll.u(lar Ah and another.PiaiDCittt> 

verms 

Tasadduk Rasul Khan and otliers.Defendants 

[On Appeal from the Court of the Judicial Comiuiaaioner of Oudli.J 

Otidh Fsiutes' Act, I of 1M09, ss. Id, 'iO, '-i'd {fi)~Will of talukdar — 
lleqistiation aj will—Surrassum to talukdari—Son of deceased 
elder braihe} preferred to yourtiter brother. 

A written statement l>\ a talukdar in ide iii IHfiO lu reply to imjuirios by the Govci iniii'nt, 
issued in tlie district'? under cinular orders rcf^.irding the huceessmn of taluKdars, inav eomc 
within the definition of a t.i1ukdar'h will in i? 2 of the Ondh Estates' Act, 1 of IHC'i 
The stiitonu'nt was described bv the talukdar in a letter to the .lUthoiilies, in 1S77. ns "the 
will w'hich has been submitted to the Lucknow district, through the tahsil of Kuiii, on filh 
April Held, that this showed that ho intended the stali'ineiil of ISC.O to hi* his will, 

aud that the statemoiit as w.is held with regard to a similar one in ffmpuish nl v Shea /h/nf 
(Ij. K , I A , 'iri'J), was«i will within the definition in the above secti.in 

The talukdar declared in a Rubse(|ucnt will, of Itlth August 187U, that no document 
purporting to be a will, the t on wxt whereof was repugnant to the will of the latter year, should 
be admitted as a will But the instrument of 1H(>0 was not repugnant to the will of IHT'i 
Also the latter document was not registered iii aeeordaiic<* with s. of the Oudh 

* [ See. 'iO —No taluqdar or grantee, and no heir or legatee of .1 Liilnqdar 01 grantee, 
having a child, pact^nt, brother, unHianted sister, 01 a nephew! 

B^unsts to religious and being the naturally born son of a bmther of sueh taluqti.ii or 
charitable usts. grantee, heir vr legatee, shall have powci to bequeath his estate 

or any part^horeof «r any ijj^tercst therein exceeding in amount 
or value the sum of two thousand rupees to religious ot charitable uses, except b\ a will 
executed not less than three months before his death, and registered within one month fioin 
the date of its execution ] 
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Kstiitps' Act, IhtJD, and, being inmpetativc as to the talukdaii estate, it cnuld not revoke the 
\mJ 1 ol IHfiO, which, .ilso, w,i,s not rendered iiini)cr.itivu^)} ,ins of the provisions of the Act 
12] Held, that h\ the tine coiistructioii of s ^2, siib-sectiou f», brothers take iii the 
same mantiei as sons ,iip diiceted to take h> the pres eding snb-soclions, and that the 
descendants of a det eased elder brother an prefeiiud as hens to the younger surviving brother 
ApI'EAIj from a decree (8tli June lySo) of tlie Judicial Connnissioner, affirming 
a deciee (19th Noveiiihei 1HS3) ol the District Judge of liucknow, which 
dismissed appellant’s suit 

This suit related to the nglit to succeed to the estate ot liaia Farzand Ah, 
deceased on 30th November 18H0, w ho held the taluk of Jehangirabad, in tlio 
Luckiiow district, under a saniid coriciutiing a condition of descent to the 
nearest male hen iiy nriniogenituie, m The event of the ^talukdar's dying 
intestate, and without having adojited a son Bapi Faizand Ali, whose name 
was enteied in the second ol the listst of talukdars prepared under s H of 
the Oudh Estates’Act, 1H()9, was tlie ^Ollngest of tlie live sons of Lutf Ah, 
among whom woie iJ.-iidar Ah, the plaintiil, and Mardan Ah, the dcccaseil 
father of Tasadduk Basul, Faida Kasai, .and Nawab All (the latter now 
represented hv his son Naushad Ah), who were defendants Raja’ Farzand All 
acquired the taluk in consequence of his having married, in 1852, Abbas 
Kandi, the daughter ol Raja Ra/zuk Raksh, talukdai of Jeliangirahad, under 
the Oudh d\nastv which ended in iKjfl The taluk ot Jehangirabad vvasgiven 
bv Kazzuk to his daughter, and on 7th Fohriiai v 1854 a roY»l linnan coidirnied 
this gift, and conferred the title of Raja on Farzand Ah, the diiughtur's liushand. 
Ahhas iiandi died in 1855, leaving one daughter, the present lespondent Zehuii- 
nissa After the death of Abbas liandi, her father Razzuk, on the .’hdOctuhei 
1855, executed a hibbanama assigning the taluk and other prujieitv to Farzand 
All and his infant daughter Zehun-mssa. Farzand Ah was in possession when 
the taluk came under the general conliscation oi 1858. However, the summary 
settlement was made with him and lie remained in possession. Some time 
elapsed before he received his sanad from the Rritisli Government, and the date 
of It was not ahow'ii However, tlie second fetter of the Government, appended 
to the Oudh Estates’ Act, 1869, forwarding to the’Chief Commissioner a form of 
sanad, WAS dated 19tliOct 1859. Roforo issuingsanads, the Chief Commissionei, 
on the lltli [3] November 1859 and thel8th January 1860,8entacircularorderto 
each district to asceitain whethei the talukdars desired Ihattheir taluks should 
descend according to the “gaddidari” rule, or whether the firdiiiai v rule of descent 
should prevail. In reply Farzand All, on 6th April 1860, sent the statement 
which is set forth in tbeir Lordships’ ludgment, the eflect of which constituted 
one of the piincipal mubteis in contest m this suit, another being as to 
the construction of sub-section 6 of s 22 ‘ of the Oudh Estates’Act, 1869, whether 
the same principle of lepiesentation introduced by the oarliei sub-sections 
of s. 23 as to sons should he understood to prevail as to suh-section 6. 

Farzand Ali left no issue except lus daughter Zebun-nissa, who was given 
hv him in marriage to his nephew Tasadduk Rasul, son of iVlardan Ah (third 
ot the live sons of Lutf Ah, and now deceased) Haidar Ali on the 27th March 
1882 brought this suit, claiming to succeed to the taluk , also claiming, m 
accordance with s. 14 of the Oudh Estates' Act, 1869, to succeed to all 

, • [ Sec. 2‘i —If any talakdar or grantee whose name shall be 

bp^ial rnleh of sncceb-. jjie second, third, or fifth of the lists mentioned .in 

Sion to intestate talaqaars eight, or his heir or legatee, shall die intestate as tq his 

ana grantees estate, such estate lhall descend as follows, viz .— 

• .^a# • • » 

(6) Or ID default of such adopted son, then to the eldest and ever}' other brother of such 
taluqdar or grantee, heir or legatee, successively, according to their respective 
. neniorities. and^heir respective male lineal descendants, subject as aforesaid.] 
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the immcveables which Farzand Ali liad acquired from other talukdars, and to 
heirloome under the 7th section. Disputing the genuineness and validity of any 
will, including that of 1M79. he clamiecJ, under the Hanifa, or Sunni, Muho- 
medan law, his onc-fouith share of the estate and assets 

The first defendant, Tasadduk, and thefiftli, Naushad All, son of Nawah 
Ali (another of the five brothers, now deceased), filed written statements to 
the same effect, sotting forth tlie acquirement of tlie taluk from Kaitzuk, and 
the circumstances under winch Farzand Ah became the sanad-holder. They 
relied on the wills of fith April IHfiO and of 19th August 1879, and the treat¬ 
ment of Tasadduk as a son by tli6 testator. They also alleged that by the 
custom of the Shaik Kidwai tribe, 1;o which Razzuk and Far/and All lielonged, 
a daugliter, oi an adopted son, was preferred in the succession to an elder 
brother of the decease>l The oblier defendants supported this defence 

Doth tlie Courts below concurred in liolding that the statement of 6th 
April 1860 was genuine and testamentarv But the first Court lield that it 
had been revdked h\ tlie later wiU executed on the 19th August 1879, which 
the Couit hold to have been sufficiently registered te pass all the talukdari 
estate The [4] .Judicial Cuiiimissieiici was of a diffoieut opinion as to this 
last matter. He held that the will was not legisterod, citing Ahdvl liazzalt v 
Amn llauhn (I L‘ R , 10 Cal , 976). .Vs regaids the adoption of Tasadduk, he 
stated his views as follows - 

“Thu key L(i the whole o.ise ko bu found m the faetb that, from the first, U.qa Farz.ind 
All Khan, while insisting oii his own legal position as sanad-holdur, iiivcstod with full 
powiT to dispose of the t.iliik as he pleased, ne\erlholcsi utiifurjuly mcogniSL'd the equit.ible 
cLnui of his d.i.ughter to succeed after him to the estate of her grandfather, .ind did all that 
111 him lav to secure the piopcrtv to her and her issue \t tho s.iiuu time, nut utimiiidful 
of llie intei ests of his own familv, he decided on giving her in marriage to Ta-;adduk Kasul, 
his lirother’s son. 

“ I think that ihe evidence nil .record suflicieiitlv catablishes that Tas.idduk Basul was 
brought lip and educated from his bovhopd bj the Raja with tins end in view The arrange¬ 
ment itself was a vorv iiatuial one for Fara.uid Ah to make in IHtiO, .lud it is pr.ieticallv that 
to which he sought 1 1 give effect bv the will of IH7‘J ” 

• # 

As to the will of 6th April 1860, tiie Judicial Commissioner found that it 
was genuine—in tact, that it was not revoked b\ am thing e,\cept the will of 
1879, and that this will being invalid, the eailier will remained in foice He 
coHCurred witli the District Judge in finding that the custom whereby a daugh¬ 
ter takes the pioperty of her deceased father iii preference to Ins brothpr had* 
been proved 

On this appeal, 

Ml 11. I'. Dot/ne and Mr II CoivvU, for the appellant, argued that 
the document of the^Jth April 1860 was not a will, but merely a reply to the 
question of the Government whether Farzand Ah desired that the rule of 
primogeniture should he applied to his taluk oi not. If it should be held to be 
a will, then, in more than one way, revocation had taken place. His 
subsequent conduct, t]ie words used when he applied for a sanad, and the 
effect of the later will of 19th August 1879, had to be considered. Although 
the later will might be invalid to disnose of the talukdari estate, with regard to 
section 13 of the Oudh Estates' Act, 1869, revocation of aq earlier will 
might be effected bv it though uniegistered. Moreover, if the reply of 1860 
received effect as a will, it did not«relate to esta^s acquired after its execution, 
[8] but only to the original taluk of Jehangirabad. Again, the Oudh Estates' 
Act, 1869, which rendered inoperative wills not executed as it required, deprived 
the* document of 1860 of efiect as a will. At all events, as to the noos 



l.L Bi 18 C&1< 6 


HAIDAR ALI &C V. 


talukdari estate, there was no sufficient proof o£ the alleged custom superseding 
the Mahomedau law That custom was not proved by the wajih-ul-araiz 
relating to other villages than those on the talukdari estate in question , and 
such entries were not tj he iiiiplicitlv relied on . see Union Piushady. Gandhatp 
Snnjh (L R, 14 I A , 134 ; 1 L R., 15 Cal., ‘iO). Therefore, Haidar Ali was 
in any view of the case as regards the testamentary chaiacter of the statement 
of 1860, entitled to succeed to his share of all the property, other than taluk- 
dan, in excess of that one-tlmd sliare whicli Farzaud Ah could hv Mahoinedan 
law have validly bequeathed. In connection with the statement of 6th April 
iHdO, tliov leferred to Ilnrpuishad v She') l)ual (L R , 3 I A , 259). 

Mr T II Cowte, Q C., Mr. J (riahuni* QC, and Mr J H .4. Binnsnn, 
for the respondents, Tasadduk Rasul and Zehun-nissa, were nbt called upon 
Mr. J. D Muf/ne, foi the respoudeqt Naushad Ah Khan, argued that the 
bequests to this respondent under the will of August 1879, and a codicil 
thereto, weio in anv case valid, as relating to property othei than talukdari 
Besides, the custom deprived the appellauliof anv claim which* he otherwise 
might have had under the ordinary law. The plaintiff had not shown anv 
pieferential title under ss 4 and 22 of the Oudh Estates’ Act, J8C9 Theie 
wi(s nothing to show the application ol either s. 14 or 15', By the true 
constniction of section 22, sub-section 6, hrotheis woie entitled, and the prin¬ 
ciple ol representation, found in the earhei clauses as to sons, must also be 
understood to apply to brother’s sons. Therefore, the descendants of Haidar 
All’s elder hi other, Mardan Ali, would exclude the appellant 
Mr li F. Doipip. replied 

Their Lotdships judgment was delivered on 15th March hy 
Sir R. Couch.- - The plaintiff and appellant Haidar .Vh is the eldei brother 
of Ra 3 a Farzand Ah Khan, talukdar of [ 6 ] .lehangirabad, who died without 
leaving any male issue He held a sanad lor the estate of lehangirabad, and 
his name was entered iti list No 2, prepared accotding to Act T of 1869. He 
left four kinds of propertv — 

1 The talukdari estate conleired by the sanad. 

» 2 Lauded property acquired by him fiom othei taliikdars 

3 Ittiinoveahlo property acquired from per-^ons other than talukdars. 
4, Moveable projiertv, niouev, and debts. 

The plaintiff Haidar Ah claimed to he the Raja's solo heir and sucee.s.sor, 
and entitled to the lirst and second classes of pioperts, and to so much of the 
fourth as might he held to ho heirlooms under the pinvisions ol ss 14 and 
22 of Act .. "f 1869, and to a fourth snare, accoiding to Mahomedau law, of 
the third class of pioperty and of tiio fourth, exclusive ol lieirlooms. The otlier 
plaintiff and aiipellant is a purchaser of part of Haidar Ah’s interest The 
defendants, the respondents, were in possession, and had’obtained mutation of 
names m Iheir favoui in the Revenue Department. Their grounds of defence 
will he conveniently noticed as the case with regard to eacii class of proiiertv 
is eonsidered. 

*[ See I'O —any taliiqdnr rr gruiilee Hhall heietoforv ba^c transferred or bequuatlied, 
or if an\ uluqdar or grantee oi his heir or legatee shall hereafter 
Transfers and bequests .transfci or bequeath to any person not being a taluqdar or 
to pcisoiis oii^ of line of grantee the whole or any portion of bis estate, and such person 
successmii • would not have <%acc|cdcd according to the provisions of this*Act 

to the estate or,to a poition thereof if the transferor ot testator 
had dud with.' it having made the #,insfcr and inteftate, the transfer of and succession to the 
properly so trail ic rred or bequeathed shall he regulated by the rules which would have 
governed the .raiisler of and succession to such property if the transferee or legatee had 
bought'.the same from a»petson not beiag a taluqdar or grantee.] ^ 
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As to the firet class, the d^enceof Tasad-luk, who was m possession of it, 
was founded on a document, dated the Ofch April HGO, and a formal will of the 
Raja dated the 19th August 1879 Tlie first of these is a statement by Baja 
Far/and Ah in loply to inquiries by the Government under circular orders 
regarding the succession of t.ilukdars It is as follows — 

1 am Raja Farzarid \li Khan Bahadur, talukdar of Jehangirahad, &c 
Whereas the Governmdiit has boon pleased to confer upon me the propiietarv 
rights m this estate, to he enjoyed from generation to generation, I do hereby 
request that after my death my estate may bo maintained intact and without 
partition according to Raj Gaddi ‘custom, and that, owing to my not having 
a male issue, ZeWun-nissa, win is in v daughter by Rani Abbas Bandi, daughter 
of Raja Razzuk fiakhsli, shall he considereil entitled to succession and inheri¬ 
tance. But as I have tvkon Tasaddpk Risul froinmy brother Mardan Ali 
Khan, and have commeneed t) bring him up and educate him as ray son, if 
he finishes Ins education [7] during mv lifetime and is married to Zubun-mssa, 
he shall after me succeed to mv esfiate as mv adopted son.” 

The Raj'a made other replies about the same time, the taluk being in three 
districts, in which no reference was made to Ins daughter or Tasadduk Rasul, 
and it was conteiukd that tlie reply of the Gth April was not intended more 
thaq the otheis to-he testamentai y , hut in a letter from the Raja to the Deputy 
Coinimssumer, dated the 20th Juno 1877, in reply to questions that had lieon 
asked, he said in reply to the fouith question, which was to give the name 
and title of anv hoy who might be his successor, whether his begotten or 
adojited son, “ Tlie reply to this question refers to the will which has been 
suhinitted to the Ijucknow distiict through the talisil of Kursi on fith April 
1800 ” Tins shows that he intended that to he his will Tlieir Lordships are 
of opinion, following the judgment of this Boaid in Iliirpiir'ihati v Shen Dtfitl 
(L H, 3 1, A , 2o9), tli.it it IS a will within tlie definition in s. 2 of Act 1 
of 1809 It IS thvnofoL'o a coinjilotc answer to the plaintitf's claim to 
Jehiingifahod 

It was contended that it was revoked by the will of the 19Lh August 1879, 
the Raja having in that said tliat no doeuixient of any sort purporting to he a 
will oi* jietition, the eonte^t wlieroof is wholly or partly repugnant to it, should 
be deemed to he admissible lJut it is not lepugnant In this the Raja says 
that having adopted Tasadduk Rasul Khan as Ins son, he has ajipointed him 
iiis successor, and he is to be the ownoi of his entire projierty estate and laj, 
as a raia and talukdar, and as he is inairied to his daughter the estate shall 
‘•iicetiS'iivelv “descend to devolve ' on the descendants of the daughter. Also 
the will of 1879 wi>. not registered m accord nice with s 21) of Act 1 of 
1H()9, and coiisoquontlv as regards the taluloliri estate is invalni lb cannot, 
tlmieforo. ojierate as suh-,equeiit will to revoke the will of IBGO, nor was that 
will invoked by the Act of 1880 as was also contended 

There is, however, another defence bo this pirLof the claim, which also 
applies to the second class of pioperty if it was acquired according to 
s 14 of the Act Tlie pedigree, which is admitted by all parties to he correct, 
showsthatHaidarAli wasnottheeldeatbrotliei ofFarzand. TlierSweretwo elder 
brotliei s, C8j Saliil) All and Mardan Ah, who died before Parzand, both leaving 
sons, and tlie sons of Haliib were not j^rties to the suit Tasadduk is a sou of 
MaTdan Ah, and Nawah Ali, who died pending the appeal, the father of the 
respondent Naushad Ah, was his ^dest son. « 

The plaintiff claims, as the older brother of Farzand, to he his sole heir 
and successor under s 22 of Act 1 of 1RH9. The section begins by saying that 
if a talukdar or grantee whose name shall be inserted in*the 2Dd, 3rd,-or dth 
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of the lists niontioned in s K, or his heir or ‘leRatRO, shall die intestate as 
to his estate, sucli estate shall descend as follows . and then there ari' eleven sub- 
hcctions forinin(* a scheme ol descent The plaiiitill claims under suh-seution fi , 
hut in constiuiiiK that the whole of the suh-st*ctiotis should he looked at The 
first savs the estate shall descend to the eldest son of thetalukdar and his male 
lineal descendant^ The second says that il such eldest son shall have died in 
tlio lifetime of the talukdar hsiving male lineal descendants, the estate «.hall 
descend to his eldest and every othei son auccessiv’ely, accoidin}> to their 
respective seniorities .mil then lespectivo male lineal descendants The thud savs 
that if such eldest son shall have died in his hithei’s lifetime without leavirij^ 
male lineal descendants, the estate is to descend to the second and ev'orv othei 
son of the t.iliikd.ii successivelv aceordins tatheir respective serfiorilies and then 
respective male lineal descimd.ints. That main lineal descendants hero .ire 
intended to inelude the descendants of as on dving in Ins fathei’s lifetime is 
ap]iarent iroin suh-section 4 that is, ** Or in default ot such sou oi (lcsceudaut>s,' 
then to such son ol a d.iughtei as has heen tre.atcd hy the t.i1nkdcii.iii all lespeefs 
as his own son and to the tii,iln line/dl descendants ol such son The estate is to t;o 
to the daughtm's son onlv in default of male lineal descendants of a second or 
other son In suh-section 4 male lineal descendants of a daughtci's son must li.ive 
the same meaning as in suh-aecLion 3, foi hv suh-section 5 the estate is to descend 
bo a person adopted hv the talukd<ir onlv in default of "iieli son oi descendants, 
V1S4 , a daughter’s son oi his male lineal descendants The <>th section savs, iii 
default ot an adu]>ted son the estate is to descend to the eldest and eveiv othei 
brother of the talukdar successively accoiding to their rcsuective senioiitv 
and their respective male lineal [9] descendants The words here should, 
in then Ijordships’ opinion, ho held ti' have the same meaning as tliev Inivo mi 
suh-soctions 4 and 4 In suh-scction 7 the woids aie, “ in default ol an\ such 
brother" ti) the widow, omitting “ descendants . ' hut then Loidships caniiol 
think it wiis intended hy this omission to postpone the succession ol male lineal 
descendants of brothers who died in the taliikdar's lifetime till after the neisons 
mentioned in suh-sections 7, S, !) and 10, and onlv to allow bueli male lineal 
descendants to succeed under suh-secUon 11 acomding to the oidmarv law to 
which the talukdai is subject Tt is the reasonable construction tlyit the 
brothers vveio intended to take ui the same mannei as sons It theicfore 
appears to their Loidships that the plaintiff has no title to .Toliangir.ihad or to 
the property which, b\ virtue ol section 1 4, was subject r.o tho same rule-, of 
succession 

This also disposes of the suit as regards the second class ol prepertv, vvlucli 
the plaint 4* einmiod under the same title is the first class It was objected hv 
Mr Mayne, on behalf ot Naushad All, who claiiiied to he entitled to it undet a 
codicil of the 1st Novembei 1H79, that the property was not pioved to have 
been acquired according to section 1-1. Tho (juestion does not appear to have 
been raised in the lower Courts Apparently it was assumed to he so acquired, 
possibly because it was known it could ho jiroved h\ ufiicial docuiiionts, of which 
tho Court was hound to take judicial notice There is indeed some ovidonco 
of it in the record wheie there is what is called a list of .villages held by Naushiul 
Ali Khan, out of tho villages purchased by Raja Farzand Ali Khan from sarnid- 
holding talukdars Thp validity of the codicil was in issue, but theio is no 
finding upon that in either of tho lower Courts It would, however, be invalid 
as regards propeity acquired under section 14, for want of registration. Rut 
if this property is not withwi sectfbn 14,# it is in the same condition .is to 
succession .s tho property in classes 3 and 4 Haidar Ah claimed ono-fuurth 
of these oUsses, excluding heirlooms, as one of the heirs of Farzand All, acconl- 
,ing to the Mahorucdiin law, and alleged that the defendants did not acquire 


r, 
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any rights to it undei the will of tlie Jst November 1879 Tins will has been 
found by both the lower (lourts to lie genuine, and it excludes Ilaidai Ah It 
IS thuiefoie an answer to his claim as heir 

[10] Hut the defendants also relied upon a custom of the Slnnkh Kidwai 
trihe, to which the Rajas Itazzuk Hakhsh and h’ar/and All Khan helonficd, that 
sons, adoiited sons, and daughters succeed in preference to, and in exclusion ol, 
other hens, h\ whic.l. 'the jilaintitfs’ claim in opposition to Zehun-nissa, the 
dau(;ht<'i, must fail It was not disputed that the Raias holonsed to th it trihe 
Berth the lower Cuuits havt* found that there is such a custom amonu the 
Shaikh Kidwais, and their Lordships see no reason in this case foi rlepaitinj^ 
from the sett.hsl [ii.ictice ol this Cbnimitt< 3 e whore there ate concur!ent pid^ 
ments of tin* (louits helow niion a (}iiestion of tact. There is therefore a ynod 
defence to the whole ol the jilamtif^s’claim, and the suit has hocn piopeilv 
disniisiud Their Loidsliips will liumhlv advise Her Majesty to ntbrm the 
deciee of the Tudicial (jonirnissioiK'i which disinissetl tin* iijipeal to him liom 
the dee.ieo of the District .Tndi'e <li*-piihsm!i the suit, and to di'^miss thi'^ appeal 
The appellanfs will jiai the cost-> ol it 

ApfU'iil dnmistcff. 

Solicitors for the Apju’llants ^lessis hnrrov' nud Itotfns 

Solicitors for the Hesjiondents Tasadduk Rasul Khan and Mussaniat 
Zehun-nissa Messrs 117iffr,us and Laftrif, 

Solicitoi for the Respondent Naushad ,Ali Khan : The Soln itoi, India Orfin 
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RRIVY COLNCIL 

37ir* iMh, I'llh, lath and ‘i<>lh FehiiniTU and ‘.D/Zi Apnl, IsO(K 

PUKSENT 

Tjoud Macnaghten, Silt B. Pkicoi-k, and Sir R C.iri’ii 

Watson and (’ompan\ . .Defendants 
vmsu^ 

llamcliund Dutt and others. . . .Blamtifts 

[On apiieal from the Hij^h Court at Calcutta i 

Cn-s/itiJf'M —Saits emea nnuj the joint piupeily —As between te.nunt^ in 
common, refusal of denee for possession, foi dunititjes, oi Tor an 
injunction—liestsUinee of one cu-shaiei to anotliei’s fulninq, 

. not ill denial of his title, but lo jnevent his mteifemuj iritfi * 
cuUiiaiion by the fonnei -^Sloneij coinpensativn. 

L.ind beiiifT held liv two persons in common, one of whom was in aetn.il occupation of 
part, cultivating it as if it h.id been Ins separate property, theothei atteinpti'd to cntei upon 
the K^e land, m order to cam on operations thereon ineouRisteBl vnth the woik idy 
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bemi; c.j.rried on b\ the cm former, who ru^wtod and prevented this attempted entry Held, 
that the reiistain a being made by the co-iharor in oceiip.itinn siinplv with the object of pro¬ 
tecting himself in the piohtable Use of the 1 ind, in good husb.mdrv, and not in denial of 
the othei's title, smh resistivnnr was no ground fur piocecdings on the part of the other, to 
obt.iiii a dcceroe for joint possession, or for d.iiu.igos not would gr.inting an injunetinii be 
the piopcr remedy 

As the Com ts in Bengal, in cases where no spocifi ■ tule tvcists, arc to act according to 
" justice, ct]uit\, .iiid griod conscience," so, on Us being found that, where l.ind was held in 
cniinuon between the patties, one of them wis in the aet of eultiiatiiig a p.irt of the laud 
which w.is lint letii.illv used by the other it would not have been consistent with this iiilc 
to rcstiam the former from proceeding with his proper cultivation but nioiicy compensation, 
at a piuper rate, iii lespect of the exclusive use bj^, and buiiefib to, the oiic who, though pos¬ 
sessing 111 lomiiion, was carrying on cultivation for hmisclf, not unsuitable in itself, was 
awarded between the p.irtios 

Title m.ide Ilk her traiisfci of her inlnritaiice, through the daughter .ind heiress of a 
del cased member Ilf a joint family ot brotners, under tlu lliy.ibhaga, aUhough her father 
had executed deeds dcdieatmc his share ot the fauulv propelty to tuistecs,-for the worshi]' 
of the family dcitv this dedication haying been inoperative, because it was neither his, iioi 
hi.s brothers’, intention that the deeds should be acted upon, and he h.id never devested him¬ 
self of his snare 

.\PPKAL fiom a duuiee (15th February 1SS7) of the lligli Court (1 L R, 15 
Cal., ‘21-1) modityiug, on the ippeal ami cross appeal ot the jiaitiea, a ileeroe 
(Itli Jauuarv of the District Jud{»e ol Midnapore. 

Tina buit was brought bv two brothers (iutigaratii and Raiiichuud DuLt on 
29th Fclnuarv IHS4, as tin* plaint abated, “ for reeiivory ol possession ot a 
14-anii<is sliuie of khas Itnd.s h\ y'litue ot ijniali title, togethei with damages 
and iui a permanent injunction restraining the duiendunbs, Messis Watson 
and Couipany, from eultnaling indigo " 

Of the I'ltida to yvhiuh this suit related, paib ot an extensive /eininilari 
named Silda, in the Midnaporu distiicl, the pJaiuLilts had as to a iiortiun 
hecoiiie putiiidars in 1H()9, and tlie\ hold anotiiei portion as iiiokai r.indars. 
under a maurasi grant made in 1H79. Watson and Compan> having obtained 
leases from the plaiiititls, wdiieh ended m 18^5, as yvoll as tiansfers finm others 
owning mteiosts, had leclainiod part ol the land, settling CJ2J eultivaiors, ami 
tlieiiisL-lves cultivated indigo on the khas or untenanted pait in August 1SH3 
the pl.iinMtt Raiiicliund Dutt gave notice oi the approaching end of the lease 
on tliH 11th Septemhoi following, and deniamh'd loinb possession ot 14 annas 
of Sild.i nuilusive of the 1,12S hii;tias on yvhicli Watson anil Companv yyere 
groyvmg indigo 

Gungii'am having died in 1-SM4, his sons Uaioshchunder, l^epitihehari, and 
L^otoliui, were suhstituted for him in the suit Fudmalijchun. another Inother, 
had died in IK79, leaving an only daughter liamiisundeii, who was not joined, 
liee.iusa the plaintiffs’ ease was that rudinalocbun had, by two deeds of 
leligious endoyvnv.'iit, dedicated his share of the joint family jiroperty fo the 
yvoisinp of the taniily deity , and had appointed as shebait of that worship, 
first himself, iftid then the piainfiff (irungaram , and oh the death of Gungaraiii 
the pliuntitt llamcliund Dutt to suuee(»d him, and hiul thereby deprived his 
daugli.er Bamasunderi'of all heritable light therein, except as to maintenance. 

Op the ohiL’otion as to want ol panties by Watson and Company, %vho 
made title in the suit as to j^rt of t>ilda, ^irough Baraasunderi, who on 21at 
•Tune IHft}, .iftei the commencement of this suit, granted a durputui to Bhoia- 
nabh Dhvi’, who on 5th November 1884 granted a soputui to Watson and 
Company, Bamasunien was made a defendant, and issues were reoordtd on 
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the questions arising between her and her uncle Ratnehund, as to her right to 
her fatlier’s estate. 

The plaintiff’s’ claim was in effect as follows . that ns putiiidars they, and 
their deceased brothei Pudinalochun, had been jointly entitled to 1‘2 annas of 
Sildu, and as niaurasi niokarraridars to otlier 2 annas of the same . that 
Pudmalochun bv the two deeds ot endowment, dated *24th July and l‘2th 
Deceiubei 1K87, had dbdicated iiis one-tinrd share of the putni interest in 12 
annas of Silda, appointing InniseU shebait for life, and his hrotliers after him, and 
to’this interest Ramebund hal succeeded . that Watson and Compam had heon, 
while Pudinalochun lived, tenants tolniii and his brothers the plaintiffs, and alter 
hiH death to the j^aintiffs alone, of those 1 4 annas for a term of years which ex¬ 
pired on the 14tb Reptembei 1883, iwid were tenants of the remaining 2 annas of 
Silda for an unexpired tenn undoi a Icijse gianted bv one Rani Uurga Kumari. 
[13] and that on tlic evpiration of the first-mentioned term the defendants 
Watson and Companv, though only tiien entitled to a one-oightli of the entire 
joint estate, eftntmued to hold exclusive i)osses.sion of, and cultivate with indigo 
6,894 bighas'of the kb,is. or untenanted, lands ot the isemindari. As to the 
2 ami.is of Silda which the jiUintitis claimed as manrasi mokarraridars, and 
winch they acquired on the JOth January 1879, which were not included in tlie 
deeds, the plaintiffs contended succ(!sslull> before the High Court that, as the 
grant for those 2 aim,is had been made in the name of Ramebund Dutt alone, his 
brothel I’udmalncljuii took no inteiest tlietcin 

The detendants admitterl the fact of the two deeds of eudowmeut having 
been executed, hut contended that they had never been acted upon , so that 
Pudmalochun’s inteiest, having remained the same as hefoie, down to his 
death, and then jiassed h\ inhoritance to Ins daughter, Watson and Companv 
had loceiv'ed lioui her a good title, through Bhulanatli Dhur, as to the whole of 
Puilmalochun's inteiest in the 12 annas jmtni. Also, as to the 2 annas ul 
inaura-)] mokarrari inteiest acquiied by Hamcliund Dutt on the 2Uth Jana»rv 
1879, on Piulmalochuirs death, his one-tliud bh.are of those 2 annas descended 
to hib daughtei, and the plaintiff's h,id no right to it Also that Watson and 
Company were entitled to a fiiitliei one-anna share of Silda, under a lease lor 
seven ve,irs dated 30tli \piil JH83, giaiited to them hv Ram Taruck Ghose, 
who was lessee of .i longer teuii under the /.eiiiiiuliir ol Silda. It was submitted 
that the jihiintiffs weie not entitled ,i-> jouit-pioie-ietors to damages or to .in 
injunetion lestraiiimg Watson and Coni[),iny liom carrying on the cultivation 
of indigo on the khas lands the ,i11iiwhucc of such claims on the part ot the 
plaintiff’s would le,ul to cross-claims with regard to other land of which the* 
plaintiffs weie iii possession 

Issues were fixed as to the aieas, boundaries, aud extent of the plaintiffs’ 
interest in Silda. vvhother they were entitled to khas jiossession, to an 
injunction, or to damages, with further issues as to the deeds of dedication and 
their effect. 

Tlie Courts below concurred in holding that thekhas land under cultivation 
by Watson and Company was in area 4,128 bighas , and as to this no question 
was now raised lu other resjiects the Cl4] Courts had ditleieA The District 
Judge decided that the plaintiffs' interest in the lands in suit, or in tholi annas 
of the khas lands, was two-thirds and-no more. He lirrived at this by h 9 lding 
that, though the terms of the deeds of dedication wore apt for constituting a 
valid endowment, vet the evidenc# showred thut^udmalochun did not mean to 
create a valid endowment as against his daughter, and did not divest himself 
of the property, continuing to hold jointly, as before, with his brothers, so 
chafr the dedication had been ignored, and was inoperati¥e. 
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A Division Bench (\Vii.soN and O Kikkaly, JJ.) on the appeal of the 
plaintitls, the eroBs-appeal of Watson and Company and the cross-objections 
:)f Baiiiasundeti Dasi, held that the manner of dealing with tiio dedicated share 
iiad not had the otlecb of invalidating the endowment (J L R., 15 Cal., 214, 
at p. 217). They held that, under its terms, Gungaram, on the death of 
Pudmalochun, and Ramchund, on the death of Gungaram, were entitled to 
possession as sliehaits, and that the plaintiffs wore therefore entitled to posses¬ 
sion of tlie thiee-tluid paits, or whole, of the 12-anuas putm interest. .As to 
the 2-annab mokarran interest, tlie High Court was of opinion that Pudmaluchan, 
In' dedicating his piopertj, made himself sepaiato in estate from his brothers, 
and had therohv put an end to the ordimu^ piesunipLion of Hindu law that 
property aoijuired by one meiiiber of a joint-tamilv w'as acquirtd for the benefit 
of all. and that there was no evidence to show that ho was jointly interested 
in this As to one anna of Silda, claiuiddby Watson and Com]l.ln^ undoi their 
sub-lease from Rum Taiuck Ghose, tlie High Court, iii thus agreeing with the 
District Court (though not ior the same reason), lejeuled bliQ claim on the 
giouud tliat the ongiual lease iron) the /oitiindar had not been jirnduued, but 
only a cop\ 

. The High Court thon considered to what reinedy the jilauitiffs wore 
entitled, and they determined that acts had bden done amounting to an actual 
ouster, as between tlie plaintiff's and the defend ants, then co-sharers, allhdugh 
it might very well he that ineiecultivation bv one co-tenant W’as not neccssarilv 
an ouster. Thu evidence as lu actual ouster, absolute and complete, ayhs tlien 
considered hv the Judges. 

[is] Thev declined to issue an injunction restraining Watson and Com¬ 
pany absolutely from growing indigo upon these or an\ particular linds, 
provided that they could (and it was for them to tind out how the> could) 
grow it without excluding the pLimtiffs from their equal rights as co-sliarers. 
But they granted an injunction lestraming the defendants from excluding hv 
any ine<ans the plaintitls from their enioMiient of ijmali possession of the lands 
in suit in the form given m L!in/d v Bihi So(ira (25 \V R., 313) 

On this appeal by Messrs. Watson and Company, 

Stt Horace Durey, Q. C., and Mr. R V. Day nr, for the Appellants, argued 
that, on the case presented, the plaintiffs had no intere<9it in more than two-tinrds 
of a 14-nnnas share of Silda, Watson and Cumpanv having a light to the share, 
which had heeti Pudmalochun’s, of the 12 annas, of the putni estate. 

• The deeds of dedication had never been acted upon, and had no effect to 
' divpbt Pudmalochun of his interest The defendants derived title from him au 

to his share ciirough his daughter's transfer to Bholanath, and from him to 
them. On this point the judgment of the first Couit was correct, and tlie 
Higli Court had been wrong m reversing it As to tlie 2-Annas share of Bilda, 
granted to the Dutts in maurasi raokairan after the above instruments had been 
executed, there was nothing in what had taken place to prevent their then 
joint-brother Pudmalochun taking his share of the 2-anDa8 joint estate. so 
that his share, one-third of the latter, descended to his daughter, as well as 
the share in thtf 12-anna8 putni, and had been lawfully* transferred to Watson 
and Com pan v. As to the 1-anna share which Ram Taruck Ghose sub-leased 
to Wg-tbon and Company, the plaintiffs had no interest therein. On the ques¬ 
tion of law'. £hey contended that, as jointly interested parties, the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to claim dimiages,«or to,claim an injunction restraining 
Watson and Company from cultivating indigo on the area of the khas land, 

• found by the Courts below to be 4,12H bighas. There had been prevention on the 
part of-.Watson and Company of inteiference by others with their cultivation 
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but DO actual ouster of the pls^ntiffs, such as tb affect the latters’ title. 
As different parts of Silda were m the hands of both, and of either party, it 
was not Cl6j com[)eterit to either to claim tliat there should be either eviction 
or an injunction. It was against the puhcv of riic law to entertain claiiua or 
cross-claims for damages or for injunctions between tenants in common The 
only reniody open to the plaintiffs was to demand a partition But this was 
not the remedy decreed . ,\ii injunction was never gi anted between tenants m 
common , and there was no authority for the grant of one as made hv the High 
Court The opposition of Watson and Company had not been founded on any 
objection to the right or title to the land, but only to the plaintiffs' intoiference 
with their cultivation. • 

Mr. J Ji Fiifinif, Q C., and Mr^ J, H. -I Jiranwn, for the rpsixmdonts, 
after going thiough the evidence as to the extent of the respondents’ inteiest in 
the land, and as to tlie area held bv thehi, contended that the acts of the de¬ 
fendants amounted to actual ouster of the nlaintifts from tlie land on winch in¬ 
digo had been grown As in the English s\ stem, so under the Indian law, tins 
gave rise to anight of suit Under the Ijnghsh law, upon ouster of a co-tenant 
by a tenant in conuuon, an action, either of e)cctinent or of trespass, would 
lie, and where either of these actions could bo maintained, there was a case 
lor an injunction ,In reference to the English law on tlie point, they referred 
to Co". Litt, ‘‘ Tenants in common,” sections 322 and 323 The claim to ex¬ 
clusive possession of part for a special cultivation had resulted in a deprivation 
by the defendants, Watson and Company, of the jilaintiffs in regaid to their 
right of joint use and enjovraent On the question whether they had any nglit 
to exclusive enjoyment, relerenco was made to StaJkiiitt v. Uopal Pandatf (12 
E L R , 197). Lnv'ndfs v. lictth (10 Jur N. S , 22(}). IVniiii v Horn (3 M A 

W , 333, and Ti M & W , 564), [Croirdcr v. lih'^kdori Singh (K H L R., Ap. 

45) was referred to bv Sir R Coni'H] .Also Lloyd v. Bihi Soi/ra (25 

W R, 313). Curtii v Price (12 Ves K9, 103), lirsHct/ v. Windham 
(6 Q. B, 166), (jnodton v. .Richaid'inn (L. R.. 9 Ch Ap, 221) Since 
1856 there had been a recognition of the light to an injunction in such 

a case as this . ./aiiftrc Singh v, Bukhooiee Siiigh IS D. A. (1856), p. 7611, 

and Bajendto hall Go/tf<ami v. Shrimachiirn Lahori (I. L R . 5 Cal, 188) were 
[173 cited Reference was made to the Specific Ridief Act, 1H77, section 
10 [Sir B Fkac’oc'K, in regard to the deeds of dedication, referred to the 
judgment in Hiinnoman Prrsaiul Pandny v. Mundia) Koomoercit (6 Moore's 
1. A. 411, pfsfq), and their Lordships’ observations as to the heir not being 
barred by an unreal charge He also intimated that the rule as to rights of . 
persons holding land in common in Bengal was hardly to he found in the 
analogy of English cases, but might he derived from the direction in Bengal 
Regulation VII of 1832, section 9, viz., that, where there should he no 
specific rule, the case must be decided according to justice, equity, and good 
conscience..] 

Mr. B. V. Doyne replied. 

Afterwards, on April 25th, the judgment of their Lordsliips was delivered 
by • , 

Sir B. Peaoook.—rGungaram Dutt, Ramchund Dutt, and Pudmalochun 
Dutt were brothers, and constituted a Hindu family joint in estate. They also 
carried on business as money-lender^* • * 

In the year 1877 Pudmalochu^ executed two deeds of endowment, or nudes 
patras, one on the 24th of Julv, and the other on the 12th of December. On 
the former of these dates the three brothers were entitled to a 12-aimaB share . 
or t'^elve-sixteeiiths of pergunnah Silda in zillah Midnagoro, which they held 
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under three putni bynama patras ; the first/or a four-annas share dated the 
29th Srahun 1268, and registered on the 20th of August 1861, the second 
dated the 3rd Chevt 1276 Amh, corresponding with the 14th of March 1869, 
for a six-annas share ; and tlie third dated 13th Kartick 1283, for a two-annas 
share. 

The property was subject to the ordinary law of Bengal, according to 
which upon the death of anv one of the brothers the share of the joint property 
to which at the time of his death he might be entitled would descend to his 
heirs. Pudmalochun had no son ; but m 1877, at the time of the execution'of 
the deed of the 24th July, he had a wife, a daughter Bamasunderi Dasi, one of 
the appellants, and a giandson, the only son of that daughter. His wife died 
in his lifetime, lictween the dates of the.two deeds. He himself died on the 
26th of October 1879, and upon hia death [18] his daughter was his heiress 
'The Watsons, appellants, claim through her It is contended on behalf of the 
respondents that Pudmalochun devested himself of his one-third of the 12'annas 
share held m jiutni by the deeds ol endowment executed by him. 

It 18 not necessary to review the evidence in detail. It was carefully 
considered by the District Judge. It seems clear that from the time of the 
execution of the deed of the 24th of July 1877 until after the death of Pudma¬ 
lochun, a period of about three years and three months, no change took place 
in the accounts, or in the management of or dealing with the business or 
estates, or the proceeds thereof Mortgages were executed, in which Pudma¬ 
lochun joined, and everything appears to have gone on in the same manner as 
if the deeds had never been executed, except that the family idol was removed 
from the house of Gungaram to that of Pudmalochun. No act was done by 
Pudmalochun or his brothers in which he was described as shehait. 

Their Lordships concur generally with the District Judge in his findings 
of fact, and they are of opinion that it was not the intention of Pudmalochun 
or of his brothers that the deeds should ho acted upon, or that Pudmalochun 
should thereby devest himself of bis share of the property. The deeds were 
merely fictitious, or benami 

In arriving at that conclusion their Lordships agree with the District 
Judge that the deed of the 2Ith of July did not profess to postpone any of its 
avowed objects until the death of Pudmalochun, or to anv jjeriod subsequent 
to tlie execution of the document, except in so far as it related to the allowance 
to Bamasundori or her son (Tpendra Nath. They cannot concur with the 
■ High Court that the previ-^ions relating to that allowance were the chief pro¬ 
visions ot the deed, or thB,t the deed purported on the face of it to postpone 
the gift, so far as it related to religious objects, to any future period. 

It was strongly urged on behalf of the plaintiffs, on the argument of the 
apjieal, that tlie receipt by Bamasunderi, after her father's death, of three 
monthly pay ments of the allowance provided for her by the deed was inconsistent 
with the fact that the deeds were not intended to take effect, but their Lordships 
do not attacli much importance to those receipts. Bamasunderi was a 
Ei»] widow, ijiaiutained by and residing in one of the houses which formed 
part of the estate . she had apparently no means for embarking in litigation , 
she was then, so far as it appears, living on friendly terms with her uncles, and 
if she had not at that {ime received the allowance which on the face of the deeds 
was provided for her, she probably would*1iave received nothing. 

After the execution of the deeds of endowment, and during the lifetime of 
Pudmalochun, a maurasi istimrari mokarrari pottah of another4wo-annas share 
of Silda was grunted t|p Bamchund in consideration of the sum of Bs. 25,0QP. 
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It having been considered ihat Pudmalochun did not by the deeds of 
endowment divest himself of any part of the joint family property, the mokarrari 
pottah must be assumed to have been purchased with funds of the joint familv, 
and to have enured for the benefit of the three brothers. 

From the facts above stated it appears that at |^e time of his death, 
Pudmalochun was entitled to a one-third undivided share of a 14-annas or 
fourteen-sixteenths shar^ of Silda, of which cwelve-sixteenths were held bv the 
three brothers in putni, and two-sixteenths under the mokarrari pottah, that the 
other two brothers were entitled to the other two-thirds thereof, and that 
the interest of Pudmalochun descended upon his death to his daughter Bama- 
sunderi Out of her interest in the jiutiiis Bamasunderi, on the 6th Assin 1202, 
after the comniencftinent of the suit, granted s durputni to Bholanath Dhur, who 
on the 5th of November 1884 granted a seputni to the Watson defendants. 

Their Lordships are of opinion that at the date of suit the interest of the 
plaintiffs m the lands in suit was only two undivided third parts of an 
undivided share of 14 annas or of fourteen-sixteenths of Silda, that Bama- 
Bunderi was at that time entitled to the other undivided third part thereof. 

At the time of the death of Pudma the Watsons held the 14-annas share 
which belonged to the three brothers Dutt under leases, in respect whereof 
they paid rent to the Dutt brothers, and which leases expired on Slat Bhadro 
1290"Anili, corresponding with the 14th of September 1883. After the expira¬ 
tion of the leases the Watsons, who were entitled to the remaining 2-annas 
undivided share of Silda under an ijara pottah from Rani [80} Doorga Kumari 
Debi, of the 6th Bysack 1290 Amli, corresponding with the 17th of April 1883, 
continued in possession of that portion of Silda which comes under the head 
of khas, and to cultivate and sow it with indigo as they had done during the 
continuance of the leases Their Lordships cannot, upon the evidence, say that 
that was such an improper course of cultivation or use of the land as to render 
an injunction the proper remedy 

The plaintiffs endeavoured to sow oil-seeds, and to prevent the Watson 
defendants from continuing the cultivation in which they were engaged , the 
Watson defendants persisted in the cultivation which they had commenced, 
quarrels and even riots ensued, and the plaintiffs commenced the suit in which 
the appeals have been preferred. They prayed to be put into ijmali possession 
of their 14-annas share, to have damages awarded to them at the rate of 8 
annas per bigha on 6,894 bighas, and similar damages until they should be put 
k into possession , .ilso for a peimaneut injunction prohibiting the defendants 
from sowing indigo, and fiom allowing anybody else to do so without the 
consent of the plaintiffs, and from throwing any ohstiicles in the way of the 
plaintiffs’ holding ijmali possession. 

The 6th issue laid down for trial was . " What is the extent of the plain¬ 
tiffs’ interest in the laud in suit^ " Upon tins the District ifudge held that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to two-thirds of the I4-anna8 share of the khas lands of 
Hilda sjiecified in the decree, and to get joint possession of the same with the 
Watson defendants. The High Court, on the contrary, having arrived at the 
conclusion that the deeds of endowment Vs'ere intended to take etfeob, that 
l^dma thereby divested himself of his interest in the property', and that no 
part of it descended to his daughter Bamasunderi, held that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to the whole of the 14-anna8 share. ‘ ^ , 

•The decree of the District Jud^, after reciting the claim, and specifying 
the lands included m the 6,894 ^ighas,* proceeded, amongst other things, 
as follows:— 

“ That a decree be passed in the following manner :—That by reducing 
the quantity of land claimed, viz., 6,894 bighas, to 4,128 bdghas, the plaintiffs’ 
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right is established to a two-thirds share of tiie 14 annas, and the plaintiffs 
are entitled to get C21] ]oint possession of the same with defendants 
No 1 (that is, the Watsons) ; and that on payment of excess Court-fees 
proportioned to the excess of amount found duo over the valuation of 
the plaint, calcuUt^ at the rate of H annas per higha of the decreed lands 
from thei>eginniiigori291 Amli^until the date of possession, the plaintids shall 
get two-thirds of a 14 annas share in accordance with the decision of the 6th 
issue. The Court further directs that an order of injunction be issued to the 
defendants No 1, prohibiting them from either themselves or through others 
sowing indigo on those klias lands of Silda-on which indigo is being now grown " 

Tlie fligli Court modified that decreer and ordeied that, instead of a two- 
thirds share of 14-annas of the khas land§ of Silda, the plaititiffs were entitled 
to get joint possession with the defendants (tlie Watsons) of the entire 14 annas 
of the said lands, thev incieased thh amount of compensation accordingly, 
and varied the injunction granted by the District Judge. 

Their Loidships are of opmion that the judgment and decree of the High 
Court are erroneous and ought to be reversed, with costs, and that the decree of 
the District Judge ought to be modified and partly reversed. It was contended 
on the part of the plaintilTs, respondents, tliat the acts of the Watsons amounted 
to what in England is called an actual ouster, and that the piaintifi's were 
entitled to a decree ordering them to be put into ijmah possession with the 
defendants, but it appears to their Lordships that the jJaintifis have not 
established a right to have such a decree , and for the same reason they think 
that so much of the decree oi the District Court us declares that the\ arc enti¬ 
tled t(' get joint possession ouglit to be reversed It seems to their Lordsliips 
that if there be two or mote tenants m common, and one (.4) in actual 
occupation of part of t!ie estate, and is engaged in cultivating that part in a 
proper course of cultivation as if it weic liis separate pioperty. and another 
tenant in common (IS) attempts to come upon the said part for the purpose of 
carrying on operations there inconsistent with tiic course of cultivation in which 
A is engaged and the profitable use by him of the said part, and A resists and 
prevents such entry, not in denial of U’;, title, but simply wuth the object ot 
protecting himself in the profitable enjoyment of the land, such conduct on the 
part of A would not entitle B to a. C223 decree for joint possession. Their 
Lordships are fuither of ujnnion that the decree <jf the District Judge, so far 
as it orders an injunction to he issued, ought to be reversed it appears to 
their Lordships that, in a case like the present, an injunction is not the proper^ 
remedy. In India a ^arge proportion of the lands, including many very large 
estates,'« htild in undivided shares, and if one shareholder can restiain another ^ 
from cultivating a portion of the estate in a projier and husband-like manner, 
the whole estate may, by means of cross injunctions, have to remain altogether 
without cultivation until all the shaieholders can agree upon a mode of 
cultivation to he adopted, or until a partition by metes and hounds can 
be effected, a woik which, in ordinary course, m large estates would 
probably occupy a period including many seasons. In such a case, in a climate 
like that of India, land which had been brought into cultivation would probably 
become wast^ or jungle, and greatly deteriorated m v^ue. Id Bengal the Courts 
of justice, in cases where no specific rule exists, are to act according to justice, 
equity, and good conscience, and if, m a case of shareholders holding lands in 
common, it should bh found that one shareholder is in the act of oultivating a 
portion of the lands whici^is no^ being^ actually used by another, it would 
scarcely be consistent with the rule above indicated to restrain him from proceed¬ 
ing with his work, or to allow any other shareholder to appropriate to himself 
the emits of the other’s labour or capital. 
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• 

Upon the whole, their Lordships will huiablv advise Her Majesty to 
reverse the decree of the High dourt, and to order the plaintiffs, respondents, t6 
pav the costs incurred bv the 'defendants m that Court And »further to 
declare that the plaintiffs, respondents, are entitled to only two-thirds of. 
14 annas, or of fourteen-sixteenths of the khaa land, oi, in other words, 
to two-tliirda of seven-eighths of the 4,128 bighas, "the quantity of the 
khaa linds as determined by the decree of tHtI District Judge , also to reverse 
the decree of the District Judge so far as it declares that the plaiutifla are 
entitled to get joint possession with defendants No. 1 , and alao ao tar 
aa it diiects that an order of injunction he issued , also to reverse that 
portion of the decree which orders “’that, on paytuent of exceaa Court-fees pro¬ 
portioned to the ^cess of the amount found due over the valuatiou of the plaint, 
[232 calculated at the rate of eight annas per higha of the decreed lands from 
the beginning of 1291 Aiiili until tlie date of possession, the plaintiffs shall 
get two-thirds of 14-iinnas share, in accordance with the decision of the 6tli 
issue,” and in lieu theienf to Older and declare that the plaintiffs do recover 
from the defendants No 1 a sum ol money calculated at tlie rate of two-thirds 
of seven annas per bigha a year for 4,128 bighas, as compensation in respect 
of the exclusive use and benefit by the defendants No 1 of 4,128 highas, from 
tlie beginning of the year 1291 Amli to the 4th of January 1886, the date ’of 
the said decree. also to alhrm the deci'ee of the District Judge so far as it 
relates to costs 

It may be right to mention, with reference to that portion of the decree 
above recommended which relates to compensation, that the late of eight annas 
per bigha was not disputed by the Watson appellants, and that the High Court 
were not prepared to dissent from the finding of the District Judge m fixing 
the area of the khas lands at 4,128 highas. 

The respondents must pay the costs ol this appeal 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants' Messrs. Frexhfield & Wdhams 

Solicitor for tlie Respondents. Mi E Kimbei. 

C.B. 


NOTES 

[ Ah regard* thcicmcdies of a l.•(»-owncr excluded from ^emt possession, see also (I'K)."!) 
Tal., 8.37 . (1899) ‘dO Cal , 553 , (Iffill) 19 Cal , 2.73 , (1900) 5 C L J ‘207 , (1900) 28 Cal., 
^ 223; (1900) 4 C. \V N 788, (1899) 4 C L J. 2.54 , (1893) 21 Cal , 340 , (1910) 15 C. W. N. . 
% 188 , (1903) 33 Cal , 1201 (where injunction was given) . (190J) 27 All., 153 , (1905) 28 All , 
1(51 dissented from in (1911) 1‘5 I. C. 79 . (1911) ll I C fi:i7 . (1897) 21 M.id , 1-5.1 ] 
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SuEftA CHOWDHBANl 
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TRIVY CODNOIfi. 


The llth March atid 2dth Apnl, 1H90. 

Present ; 

Lord MACls■^(P^HTEN, Sir B. Peacock anR Sir R. Couch. 


«- 

^ Durga Cliowdhrani.Plaintiff 

veimh 

Jewahir Singh Chowdhri..,..Defendant. 


I On Appeal from the Court of the judicial Commissicmer of the 
Central Provinces.] 


Second appeal—Civil Piocedvre Codr. .t USd—Grounds of second appeal. 


. Under the Code no second appeal will lie, except on the grounds speoiSod in section 584. 
Tl^ere IS no jurisdiction to entertain a second appeal on the ground of an erroneous finding 
"of tact, however gross or inexcusable the error luav heom to bo. Where there is no error or 
defect in the procedure, the finding of the first Appellate Court upon a question of fact is 
fina^ H that Court had before it evidence proper for its consideration in support of^ 
tM] the finding. Anangamanjatt Chmi'dhrant v Tnpura Sundati Chowdhram (L R , li I.A., 
lOl : Z. L. R., 14 Cal., 740) and Periab Ghundei Gknse v. Mohendra Purkatt (L. B., 16 I 
A., 338; I. L. R., 17 Cal., 291), referrid toaiid followed. Futlehma Begumv. Mohamed .4«s«r 
(I. L.'R!, 9 Cal., 309) and Nivath Smghv Bhikkt Soiijh (1 L. B , 7 All . 649) overruled. 


; Appeal from a decree (30th July 1886) of the Judicial Cooimisaioner, 
passed on second appeal, and afSrming a decree (1st May 1886) of the Commis¬ 
sioner of the Nerbudda Division, who had reversed a decree (28th September 
1886) of the Assistant Commissioner of Nursingpur. 

This appeal involved a question as to the right construction of section 684, 
Oivii Procedure Code. The suit was brought to establish the appellant’s right 
' in some villages which bad belonged to her late husband, but were now in the 
possession of his brother, the respondent. The widow's right depended on her 
■establishing that a partition of the familv property had taken place. This 
question was decided in favour of the appellant by the Assistant Commissioner, 
who found that there was a partition in Sambat 1914, corresponding to 1857, 
and that separate possession of the shares commenced in that year. Finding 4 
that the plaintiff was in possession, he made a declaratory decree as to her right. 

The Commissioner on appeal reversed this decree. He found that the 
plaintiff was out of possession , also that partition had not been made out; 
and held that she was not entitled to a declaratory decree. 

On a second appeal the Judicial Commissioner codbidered whether there 
was any evidence upon which the Commissioner might have oome to the con¬ 
clusion that no partition had taken place He was of opinion that there was 
evidence in support of the finding of the Apjiellate Court below, and that only 
A question of^fact had been raised before him. He* dismissed the appeal on 
grounds expressed as follows ;— 

“ The lower Appellate Court decides that there was no partition, but it does not 
give fully tfab grounds on which this decision ia based. However, I do not oonjiidar, 
after hearing the careful* argument of the learned [25] Advocate for the aj^lant, 
that this finding is open to secen# appeal. It is #findiDg of fact, and if there is evidenoe to 
support it. 1 do not think that it is open to a Court of Second Appeal to te-hear the case and 
re«coQsidor the evidence. 1 might perhaps come to a difierent eondhsiou from that arrived 

* m. 
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It by the Court of First Appeal, but that oWrly would aot justify my ioterferenoe 
finding." 

On the application un'der seobion 602, the J udicial Commissioner said:— 
Under the cireumetanoos I have felt considerable doubt .as to whether 1 should give fhe 
eertifioateasked for. There is, 1 think, great weight in the respondent's contention that the 
appeal does not involve a question of Uw By the words ‘ the appeal ntUst involve some 
substantial question of law,’ I understand that by the appeal the Appellate Cojirt must be 
asked to decide a question of law which substantially or materially affects the dioision in 
the ease. In the present case it may be said that the appeal does not so involve a question 
of law. It does not appear to allege that the decree of this Court is based on an error of 
law, but it assumes the e9(f&tence of certain fifcts on which the judgment of this Court does 
not proceed, and on this assumption contends that the judgment is wrong. 

“ On the other band, however, it may bs said fhat the grounds of appeal amount to this 
that, considering the judgment of the Court of First Appeal, this Court was wrong in holding 
that It was bound by the findings of fact arrived at bv that Court Viewed in this light the 
appeal does involve a question of l.iw, namely, whether this Court was right m holding tha 
the findings of fact had been legally arrived at by the Court of First Appeal, and were binding 
on the Court of Second Appeal. It is to be observed also that there are not concurrent findings 
of facts by two Courts. The two Courts which had to decide the facts of the case disagreed.. 

I think, therefore, though with some hesitation, that I mav grant the certifloato that the 
ease is a"fit 9110 for appeal to Her Majesty in Council 

Mr. T. H Coioie, Q.C , and Mr. J. D. Mayne, for the Appellant, contended 
that it was open to the Judicial Commissioner to consider the question of 
partition, as “ error or defect in the decision of the case upon the merits ” had 
taken place following upon what might be termed " substantial error or defect 
in the procedure.” The ease might be brought withia,aub-section (c) of section 
584. They referred to Litchman Siyiqh v Puna (L. R., 16 I. A., 125 I. L. R., 
16 Cal., 753), Nivath Stnqh v. Bhtkki Smgh (I. L. R., 7 All., 649), Puttehma • 
Begum v Mohamad [ 26 ] Aumr (I. h. R., 9 Cal., 309), Assamdlah v. Hgfiz 
Mahomed Alt (I. L R , 10 Cal.; 932). [Sir R. ConCH referred to Ananqaman- 
jari Chowdhrani v. Tripura Sundari Chowdhram (L. R., 14 I. A., 101 
I. L R., 14 Cal, 740).] 

» 

Mr. B. V. Doyne and Mr. C. W. Arathoon, for the Respondent, were not 
calleii upon 

^ Their Lordships' jadEment was deliTered on 26th April by— 

Lord MaonaEbten. —This is an appeal against a decree of the Judicial 
^ Ooraniissioner of the Central Provinces, passed on second appeal, affirming a 
decree of the Commissioner of the Nerbuddn Division, which bad reversed a 
decree of the Assistant Commissioner of Nursingpur 

The appeal comes 4)efore this Board with the usual certificate from the 
.Tudioial Commissioner to the effect that it involvesa .substantial question of law. 

The Judicial Commissioner on second appeal had no jurisdiction to re-bear 
the case on the merits. The only grounds on which a second appeal can be 
brought are stated in section 584 of the Civil Procedure Code, .\ct XIV of 
1882. They are these .— • 

" (a) The decision being contrary to some specified law, or usage having 
the force of law. 

" (5) The decision having failed tip determine some material issue of l&w, 
or usage having the fArce of Jaw. 

“( 0 ) A substantial error or defect in the procedure as prescribed by this 
• Code or any other law, which may possibly have produced error 

or defect in the decision of the case upon tUb merits." •. 


9 OAj^—3 
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t.L.R. f8 Cal. 27 


In sub-section (a) the word “ specified ’ obviously means specified in 
meinorandum or grounds of appeal. 



At the outset of tlie argument their rx>rdships were informed that, accord¬ 
ing to Indian authoiibies, the appeal might be supported under sub-section (c), 
if it did not fall within sub-section (a), but they were told that it was impossible 
to state the point intended to be raised without going into the facts of the case. 

[273 'The facts aru few and simple. The appellant, who was plaintiff 
in the lower Court, is the widow of the younger son of one Beni Singh, who 
died in 1H7H The suit was brought to establish her right to certain villages 
which had been in her husband’s possession and registered in his name, but 
which after Ins death in 1883 were registered in the namb of his elder brother, 
the respondent .lewahir Singh. Tlie appellant’s right as heiress to her husband 
depended upon her establishing that a partition of the family property bad 
taken place in the year IH/i? It was not disputed that Beni Singh did make 
a division of the family property in 1857 between himself and his two sons. 
The appellant contended that this division was an absolute *partition The 
respondent maintained tliat it was merely a convenient arrangement for the 
purposes of management. 

In supiiort of the appellant’s case witnesses wore produced who deposed 
to conversations alleged to have taken place at the tune of the divibiou of the 
property. A copy of a petition was put in, purporting to proceed from Bom 
Singh, but not signed by him which was filed in the Bevenue Court in October 
J864, and which contained this sentence,—“ It is now five or six years since 
I divided the villages between mv sons.’ Moreover, it was proved that the 
fathoi and the two snns kept sepmate accounts with the same native hanker, 
and lived separateK. 


On the other hand, it appeared that in 1864, at a settlement, when the 
inipstigRtion into proprietary rights was made, neither the respondent nor the 
appellant's husband set up any claim to any part of the pioperty Beni Singh 
claimed to be solely entitled, and the Settlement Officer awarded to him, and 
to him alone, projirietarv lights m the whole estate. From 1864 to 1878, 
when Deni Singli died, the estate was entered 111 the Oollector's register as 
Beni Sifigli’H property 

I'liH Assistant Commissioner found m favour of the appellant that the 
propLM'tv was partitioned in 1857. Prom tins finding the respondent appealed 
retying niamlv Upon the following grounds of appeal ’ — 

“ .3. That the pi-opeity being ancestral, and there being no deed 
of partition In pro\e that a partition was effected in Sambat 1914, C283 I.C., 
aliout 1857 A. £)., the Court ought to have held that partition was effected. 

" 4 That the oral evidence produced by the plaintiff to prove partition 
IS utterly worthless and unreliable. 

“ 5. That the entry of Beni Singh’s name as sole proprietor of the villages 
in the settlement records, and his name appearing ip the jamabandis till his 
death, concbisively disprove the statement of the plaintiff that a complete 
partition of the villages was effected in Sambat 1914. 

“ 6. That Beni ^ingh not having mentioned anything about the partition 
alleged by the plaintiff' at the time of the settlement, and his subsequently 
bringing rent suits in his own nam^ ancTsigning the rent receipts of the tenant, 
disproved the partition alleged by the plaintiff. 

“ 7. That the lower Court ought to have rejected the copy of a pqfiition, 
dated the 12tli of October 1864, filed by the plaintiff, and alleged by her to 
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nave been presented to the Settlement Superintendent as being not proved, 
and therefore not admissible in evidence. 

’I- * i' 1 

" 10. That the lower Court was wrong in holding that the defendant, 
living separately and having separate dealing, established partition " 

The judgment of the Commissioner, so far as material for the present 
purpose, was as follows :— 

“’The facts of the case are stated in the lower Court’s judgment On the 
pleas, which were very fully argued on both sides, I find as follows — 

; : f ; 

Plea S.-^This “plea also is, 1 think, sound I agree wifli ajjpellant’a 
pleader that the burden of proving partition fell on plaintifi, and that plaintiff 
quite failed to prove it. The settlemont proceedings alone, in my opinion, 
disprove it, while oral evidence as to an event 20 vears old is of little weight, 
and there i8»absolutely no documentary evidence. 

“ This disposes of pleas 4, T), 6. 

" Plea 7 — I agree in this plea. The document was not trustworthy, and 
there was no trustworthy evidence about it. 

_ t , 

[291 “ Plea 10 —This plea is also sound, and in accordance with common 
custom ” 

Having stated the facts of which a summary has boon given, and having 
read the Commissioner's judgment, the learned Counsel for the appellant 
proceeded to argue that it was open to the Judicial Commissioner, and therefore 
opon to their Lordships, to review the Commissioner’s finding, on the ground 
that his decision involved or amounted to a substantial error or defect in 
procedure 

In support of this view Counsel referred to several authorities in India# of 
which the moat important are FiUtehma Begum v. Moknined Amut (I L. R., 9 
Cal,, 309) and Nivath Singh v. Bhikki Singh (I L R., 7 All., 049). In tho 
former case the judgment of tho Court contains the following passage; — 

" It is not the ordinary course of procedure for this Court to lutcrfere in 
second appeal with any findings of fact which have been arrived at by tiie Lower 
Appellate Court, hut wo are well within the scope of the authorities in hold- 
*ing that where the Lower Appellate Court has clearly misapprehended what the 
^ evidence before it was, and has thus been led to discard or not give sufficient 
weight to important evidence, and to give weight to other evidence to which it 
is nob entitled, and has thus been led not into any more accidental mistake, 
but totally to misconceive the case, this Court mav itiberforu " 

These ohservalionsVore cited with approval in the .Mlaliahad oaiic, whore 
the Full Bench (tiiss PETHIi^BAM, C J.) apparently came to the cxrnohision 
that an erroneous finding of fact under similar circumstances might he treated 
as an error or defect in procedure within the meaning of section 584 

The learned Counsel for the appellant contended that those nilings 
covered the present case. The Lower Appellate Court, it was saidt had clearly 
misapprehended the effect of the settlement proceedings in 1664 , undue weight 
had l^n attached to the registration in Beni Singh’s sole name; the oral 
evidence had been wholly discardid, sufficient weight had not he'en 

f iven*to the important statement ift Beni-Singh’j petition, or to the separate 
303 dealings of his two sons ; the Court had thus been led to misconceive 
the 0(^0 entirely, and to find for tho defendant when tho finding should have 
been for the plaintiff. • ,. 
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It would be an unprdfitable task to inquire how far this contention is wel/ 
founded, because their Lordships cannot accept the rulings of the High Courts 
of Calcutta and Allahabad as a correct statement of the law. Nothing can be 
clearer than tlie declaration in the Civil Procedure Code that no second appeal 
will lie except on the grounds specified in section 584. No Court in India or 
elsewhere has power to add to or enlarge those grounds. It is always dangerous 
to paraphrase an enactment, and not the less so if the enactment is perhaps 
not altogether happily e.vpressed Their Lordships therefore will not attempt 
to translate into other words the language of section 584. It is enough in the 
present case to say that an erroneous finding of fact is a different thing from an 
error or defect in procedure, and that f^ere is no juns^btion to entertain a 
second appeal on the ground of an erroneous finding of fact, however gross or 
inexcusable the error may seem to be. Where there is no error or defect in the 
procedure, the finding of the first Appellate Court upon a question of fact is final, 
if that Court had before it evidence proper for its consideration in support of 
the finding. Ananqamaiijari Chowdhrani v. Tripura Sundan ChoV'dhram 
(L. R,14I. A., 101 . 1. L. B, 14 Cal., 740), Pcrtab Chunder Ghose v. 
Mohendra Purkait (L. B., 16 1. 233 , 1 L. B., 17 Cal., 291). 

• Their Lordships are unable to dispose of the case without expressing their 
regret that the Commissioner should have dealt with the matters before him in 
so meagre a fashion. They have no reason to doubt that all the evidence was 
fully and duly considered hy him, but they cannot help thinking that a 
judgment more carefully expressed might have prevented an idle appeal. 

Their Lordships must also express regret that the Judicial Commissioner 
having tightly treated the case a.s one depending entirely on issues of fact 
which ho had no jurisdiction to review, should yet have felt himself constrained 
by authority to give a certificate to the effect that a substantial question of law 
was involved in the appeal. 

[313 Their Lordships will humbly advise llor Majesty that the appeal 
ought to be dismissed. 

The appellant will pay the costs of the appeal 

Appeal dimusml. 

Rolicitois for the Appellant: Messrs. Watkins and Lattey. 

Solicitors for the Eespondent, Messrs. T, L Wilson and Co. 


NOTES 

fl. The word ‘specified' \v,is rL>niovud lu the C.l’.C lUOd sec. 100. b’e^also (1892) 20 Gal. 
9:i. (1893) 15 Ail . 123, (1897) 25 Gal , U6. 

11 AS regard^, the grounds of Socond Appeal m respect of erioneouo finding of 
fact, also (1906) 6 C L.J.. 56 ; (1906) 4 C. L J., 198, (1904) Si Gal , 503 ; (1898) 2 C. W. 
N , 049 , (1897) 25 Cal , 316 (1897) 24 Cal , 825 . {18W) 21 Cal., 504 , (1907) 9 Bom , L R , 
893 ; (1004) 29 Bom , 1; (1903) 5 Bom., L. R„ 174,226 ; (1902) 27 Bom., 452; (1900) 26 
Bom.. 202 , (1B95) 20 Bom.. 699.] 
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In re THE GANQES^STBAM TUG CO. LTD. [18901 I.L.R. 18 Cal. 82 

I ft Gal. 81 ] 

OBIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 2nd July, 1890. 

Present 

Sib VV. Comer Petheham, Kt . Chief Justice, Mr. Iitstice Wilson, 

AM) Mb. Justice Pigot. 


In the matter of Tlio Indian Companies Act, 1882, 

• • and 

In the matter of The Ganges Steam Tug Company, Ijimitod. 

Ev'parie The Delhi and London Bank, Limited .' 

Company—Vnluntnty hqiudahon—Liquidator, bm rowing povm-H of — 
—Vrtveipol and Agrnt — Election—Hiihioqation—Indian CoinpanieH 
Act f VI of 1882), is. lU<f), 177 (g). 

in which it was held that a liquidatot of a company being voluntarily wound up 
h.id power to borrow for the purposes of the winding up, including the working of steamers 
and dock", on the credif of the assets of the company, without sccuntv written oi otherwiso, 
and that the loan in question wis within his powers .ind was in fact m.idc to the comp.ini, 
though the liquidator also made himself person.illy liable, 

I'cr PETHBH \.M, C.J — Held, that .i pon-oii contracting with an agent may look directly 
1.0 the principal unlcbb by the termr- of tho uontract ho has agreed not to do ho, whether he 
wan or was not xw.iro when he made the contrart th.it tho person with whom ho w'as dealing 
was an agent only Cahler v, Dobell (L. B. fi U I’., 48G) referred to 

2>er Wilson and Ptgot, J,T.— Hold, that the realisjod assets of .i company divided among 
the shareholders in pursuance of a resolution an^ .issets within the meaning of t>. 144 (f) f 
of tho Indian Companies Act. 

Pei noOT, J.— Held, that if it were nccessarv to hold so, tho principle of Baroness 
Wenlock v. Ittvei' Dee Ccmjmni/ (L. R. 19 tj B. 1) , 155) would apply to the case. 

This was an appeal from ao order of NOBIIIS, J., dismissing the claim oi the 
Delhi and London Bank, Limited, to rank as a [32] creditor against the Ganges 
Steam Tug Companv, Limited, then in voluntary liquidation, in respect of the 
^um of Bb 11,614-7-6. 

The Ganges Steam Tug Company was incorporated as a Limited Liability 
"'Company on or about the 28th August 1883, under the provisions of the Indian 
Companies Act, 1882, and can-ied on business by one Bamkissen, its Managing 
Agent and Treasurer, up to the 30th November 1885, as owners of steam-tugs 
and lessees of two docls situate at Howrah, known as the Commercial and 
East India Docks. 

‘Original Civil Appcid No. .16 of 1889, against the decree of Mr. Juntioe NOKKIS, dated 
the 9tb of September 1889. 

Fowet of official liqui- t[Boc. 144 --The ofhoial liquidator shall have power, with 
dator. tho sanction of the Court, to do the following things— 

, * • • • 

(/) to draw, accept, make and endorse any bill of exchange, hundi or promissory note 
in the name and on behalf of the^Company; also to raise, upon the seourity of 
the assets of the Company, froqi time to time, any requisite sum or aum^of 

* money; and the drawing, aocepCIing,,making or endorsing of every such bill, hundi 
or note as aforesaid on behalf of tho Oompaiqr shall have the same effect with 
respect to the liability of such Company as if such bill, hundi or note had been 

• drawn, accepted, made or endorsed by or on behalf of sooh Company in the 

coutse of oarrying on the business thereof;] • 
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At an extraord naxgeneral meeting of the oempany, held on the 30th' 
November 1865, it was duly resolved to wind np the company voluntarily under 
the provisions of the Indian Companies Act, 1882, and Bamkissen was 
appointed liquidator, and at a like meeting held on the 18th December 1885, 
the above resolution was confirmed. By another resolution duly passed by the 
shareholders on the 21th December 1885, it was, {inter aha), directed that the 
fleet of the company should be sold by public auction, and that Bamkissen as 
liquidator should carry on the working of the Commercial and East IndinJ^oks 
for the purpose of the winding up, and should work the steamers Pilot and 
Columhus until they were disposed of. The resolution is set out fullv below in 
the judgment of Mr Justice WILSON. ‘ t . , 

On the 21st December 1867 Bamkissen addressed tlie following letter to 
the Manager of the Delhi and London Bank :— 

" 23, Stkand Boad, 

Calcutta, the 21st December 1HH7, 

“ Thos. Longmuib, Esq., 

" Manager, Delhi and London bank. 

“ Dear Bib, 

“ Will you be so good as to let me know if you will allow me to overdraw 
to the extent of Be. 10,000, on account of the Ganges Steam Tug Company, 
Limited. It will only bo for a short time, and I shall be personally resp'^nsible 
for the same. An early reply will oblige 

" Yours faithfully, 

"Bamkissen.” 

[33] To this letter the Manager replied as follows •— 

“The Delhi and London Bank, Limited, 
" Calcutta, 21st December 1887. 

" Baboo Bamkissen, 23, Strand. 

“ Deau Sm, 

" In reply to your letter of date 1 shall be happy to allow you to overdraw on 
account of the Ganges Btoam Tug Company, Limited, to the extent of 
Bs 10,DUO, and it is understood that you will be personally responsible for 
the debt 

• " Yours faithfully, 

“ (Sd.) D. King, 

“ Deputy Manager." 

In pursuance of this agreement Bamkissen drew as liquidator upon the 
bank (or the amount claimed. The payments wore made by cheques and were 
admittedly made in resjiect of business caniSd on by Bamkissen as liquidator. 
The account with the bank through which the money advanced was passed was 
draoribed as an " account current with Bamkissen, Liquidator, Ganges Steam 
Tug Company, Limited (in current deposit account),’’ so that it might be 
doubtful whether the account was fchn account of the liquidator or of the 
company. 

The bank claimed payment of the sum of Bs. ll,614>7-6 on account of 
principal and interest calculated up to tjie 5th lune 1889, and it was stated in 
an affidavit made b> the Manager that thc^ held no security or satisfaction for 
the debt exuept the yersoifal guarantee of Bamkissen, who had meanwhile 
absconded. The bank claimed payment of the debt as part of the expenses of 
liquidation and in priority to the general oredltors of the company. 
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Mr. Elias Meyar, the liquidator, representiog these interested in the com¬ 
pany, in his affidavit stated that Bamkissen had ample funds at his disposal to 
enable him to carry on the business of the company, and that no power to pledge 
the credit of the company was ever given to him ; that Bamkissen had expended 
these funds in a careless and reckless manner ; that the loan was to Bamkissen in 
his individual capacity; upon his personal guarantee [84} to repay the same ; 
tliat the bank did not give cx-edit to the company, but allowed them to over¬ 
draw their account on the personal guarantee of Bamkissen ; that at the time 
of such overdrawal the bank held valuable securities of Bamkissen, more than 
sufficient to cover the debt; and that the companV had a large claim against their 
late liquidator on acoount of the reckless and negligent manner in which he bad 
carried on the business of the company and expended the company's moneys. 

NoRHIS, J., held that the bank gaveuredit to Bamkissen personally, and 
that there was no reason for the introduction of the equity referred to in 
ISaroiie&b Wcnlock v. Bioct Dee Company (L. B.,19 Q. B. D., Idd) by which the 
lender of money borrowed by a company ultra vires is entitled to be subrogated 
to the rights of creditors of the company paid out of such money, and to reooyer 
from the company the amount oi their debts or liabilities so paid off, which 
doctrine had been relied on on behalf of the bank. The bank appealed. 

The case originally came on for hearing before Petheram, C.J., and 
PiGOT,*.J., who directed that the case should be re-argued. 

Mr. Evans (with him Mr. Gasper) for the Appellants. 

Mr. Pugh (with him Mr. Garth) for the Eespondents. 

Mr divans.—The real question is, to whom was the money lent; whose 
credit determined the loan ? It was a loan to be repaid by the company. The 
doctrine of subrogation is applicable to the case, Baroness Wenhek v Biver 
Dee Company (L. B., 19 Q. B. D., 1551. Bamkissen was a surety for the 
principal debtors, Contract Act (IX of 1872), section 126. The hank are 
entitled to stand in the place x>f the creditors, and on that footing to be ]>aid 
tile amount of the advances out of the assots of the company Section 173 of 
tlie Indian Companies Act (VI of 1882) provides for the cases in which a com¬ 
pany may be wound up voluntarily. The section is identical with section 129 of 
the English Act (25 and 26 Viet., c. 89). The consequences which ensue from 
a voluntary winding up are mentioned in section 177 of the Indian Companies 
Act, which corresponds with section 133 of the English Act Section 144 (b) and 
T/) of the Indian Companies Act, corresponding with s. 95 of the English 
Act, [88] empowers the Official liquidator to carry on the business of the 
company so far as may be necessary for the beneficial winding up of the same, 
and to raise money upon the security of the assets of the company. The case 
of Dutton V Marsh (L Bp, 6 Q.B., 361) will be relied upon by the other side, but 
the present case is different as being a case of winding up. All obligations pro¬ 
perly incurred by the liquidator must be satisfied and paid up in full, In re Oak 
Pits Colliery Co. (L. B., 21 Ch. D., 322), In re Watson, Kiphng d Co (L. B., 
23 Oh. D., 600 (507)], In re National Arms and Ammunition Co. [L. B,, 28 Oh. 
D., 474 (481;]. If the mdhey was borrowed vires, then th^ doctrine of 
subrogation applies ; Baroness Wenlocky. Jiiver Dee Company (L.B., 19 Q.B.D., 
155). 

Mr. Pugh. —The oases last cited are distinguishable from the present, apd 
the Baroness Wcnlock’s case (L.B.^18 Q.B.D., 166) does not apply except 
where there is privity between the person who fiends and the person who 
borrows and the equity arises, which is not the case here. Dutton v. Marsh 
(L.B.,43 Q B., 361) is in the respondents’ favour. The liquidator had power 
to summon a general meeting under s. L83 of the Indian Companies Act (Vl of 
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1882). He employed embanker for his own convenience. The account was 
earmarked, so that it could be kept separate. [WILSON, J. —If this were 
Bamkissen’s accounc and he had authority to borrow, it would be a case of 
money lent to an undisclosed principal. Section 2.31 of the Contract Act (IX 
of 1872) embodies the Eiifilish law' as settled in the case of (JnUhr v. Dobell 
(L. B., 6 C. P., 486).] The materials in this case are insutlicieut, and the bank 
should have brought a suit. 

Mr. Evana in reply referred to Lindloy on Companies, 5th Edition, Book 
II, Chapter 5, pp 235—38 

The Court (Pbtheram, C..T., Wilson, and Pigot, JJ.) delivered the 
following judgments: — 

Petheram, C.J.— >1 am of opinion that this appeal must he allowed, 
and the appellants’ claim against thb company admitted. 1 agree with the 
learned .fudge that Bamkissen was, upon the r'16] face of the account, the 
customer of the bank , but I think that whatever was the form of the account, 
or by whatever machinery the loan was carried out, it has been jiroved that the 
account was in fact the account of the company, and that the advance was 
made to them 

This is not the ordinary case of a liquidator whose only duty is to collect 
the assets of an insolvent company and to distribute them, but of the liquidator 
of apparently a solvent company who was to carr^ on the business * for the 
company for an indefinite term, and for that purpose required and kept a 
banking account in his own name, hut which was used only for the company's 
business. 

It is a well-established law that a person who has made a contract witli 
an agent may, if and when he pleases, look directly to the principal, unless by 
the terms of the contract he has agreed not to do so, and that, whether he was 
or was not aware when he made the contract, that the person with whom ho 
was dealing was an agent only Calder v Dobull (L B., 6 G. P., 486). 

In the present case I think that tlie bank have shown that the real 
borrowers of their monev were the company, and tliat the claim must he 
admitted. 

The appellants will get the costs in all the Courts. 

Wilson, J. —Two questions arise on this appeal first, what power had 
the liquidator to borrow so as to charge the company secondly, was the loan 
in question within those poivers. By section 144 of the Indian Companies 
Act (VI of 1882) the liquidator of a company which is being wound up by the 
Court baa power, with the sanction of the Court, amongst other things, "to 
raise, upon the security of the assets of the company, from time to time, any 
requisite sum or sums of money (clause /) ” The fo%ms of orders made under 
the corresponding section to this m the English Act, collected in Palmer’s 
Precedents, 4th ed., p. 707, show that the borrowing need not lie on mort¬ 
gage or pledge or charge of specific property, but may he on the security of 
the assets generally. The liquidator of a company being voluntarily 
wound upand that is the case with the company before us— [37] may, 
by section 177," sub-seotion (g), without the sanction of the Court, exercise 
all powers by this Act given to the Official Liquidator, including of course the 
pywer of borrowing ' 

Connequenoe of volun- * [ Seo. 177 . —following consequenoeH shall en«ae upon 

tarv wiiiding-up. thei voluntary windmg-up of a company .— 

(j^) the liquidatprs may, without the sanction of the Court., exercise all poweA by this 
• * Act given to the official liquidators ,1 
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' In the present ease the right ol the liquidator to borrow is strengthened 

by the facts of the case. The resolution for the voluntary winding up of the 
company was passed on gihe 30th November 1885. That lesolution was 
con6rmed on the 18th December 1885, and the first liquidator appointed. At 
another meeting on the 24th December 1885, the shareholders came to the 
following resolutions:— 

“ The Columbus, Pilot, and the Dockfi ehould continue working until they are dispoeod of. 

“^he meeting considern that the liquidator hhould arrange terms ae to commiAsion 
with Me^-srs Mfickenzie, Lyail & Co. If this firm agrees to undertake the sale without 
charging any commission in the event of the steamers and dook^, together with machinery, 
stores, etc., not being sejf!. the same should put up for sale by public auction at an upset 
price to be fixed by the -liquidator Sale to'take place within a month from the first 
advertisement liquidator to be at liberts in the iheantime to accept ofTers for private sale 
of the same. 

" Having regard tn the facts that there is now in the hands of the liquidator a sum of 
aliout Rs 1,75,000 in cash and m 4 per cent (Tovornment securities, this meeting con* 
siders that the liiiuidator should sell oil the n-overnment securities and declare a dividend of 
25 per cent , or Rs 25 per share, h.iving reg.ird to the fact that the declaration of dividend 
will leave a sufficient balanm- lu the hands of the liquidato' to pav off the whole of the debts* 
of the eompaiiv " • , 

From these resolutions it would (^eem that the shareholders directed the 
liquidator to continue working two steamers and some docks, and provided 
him with no working capital to work with, leaving apparently no alternative, 
in case the current receipts should at any time be insufficient to carry on with, 
e.voept boirowing. This is strong evidence to show that they authoriised him 
to borrow I think it clear, then, that the liquidator had power to borrow 
for the purposes of the winding up, including the working of the steamers and 
the docks, on the credit of the assets of the company. 

The second question is, di<] he do so. He certainly borrowed the sum in 
question. He borrowed it foi the purposes of the company and applied it to 
those purposes. Did he borrow on the ^38] credit of the assets of the 
company ? His letter of the 2l8t December 1887 to the manager of the 
claimant bank was— 

*' Will you lie so good as to let me know if you will allow me to overdraw 
(to the extent of Bs. 10,000 or. account of the Ganges Steam Tag Company, 
Limited. It will only be for a short time, and I will be personally responsible 
for the same ” And the answer was—“ 1 shall be happy to allow you to 
ovrdraw on account ot the Ganges Steam Tug Company, Limited, to the 
extent of Bs. 10,000, and it is understood that you w'ill be personally respon¬ 
sible for the debt ” 1 think this was a borrowing on the credit of the company 
so far as the liquidator could charge it, that is, on the credit of the assets, 
though the liquidatoi also made himself personally liable , and 1 do not think 
any difficulty arises from the fact that the money advanced was passed through 
an account with the hank^ the heading of which is ambiguous,so that it might 
be doubted whether it was primarily the account of the company or of the 
liquidator : it was certainly an account of the rnoneys of the company. 

That there were at the time of the loan assets of the company liable to 
be charged, and that there are such still, is, f think, clear, for the 25. per cent, 
divided amongst the shareholders, u«(jer.the resolution of the 24th December 
1885, is part of the assets and available to satisfy Creditors. 

I think the appeal should be allowed and the claim admitted wit^ costs 
in both Courts. • 


9 CAL.—4 
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Pi«ot.J .—I am of opinion, as I was at the close of the first argument in 
this case, that this appeal should be allowed and the claim admitted. 

As to the question whether the loan was in fact made to the company, and 
that both the bank and the liquidator so intended, 1 have been throughout unable 
to see how any doubt could exist upon it. The letters seem to me to show 
that it was, and was intended by both parties to be, such a loan, fortified by 
the personal liability of Hamkissen. 

No question arises as to the fact that the money was borrowed and was 
applied to pay debts incurred in the working of the business of the company, 
the carrying on of which by the liquidator was expressly authorised by the 
company - nor is there anything C393 to show that the business, so far as it 
was carried on by the liquidator, was not carried on legitimately for the 
purposes of the winding up. 

A question was raised in the first argument (not, I think, in the second) as 
to the power of a liquidator to pledge, as security, for a loan contracted by him, 
not merely realised assets of the company, but even the liability ot members of 
the company for calls, such liability being, it was argued, assets of the company 
within the meaning of the section. 

The facts of the present case do not give rise to such a question * for the 
realized assets of the company, divided among the shareholders in pui:suance 
of the resolution referred to bv him, stand on a different footing from the 
liabilitv to calls on shares in the company, and are in any case, I think, 
assets within the meaning of the section 

It is not necessary to determine the question whether the principle of 
Baroness Wenlock's case applies to the present. But I may say that had it been 
necessary, I should myself have been prepared to hold that that case did apply. 

Appeal allowed 

Attorneys for the Appellants . Messrs. Morgan and (Jo. 

■Attorneys for the Bospondents Messrs. Gregory and Jones. 

A. A C. 


NOTBB. 

[See Me«is>-s , Pollock & Mnllii's Indian Contriwt Act III Edn. (1913) p. 609, (1909) li 
OWN 414.1 
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REFERENCE FROM THE BOARD OF REVENUE. 

The 30th July, 1890. 

Pbbsent . 

SiB W. Comer Petheh'am, Kt., Chief Justice, Mb. Justice Pigot, 

ANi> Mr. Justice O’Kinealx*. 

In the matter of ^Queen-Empress 
• versus 

Trailakya Nath.BaTal." 

Stamp Act (1 of 1879), sa. 3 (JO), 81—Instruments “ duly stamped ”—Bute 6 (b) 
of tftahilcs made by the Oovemor-General in Council under 
Notification No. 1288 of 3rd March 1882 

The itbHenoe ot the uertihcaite required by rule 5 (6) of the rules, dated 3rd March 188‘d, _ 
issued by the (Tovurnor-Cleneral iii Council undci [40] sections 9, 15, IT, 3'i, 51, and 56 of the 
Indian Stamp Act (1 of 1879) does not make the document in question not “ duly .stamped " 
within the intention of the Stamp Act. 

The non-compliance by the treasury officer or the stamp vendor with the direction to give 
such a certificate is not an act fur which the person purchasing the stamp from him can be 
punished, by the invalidation of the stamp innocently bought by him, or under section 61t of 
the Indian Stamp Act. 

This was a reference to the High Court by the Board cf Revenue under 
section 46 of the Indian Stamp Act (1 of 1879) in the following terms .— 

“ A deed of conveyance was written on two impressed sheets—one 
of Rs. 200 and the other of Ks. 90. On the consideration set forth, 
Rs. 27,345, the proper stamp duty was Rs. 275, and as Rs. 290 had been 
paid, the deed, it will appear, was more than sufficiently stamped. Neverthe¬ 
less, the Collector of Maldah, before whom it was presented, impounded it on 
the ground that it did not bear the treasury officer’s endorsement as laid 
down in rule 5 (h) of the rules issued by the Governor-General in Council under 
Notification No. 1288, dated 3rd March 1882 (page 82 of the Board’s Stamp 
« Manual, 1889), certifying that the number of sheets used was the smallest avail¬ 
able, and that therefore the deed was not ‘duly stamped ’ within the meaning 

* Reteroucc from the Board of Revenue under section 46 of the Indian Stamp Act, made 
by K. G. Gupta, Esq., Secretary', Revenue Board, dated the 7th of July 1890. 

rCSec. 61 .—Any person drawing, making, issuing, endorsing or 
Penalty for executing, transferring, or signing otherwise than as a witnesb, or present- 
Ac., instrument not duly mg for acceptance or payment, or accepting, paying or receiving 
stamped. payment of, or m any manner negotiating, any bill of exchange, 

oh^ueor promissory note without the same being duly stamped, 
auy person executing or signing otherwise than as a witness any ot£er instrument 
chargeable with duty without the same being duly stamped, and 

any person voting or attempting to vote under any proxy not duly stamped, 
shall for every such offence be punished with fine which may extend to five bundled 
rupees t a * . 

Provided that, when any penalty has been paid in respAit of any instrument under Sec¬ 
tion thirty-four, Section thirty-seven or Section fifty, the amount of such penalty aha.ll bo 
allowe4 iQ reduction of the fine (if any) subsequently imposed under ^is section in respeci ot 
the same instrument upon the person who paid such penalty.] *. 


27 



LLJt. IS Cal. 41 


In re QtriUBN-KMPBBSS V. 

• 

of sdofcioQ 3 (10)' of the Act. The Collector further called apoQ the executant 
to pay Bs. 275 as stamp duty and Bs. 5 as penalty, and on the latter’s failure 
to do so, ordered his prosecution under section 61. The Deputy Magistrate 
who tried the case convicted the accused and sentenced him to a fine of Bs. 10. 

" The Collector, being dissatisfied with this decision, referred the case for 
the orders of the Board through the Commissioner, contending that the 
Magistrate trying the case was bound to include in the fine the amount of 
stamp-dutv due, viz.. Bs. 275 Both the Commissioner and the Board did not 
concur in this view, and the Board expressed an opinion that it was probably 
incorrect to treat the deed as not ‘ du^ stamped ’ under section 3 (10) of the 
Indian Stamp Act, 1679, referring to .a decision of thealMadras High Court 
(Full Bench) reported in the Indian Law Bepoits, Madras Series, Volume Vlll, 
page 532. The Collector, in raply, asks that the question whether the docu¬ 
ment IS to be held to be ‘ duly [41} stamped ’ or not mav be referred to the 
High Court under p. 46, and the Commissioner supporis the .request. Hence 
the present reference. 

" The case before the Madras High Court was very analogous to this case, 
though the point at issue was not precisely the same, and the Board, for the 
' reasons set forth by the majority of the Judges m that case, are of opinion that 
this document ought to lie held to be duly stamped. The precise point on 
which the Board asks for a ruling is whether the absence of the ceitifioate 
required by rule 5 (5) of the rules issued by the Governor-General in Council in 
the notification of the 3id March 1882 makes the document in question ‘ not 
duly stamped ’ under the Indian Stamp Act of 1879.” 

Rule 5 (5) is as follows .— 

When the amount of duly rhargo.iblc ui respect of any instromuut exceeds one hundred 
rupees, or a treasurv officer, or stamp vendor ha» certified undei clause (a) that ho la unable 
tofurnibh a single stamp of the required value,[the number of sheets used for indicating the 
payment of duty shall not exceed the number foi which the treasury officer or the 
stamp vendor certifies in either case to be the sinallest number which he can furnish sc as to 
make up the required amount." 

The Adiocaie-Gcnerai (Bir Charles Paul) appeared for the Government 
upon the reference 

The judgment of the Court (Petheham, C. J., and PiGOT and O'Kinealy, 
JJ.) was delivered by— n 

Pigot, J. (Petheram, C J , and 0‘Kinealy, J , concurring)- We think 
that the question put to us at the end of the 4th paragraph of this reference * 
must be answered in the negative, and that the absence of the certificfl^e 
required bv rule 5 (5) of the rules issued by the Governor-General in Council 
does not make the document in question “ not duly stamped ” within the inten¬ 
tion of the Stamp Act. It is not necessary for ua to express an opinion as to 
the exact scope of the direction contained in that rule. Whether or not it is 
a purely administrative order, directory as addressed to the treasury officer or 
to the stamp vendor, or whether it be also iDten4ed for the protection from 
inconvenient, or what not, of the person applying for the stamps, in neither 
case can it, in our judgment, be held that the non-oomplianoe by the treasury 
officer o r the stamp ven dor with the direction to give such a oeriifieate 

Interpretation-cJause ® there is something re^^agnant 

■ • in the subject or context,— • 

(10) " Duly stamped,” as a^ied to an instnment, means stunpad, or written upon 
paper beanng an impressed stamp, in aocortenoe with file law 
“ Duly stamped ” ^ in fore* in British India when such instrument was exe«itod or 
* • first exo<juted,l 
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IB an act for which the person purchasing the stamp from him can be punished 
by the invalidation of the stamps innocently bought by him. So long as the 
proper stamp is obtained and paid for by him, as was the case in this instance, 
he is, we think, unaffected by the operation of that rule. We are not aware, 
nor probably does the matter come strictly before us, of the exigencies which, 
in the opinion of the Collector under some rule issued, as he supposes, probably 
correctly, by tlie Board of Revenue, lendered it bis duty to institute this 
a^nishing prosecution directed against a person who had done all required of 
him by law, and even paid Bs. Id more than the stamp required from him by 
law. 

We would earne^v invite attentidn to the question whether the rules and 
directions issued by the Board of Bevenue'are, in truth,of such a stringent nature 
as to compel the Collector, who of course did, as he understood it, his duty, and 
no more, to institute this prosecution uuder the impression that he was bound 
to do so. If BO, it seems obvious that such rules should be corrected. 

As to the prosecution, we have already intimated our opinion—an opinion 
in which the learned Admcate-General, as might be expected from him, 
cordially joins—that the matter ought to be sent to the Criminal Bench for 
their consideration in case the learned Judges sitting on it should think proper 
to take notice of the case. If so, perhaps the stigma of a criminal conviction 
under such circumstances may not be allowed to remain upon Trailakya Nath 
Baral, the subject of that prosecution. 

On the matter coming before the Criminal Bench, the Court (PbthebAM, 
C.J., and Bamfimi, J.) delivered the following judUment on 3rd September 
1890;- 

We think that, for the reasons given in the judgment of this Court, dated 
the SOth July last, the document executed by tbe accused was duly stamped, 
and that therefore the accused has not committed any offence punishable under 
s. 61, Act I of 1879. We accordingly set aside his conviction and the sentence 
inflicted upon him. The fine, if paid, must be returned to him. 

Uonvictton quashed. 


A. A. C. 



I.L.a 18 Cal. 43 


MILLEH &0. V. 

t43] 4PPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 11th Auffiist, 1890. 

Pbbsbnt; 

Sir W. Goaibr Petheham, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Bampini 


A B Miller, OflicUl Ausignee, and Assignee of the Estate of Shibodas 

Mohuri.Defendant *,• 

oersus 

Budh Singh Dudhuria.Plaintiff ' 


Pxitie6—Insolvent Act (ll iC 1st Vtct., Cap. '41)—Official Assignee 
made a party-defeiidant. 

In a buit 111 the niofuhAil the defendant having been adjudicated an iiiRolvout under Ihi 
Indian Iniolvont Act (11 A li Vici., c 21), the Olhcial Assignee wab placed upon thi 
record as a defend i>n,t, and judgment was entered against him for the sum claimed to be pan 
out of the lUbolvent'b estate 

Held, that tho Oihcial Assignee was not a proper party, there being nothing in thi 
Insolvent Act which enables a suit of this kind to bo continued against the Oihcial A*-s]gnoe 

This was a suit to recover from the defendant Shibodas Mohuri the sum oi 
Bs 12,100, due to the plaintiff’s firm at Azimgunge with interest thereon 
The plaint was filed on the 4th March 1889 The defendant SliibodaE 
Mohuri was adiudicated an insolvent by the Court foi the Belief of Insolvent 
Debtors on the 27th February 1889. and by an order of that date the estate 
and effects of the insolvent vveie vested in the Ofiicial Assignee, so that the 
suit was instituted subsequently to the date on which Shibodas Mohuri was 
'adjudicated an insolvent. On the 5tb April 1889 the Official Assignee wac 
made a defendant at tlie instance of the plaintiff, and on the 21st May 1880 
the Official Assignee filed a written statement contending that no suit would 
lie against him for any claim accruing prior to the date of the insolvency : 
that the plaintiff must rank pan passu with the other creditors of the 
insolvent for dividend, and was not entitled to claim any preference over them , 
that the plaintiff shouJd piove in the Insolvent Court for his claim, and that 
the suit should be dismissed with costs Shibodas Mohuri took no part in 
the proceedings. 

Upon the question of jurisdiction, the Subordinate Judge held that the 
insolvent's schedule not having been filed before the [44] institution of the 
suit or up to that date, s. 49 of the Insolvency Act did not apply, and 
the Court had therefore jurisdiction to try the case. He found that the sum 
claimed wae*due to the plaintiff from Shibodas Mohuri, and passed a decree 
against the Official Assignee for the amount due with interest and costs of suit. 

• The Official Assignee appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Woodroffe, Mr. Safe, and Mr. Thngile for the Appellant. 

Baboo Snnath Doss fof the Bespondent. 

* Appeal from Origiual Decree Ko. 219 of 1889, l^rast the decree of fiaboo Kaj Q^under 
Sanyal, Subordinate JdBge of Mootshedabad, dated the 29th of June 1889. ^ 

e 


SO 





BUDH SINGH DUDHUBIA [1890] !.L»B» 18 081. 

• The judgment of the High Court (PBTHEBIM, • cX and BAMPIUI, JJ 
was delivered by 

Petheram C.J. —This wag a guit brought by the plaintiff against a pBKOU 
called Shibodas Mohuri to recover a sum of Rs 12,100 and interest. Shortly 
before the suit w'as brought, proceedings had been taken against this man 
under the Insolvency Act, and his estate was vested in Mr. Miller, the Official 
Assignee. Upon that an application was made to the Subordinate Judge to 
substitute Mr. Miller as a defendant in place of the original defendant, the 
actual debtor and that application was acceded to, and Mr. Miller was 
placed upon the record The case then went to trial. The Subordinate 
Judge tried the case,«i^nd came to the conclusion that the original debtor did 
owe the money, and he gave judgment against Mr. Miller for the sum claimed 
to be paid out of the insolvent’s estate. 

The first order putting Mr. Miller’s name on the record was, in our 
opinion, wrong. _There is nothing in the Insolvency Act which enables a suit 
of this kind to be continued against the Official Assignee when the defendant 
has become insolvent, and this is not the case of the assignment of any interest 
within the moaning of s 372 of the Ckide of Civil Procedure, such as would 
enable the plaintiff to proceed against the Assignee. We think, therefore, 
that the Subordinate Judge was wn-ong in placing Mr. Miller’s name on 
the I’ecord, but his name having been wrongly placed there, we think 
that the judgment against him in this form must be wrong, and the 
reason is that such a judgment would work manifest injustice and 
prevent the beneficial operation of the Insolvency sections of the Act, 
because a judgment of this kind, as against Mr. Miller, comes to this, that 
[45] he IS to pay the money out of the estate in Ins hands, and that this man, 
the plaintiff, is entitled to get the whole of his claim, and that it is to be paid 
in full if the whole estate of the insolvent is sufficient to pay him This is 
clearly wrong, and consequently this appeal must be allowed, and the judg¬ 
ment of the Subordinate Judge and the order substituting Mr. Miller’s name 
on the record must be set aside, and the case remitted to the Subordinate 
Judge for re-trial as against tlie original defendant The plaintiff must pay 
the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal allowed. 

A. A. C 


NOTES 

CBee also (1894) ‘22 Cal , 256, (1901) 2.5 Mad., 406 . (1904) 31 Gal 667 . (191*2) 15 I C., 
288 (Cal.)1 


*[ Sec. 372 .— In otherca=ieRof aRMgnment, creation or devolutionrof any interest pending 
the RUit, the suit vay, with the leave of the Court, given eithhr 
Procedure in caae of as- with the ooneevt of all partien or after aervice of notice in writ- 
Rignment pending RUit. ing upon them, and hearing theii^objectionR, if any, bo continued 

by or against the person to whom such interest has come 
either addition to or in subRtitation for the person from whom it has passed, as the case 
may requir^.] * , 
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NlSTABtNY DABYA ko. V. 


APPELLATE CIVIL 
The nth July, 1890. 

Pbbsbnt ’ 

Mb. Jdsticb Macpherson and Mb. Justice Banbrjee, 


Nistarinv Dabya, minor, by her guardian Sarasatv Dabya.Petitioner 

versus 

Brahmomoyi Dabya.Opposite Party.*^ 

■ - 

• t 

Probate—Revocation of Probate—"Just came" for revocation—Probate 
and Admimstration Act (V of 1881), s. &0. 

The mere absence of a i^pecial citation in proceedings in which probate of a will is 
granted is not, where the person to whom a citation has not been issued is otherwise aware 
of the proceedings, a “just cause " for revocation of probate as malfiag the proceedings 
substantially defective within the meaning of s 501 of the Probate Act, even whore such 
person is a minor. 

This was an application for revocation of probate. The will in respect of 
which probate was granted was said to have been executed by one Gopal Chandra 
Das, who died some time in Julv 1887, leaving him surviving his widow, 
Nistariny Dabya, a minor, who is the petitioner in this case and is now repre* 
sented by her mother, Sarasaty, and his mother, Brahmomoyi, who was appointed 
executrix under the will. Brahmomoyi applied for probate in October 
1887. The usual citations were issued; and thereupon one Kali Prasad 
Tripati, paternal uncle of Nistariny, entered a caveat, representing that the 
minor, Nistariny, was living under his care, and was the heiress-at-law of 
Gopal Chandra and that the alleged will was a forgery. Evidence was gone 
into both sides, and the District r48] Judge refused probate, holding that the 
will was not proved. On appeal by Brahmomoyi, the High Court, on the 26th 
of .Tune 1888, reversed the .Tudge's decision, and ordered probate to be granted. 

The present application was made on the 23rd of March 1889 for revoca¬ 
tion of probate, on the ground that the grant had been obtained by Brahmomoyi 
fraudulently and in collusion with Kali Prasad Tripati The only evidence 
adduced in support of this allegation of fraud and collusion was that of Sarasaty, 
the mother of Nistarinv. She admitted, however, that Kali Prasad was not 
on bad terms with her daughter, and that she was living in the same house^ 
with him. 

The District Ju^ge considered the allegation of fraud and collusion 
unfounded, and rejected the application, .\gainst that decision the petitioner 
appealed to the High Court. * 


* Appeal from Original Decree No. 166 of 1889, against the decree of 3. Pratt, Esq., 
Judge of Midnapore, dated the Rth of April 1889 

Revocation or annul- ^t Sec 50 :--Tba grant of probate or letters of administration 
ment for just^oause. ^ annulled for.just cause. 

" Just cause. " Ezplancfum.—Just cause is— 


let, that the prooeediugs to obtain the grant were defective in substance; 

• 9nd, jbhat the grant was obtained fraudulently by making a false suggestion, or by 
concealing from the Court somothing n|^ri^ to the case; . 

8rd, that the grant was obSained by means of an untrue allegation of a fact essential in 
point of taw to justify the grant tibougb sueh ndlegatiou was made in ignoranoe 
or inadvertently; ^ 

, •4tb, that the graftt has become useless and inoperative throngh oirouinatana|a,] 
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’ Dr. Hash Behati Qhoae and Baf>oo Boidya Nath Dutl for the Appellant. 

Dr. Jroylokya Nath Mitter for the Bespondent. 

The judgment of the Court (Macfhehson and Banerjbe, .TJ ) was 
(omitting tlie facts which were stated as above) as follows:— 

It is very properly conceded before us that the allegation of baud and 
collusion has not been substantiated, and the only point pressed upon us is 
that the appellant is entitled to ask the executrix, Brahtnotnoyi, to prove the 
will in'solemn form in iier presence, as she neither appeared nor had slie been 
specially cited to appear in the previous proceedings, and that there was )ust 
cause for revocation of probate witlpa the moaning of section 50 of the 
Probate Act, the absence of special citatpin making the pioceedings substan¬ 
tially defective. 

We do not think tins contention is sound. The authorities cited in its 
suppoit do not hear it out. in Komd Luchun Dull v Nilriittun Mufidle 
(I L. R , 4 Cal., 'JGOJ, the onlv point decided was that the grant ofprobate 
could not be contested by a regular suit, and that if the probate was wrongly 
granted, the proper course was to apply for its revocation according to the 
procedure laid down in the Succession Act Some of the observations made in the 
judgment no doubt show that under certain circumstances the grant of probate 
C47] after a will is proved in solemn form may still be called in question, but 
the learned Judges do not say, nor were they called upon to say, what those 
circumsbances are. In'the case of Kamma Soondury Dassec v. Hurroo Loll 
Saha (1. L R, 8 Cal, 570), tlie only points raised (m addition to that relating 
to the genuineness of the will) were that the Court below had no local 
lunsdiction to revoke the piobate, and that the petitioner had no suflicient 
interest in the propei tv of the alleged testator to entitle him to apply for 
revocation of probate And though in the judgment it is observed that when 
a will IS jiropounded which alters the devolution of property, the District 
Judge^should, lu the exercise of tlie discretion rested m him as to the mode of 
issuing citations, diicct special citations to be served on every one immediately 
aH'eoted hv tlie will, the issue of special citations is not held to be imperative, 
so as to make the pioceedings substantially defective merely by reason of its 
absence. In Brtnd'i Choicdhrmti v. Hadhtca Choindhtani (I L.R., 11 Cal., 492), 
the learned -ludges nhserved —“ If it appeared that the applicant had had notice, 
or had been awai’c of the former pioceedings before the grant of probate issued 
*And had abstained then from coming forward, this would constitute a ground for 
refusing to allow her to intervene [see ftntcliffe v Barnes (2 Sw. & T , 486) and 
In re Pttamhar (fitdhaj {T L R , 5 Bom , 638)1, unless perhaps it were made 
out that the circumstances leading her to believe that tl^will was not gennine 
had not come to her knowledge until after the grant of probate.” In those 
observations we entirely agree, but they do not, under the circumstances of this 
case, presently to he noticed, at all support the appellant’s contention on the 
contrary, they support tlie opposite side. 

Willie we deem it certainly desirable that when a will is propounded 
which alteiB the devolution of property, the District Judge should, in the ex¬ 
ercise of tlie discretion vested in him hv section 69 of the Probate Act (V of 
1881)as to the mode of issuing citations, direct special citations to persons 
whose rights are immediately affected by the will, we do hot think theabsei^ce 
of aucji special citation would of Jtgblf be sufffeient to entitle a'party to 
require a will to lie proved in his presence after'ibehas once been proved in 
solemn form, if he was aware of the proceedings. The contention [483 that the 
appeftant is entitled to ask the other side to prove the will in her presence 
solely on the ground that she was not cited to appear, and she did not appear 
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in the previous proceedings, was preoisety the contention raised in Newell v. 
Week (2 Fhill., 224). But the contention was overruled, as there was no 
aathontyforit, and Sir John NiCHOLL observed : - "The process of citing parties 
IS a convenient one for all suitors, because when that is done you need not 
prove actual privity; the law presumes actual pnvity after legal process—the 
Its pendens is sufficient notice that persons should appear and protect their own 
interests, but if you can prove actual privity, the legal process in point of solid 
justice and sound reason is superfluous, though ex abundante cavteld, .it mav 
still be convenient to resort to it and have it upon record.” The same view 
is affirmed in Batcltjfe v. Barnes (2 Sw. & T., 486), in Wycherly v. Andrews 
(L. B., 2 P. & D., 327), in the case ol'Brtnda Chowdhram v Badhtka Chow- 
dhrani (I L. B., 11 Gal., 49^) referred to above, and ^.Iso in the case of In 
re Pitamber Gtrdhar (I. L. B., 5 Bom., 638). 

It was strongly urged that as the applicant for revocation of pro¬ 
bate IS a minor, nothing short of special citation or actual appearance 
at the* previous proceedings was sufficient to concludeT her, as privity 
could not otherwise be presumed in such a case. Let us examine what the 
facts are Kali Prasad Tripati, paternal uncle of the minor, clearly had notice 
of the proceedings It is admitted by the minor's mother, who now represents 
her as her guardian, that he is not on bad terms with the minor, and that the 
minor has been living in the same house with him. Kali Prasad .had no 
interest whatever in opposing the grant of probate otherwise than as represent¬ 
ing the minor. He did oppose the grant of probate, expressly representing that 
the minor was living under his care and was the heiress-at-law of the alleged 
testator, and his opposition was successful in the first Court, though the 
Appellate Court took a different view of the case And both the Courts re¬ 
garded him as acting on behalf of the minor. These being the facts of 
the case and the allegation of fraud and collusion between Kali 
Prasad and the opposite side being now given up, the only conclusion that 
we can come to is that the persons under whose care the minor has 
[493 been living, and who are interested on her behalf, were folly aware of the 
previous proceedings, and that the party who entered appearance and opposed 
the grant, though nominally appearing on bis own behalf, did really appear on 
behalf of the minor. '* 

We do not therefore think that any just ground has been made out for 
re-opening the proceedings, and this appeal must consequently he dismissed 
with costs. 

.]. V. W. 

♦ 


NOTES. 
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[ll Oal. «] 

OBIGINAL CRIMINAL. 

The 2Sih ajtd 26th July, 1890. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Wilson. 

Queen-Empress 

i}er.^m 

Hurree Mohan Mytihee.'* 

Child-wife.—Culpable homicide notamountino to murder—Causing death 
Ly a rash and negligent act—Bnshmss and negligence—Penal Code, 

, ss. 304, 304A, 325 and 336. 

¥ 

The prisoner,* » fullvdeveloped adult man, was charged with causing the death of 
his wife, a girl aged about 11 years and 3 months, who had not attained puberty. The death 
was caused by hemorrhage from a rupture of the vagina caused by the prisoner having sexual 
iiitei course with the girl For the defence it was alleged that he had had sexual intercourse 
with the.girl on several previous occasions without injury to her, and there were oirenm- 
stances in the case which showed that this was possible, and even not improbable, though 
the medical evidence was to the ofTeot that, if such intercourse had previously taken place, 
the penetration was probably not so complete or with so much sexual vigour as on the occa¬ 
sion when the injury was caused The medical evidence was further to the eSect that the 
girl had not attained puberty, and was immature and wholU unfit fur sexual intercourse; 
that under such circumstances sexual intercourse between the prisoner and the girl was likely 
to be dangerous to her, and to cause injuries more or less serious according to the degree of 
penetration effected The prisoner was charged with (a) culpable homicide not amounting to 
murder under a. .304 of the Penal Code , (/J causing death by doing a rash and nogligont 
act uudor s 304A; (r) voluntarily causing grievous hurt under s. 3‘i5; and (d) causing 
grievous hurt by doing an act so rashly or negligently as to endanger human life or the 
personal safety of others under s. 3d8 

C80] Held, that, in such a case, when the girl is a w^c and above the age of 10 years, 
and when therefore the law of rape docs not applv, it by no moans follows that the law 
^regards the wife as a thing made over to be the absolute property of her husband, or as a 
person outside the protection of the criminal law , that no hard-and-faat rule can be laid 
* down that sexual intercourse with a girl under a certain age must be regarded as dangerous 
and punishable, or over that age as safe and right, but that each case must be judged accord¬ 
ing to its own individual circumstances , that in such a case thff jury have to consider and 
say, whether under the partucular circumstances of the case, having regard to the physical 
condition of the girl, and to the intention, the knowledge, the degree of rashness or negli¬ 
gence with which the accused is shown to have acted on the occasion in question, he has 
brought himself within any of the provisions of the criminal law. 

Held further, that if thp jury wore of opinion (a) that the act of the pnaonec 
caused the death of the girl, that is to say, that the act of cohabitation on the 
part of the pnsoner had the effect of rapturing the vagina and so causing the hsmor- 
rhage which led to her death ; (6) that the act of cohabitation between a fully developed 
man like the prisoner and an immature giH like his wife was in itself a thing likely 
to lead* to dangerous consequences , (e) d^hat that act was one of such a character as to 
indicate a reckless indifference to the welfare of the girl or a Vaiit of reasonable consideration 
about what the pnsoner was doing, one which the husband of the girl, if he had had a 

* Original Criminal Case, Srd Sessions, 1890f , 
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reabonable regard to her wellarc, and had exertnsed reasonable thought as to the act he 
contemplated doing, would have abstained troni doing, they would be justified iii duding 
that the prisoner caused the death of the girl by a rash and negligent act. 

Under no system of law with which Courts have to do in this country, whether Hindu 
or Mahomedaii, or that framed under British rule, ha-, it ever been the law that a husband 
has the absolute right to enjoy the person of hii wife without regard to the question of safety 
to her. 

Thp: prisoner, a fully developed adult man, was charged in an indictment 
containing four counts, viz., with— 

(l) culpable homicide not amounjbing to tuurdei (section 304,Penal Code), 

(‘2) causing death hv doing a ra»h and negligent adt* (section 304A) 

(3) voluntarily causing grievous huit (section 32/3), and 

(4) causing grievous hurt by doing an act so rashly or negligentU as to 

endanger human life or the personal s.ilcty of other-s /section 
338). 

[61] The charges arose out of the death of one Phulinonl Dassee, a girl 
aged about 11 years and 3 months, who was married to the prisoner on the 
,11th Mav 1890 and who died on the Ihth June From the evidence of 
Dr Cobh, the Oliiciating Police Surgeon, who made thepost-morteni examination, 
the death was caused bv hiemorrhage from a laceration in the utiper pat.t of the 
vagina to the right of the neck of the uterus, measuring 14 inches long and 
1 inch broad, and it was the case for the prosecution that this lacemtion had 
been caused by the prisoner having sexual intercourse with the girl ou the 
night of the Ihth June. 

The case was tried liefore a special iur\ consisting of six Hindus, two 
Europeans, and one Mahomedan. 

The OfUciatmg Standing Counsel (Mr L. P. Pivih) and Mr. llydv lor the 
prosecution. 

Mr. M L Diitta for the defence. 

The evidence for the prosecution was to the following effect — 

The mother of tlie deceased, in whose house tlieoccunence took place, dei»os- 
ed to the fact that the fuisoiter and the deceased were Oorva Kyaists, and that 
it was not the custom oi their caste for husbands to cohabit with their wives 
before the latter hiul attained the age of imheitv 8he stated that her daughter ^ 
at the time oi the marriage and of the occurrence had not attained puberty > 
that after the marriage her daughter had gone to the prisoner’s house, where 
she remained, according to the usual custom, lor about 7 days, and on the 
expiry of that period had been brought hack to her house, that on another 
occasion, two days aftei the first, she had, as was pustomary, gone to the 
prisoner’s house for one day, being brought back at night, that the prisoner 
had once before the night of the occurrence visited at her house, where he 
remained for three days. that he then slept in the boitakhana downstairs in 
the outer apartments, and that the deceased slept in her room with her , that 
on the night of the 15th June, on which day the ‘prisoner had come to her 
house, she retired to rest about 11 P.M , the deceased and her two little sisters 
being at that time asleep in the verandah just outside her room, and the prisoner 
occupying the room next her’s , that about midnight she was awoke by cries 
from the deceased, and oh getting up found her on the bed in the prisoner's room, 
[68] bathed m blood, with ^he prisoner standing close beside her. She further 
stated that on the other female inmates of the house being called, the grand¬ 
mother of tlie deceased abused the prisoner for what he had done, and tfafit he 
mada no reply ; th|>t the deceased, except asking for water, never spoke from 
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the time she entered the room , that a doctor was ^enj; for and he came in the 
morning, but made no internal examination of tlie deceased, ivho died the same 
day about 3 P M 

This evidence was corroborated by other relations of the deceased and 
inmates of the house, and lier age was proved by the mothei and also by the 
production of the legister of births from the thanna, which contained an entry, 
made at the instance of the father of the deceased on the lOth March 1879, to 
the ehect that a daughter had been born to him on the 2nd March The father 
having died about four vears before the occurrence, evidence was given bv the 
oiotlier and othei lelatives to prove that the deceased was the daughter referred 
to in that entry 

The medical evidence in the case ooilsisted of the statements of four gentle¬ 
men —Dr. .-Vnuoda I’rosad Das, who had been called m to see the deceased on 
the morning of the 16th Juno, Dr Cobb, the Police Surgeon, who made the 
post-nuirtein examination and Dr Maclood and Dr Joubert, who were present 
in Court when the lestof the evidence was given, and vrho were called as 
experts 

Their statements were as follows — 

/>» Aiinoda /'ifisurf this —“ I .ira <i ini’flic.il practitioiiui I L'.dlcd tfi atUiiid I’hul- 
iiiorii un th(' nioiiiuig of trla; Kith Juiif I wutil lii'lweLMi 0 .ind 7 ^ M I had hocii iiiforinod 
at 12 \ M ’ Whfii 1 wi.iit I viw I’I'iilinoni , shi' w.is almost d,\iiig> She was pulseless Ilur 
breathing was bmned 1 tA.inimed the vagina ■'XU‘rniilJ\ 1 found •■lots of blood wore 
haugiiig fiom the oiifiio If I had examiued inleiiialh, 1 should have disturbed those riots, 
and I did not think it expedient There was blond on the inin r p,irts of the thighs and on 
the mattn-ss uii whieh she was Ivuig I presoribed lot hei treatment Accused was not 
there then I did init s,>c I’hnliu nii .igiiii In the evening, about d 1* M , accused came to 
mo, but Phiiluioiii w.is de.id f had no • oiiversatioii 1 only asked hnw this accident 
occurrc*d, and he s.ud it was bv means of sevu'il iiitereourse in in\ judgment the girl was 
between 11 and 12 1 cm form no pidgmeiit fiom external examination, whether she had 

attained piibcrtv Haii is nie of the signs of attainment of puberty, not of coiiimeucem»nt 
This was not piescut ” 

[88] Cn)hS-i'jntiiuieii - She was a well developed giil I have known instances among 
Hindu-i of girls of 1-2 becoming mothei s I eaii sav, tl in 10*” 

Re ei.avitiu‘d -‘‘1 mean that ‘2 in 10, that is, ‘20 pci cent of Hindu women arc 
mothers at 1‘2 1 have iicvei known a single instance under 12 I mean to way that ‘20 per 

Asnt bceome mothers between 1:1 and Id Never one before 1‘2. Nor have 1 ever known an 
^instance of becoming a mother before the af,e of puberty ” 

l)i Cobb, i’ciliee Surgeon (afUii stating his qualihcatious, and that he had miide the 
juafoitorfeiii examination of the body of i’hulmoin on the 17tb June, continued).—” T refer 
to my notes made at the time T came to the conclu<iiou th<it she was between 11 and 
1‘2 The body was W)‘U nourished I found ,1 blood-stained cloth tied round the waist and 
between the legs I came to the conclusion she had nut attained pubeity The uterus and 
ovaries wore undeveloped, and she had not menstruated. The growth of hair on the 
part is one of the signs of puberty. 1 saw no sign of any On examining the part, I observed 

a blood clot protruding fiom the vulva, but iio laceration or other mark of injury on the 
outside There was uo swelling 1 opened up the vagina and found the bloo^clot filled the 
vaginal canal, t e , the whole capacity of the vagina in its length and breadth. It formed a 
sort of cast. It was coagulated and had become firm The length of the clot was 3 inches, 
the diameter. 1^. The walls of the vagina in tfeeir natural condition, with uo suhstauco hi 
them, are closed and m coutact. The vagAa is lined by a inuous membrane with musculat 
and elastic fibres outside it 1 suppose if the muscular fibres were ruptured, the muscular 
action ^uld cease. The length of the vagina itself was a very little less than 3 inches. 
In the upper part of the vagina, on the right of the neck of the wAmb, was a tear i^bout 
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incheH long and 1 ludh brpad, a tear of tha va^na wall. From this tear blood had been 
effused into the connective tissues of the right side of the pelvis. There were no signs of 
inflammation of the bowels or peritoneum. Copious bleeding is likely to retard inflammation. 
There are a great many blood vessels in the part The vagina was dilated to about a calibre 
of inches. It was kept so dilated bv the clot of blood. There are two sets of fibres, 
circular and longitudinal. The tear might do away with the circular action on that part. I 
found the mucus membrane of the vagina smooth. I should expect to find the hymen and 
other folds The; arc formed by the doubling of the mucus membrane. The ^ar was 
beyond the hymen The membrane is naturally loose and falls in folds. The membrane 
being kept dilated b} the clot of blood for the whole length and whole extent iii breadth would 
not, while it was so dilated, wh<illy remove the folds, unless they had.b^n previously obliterated 
From wbat I saw 1 think htemorrhago was tibe cause of death, hirfiiorrhago from the tear of 
the vdgina Such a tear might [Si] be caused bv a full grown man having connection with 
the girl From the appearances I should conclude that was how it was caused. The average 
length of the male organ under such circuinstaiicos is 4 or 5 inches That is the probable 
length in his case. In cunscqncnce of the distention, the walls of Vie vagina were thin. 
Such a tear would bu a veiy iikel'/ thing to happen from a grown man liaving connection 
with such a girl There was oiilv one continuous clot. There was an effusion of blood in 
the broad ligament, which is a ligament at each side of the womb, altc^ether inside bevond 
the vagina " 

Groaa-ejcannned —"The breasts of Phulmoni were boginuiug to be prominent. This 
beginning of prominciiee is not a sign of puberty when the}’ are more or less developed, it is. 
1 am of opinion that Phulmoni had had several previous acts of intercourse. In my opinion 
great force was not used.” 

Question —' If in your upnnoti this man bad had several previous acts of intercourse 
with the girl without any lU-eonscquence resulting theretrom, would he have foreseen, in the 
present instance, that rupture would be the result 

I cannot sa^ I examined the accused His male organ appeared to me of 
natural size I founded marks or abrasions on it. I examined him a day or two after the 
post-mortem of the t7th If this were the first intercourse there might or might not be 
marks on the male uigiiii, I do not think it likely there would be. I think it more likclv 
that the appearance of the vagina was duo to previous acts of connection than to artificial 
dilatation.” 

lie-ej-annned —“ 1 base the upiiiion I have just given upon the absence of folds I had 
also other reasons The principal was that there were no marks of injury at the entrance of 
the vagina In the folds I include the hymen and the fonrehette, which were absent. Th« 
fuurchette is the technical name for one of the folds. The hymen is the principal fold at the 
entrance T', had disappeared altogether. That would naturally disappear at the first inter¬ 
course 1 have ueard et rare cases where the hymen is completely absent. By former inter¬ 
course I moan thfie had iieen penetration within the hymen. 1 do not think if the male 
organ had previously penetrated as far as on the present oceasion, the same result would 
necessarily hav" followed. If this had been the first connection, I should have expected 
injuries at the orifice. The dilatation might have been caused by artificial means, the hand, 
or any other substance It is impossible to say whether it was so caused, (rreat force was 
uot necessary for penetration, because the walls were so thin ^ndthe vagina so short. Any 
marks on the •can might have disappeared before I examined him.” 

To the Court —" In an adult the anterior wall of the vagina is about 4 inches and the 
posterior 5 to fi.” , 

• CM! Vr. Mncleod (aftef stating his qualififations).—“T entirely agree with Dr. Cobb as to 
the Ciiuse of death From the appearance describe# by Dr. Cebb, 1 should conclude thht death 
was caused by intercourse between a full-grown man and an immature female. The injunes 
oansed by such an act would depend on the degree of penetration. There might exter¬ 
nal ipjaries, or luterniH, or both, fixternal injuries might consist of braising or laceration 
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of the hpB of the vulva, laceration of the fonrohette and pennwim The fourchutte ib the 
fold bounding the sexual opening posteriorly, the first fold. The perineum is the piece ol 
skin between that and the rectum. The most probable injury would be rupture of the 
hymen and the adjacent mucus membrane. Those are the probable external injuries. The 
internal are laceration of the vagina or partial detachment of the uterus from the vagina 
The last, the detachment of the uterus, is rare All the others are probable consequencos 
of connection with an immature girl To account for the absence of external injuries, there 
must have been previous dilatation This might result from one of four causes {1} 
imperfect development of the hymen, (2) previous disease causing destruction of the hymen, 
(B) previous acta of sexual mtercourse, (4) mechanical dilatation, I mean by the hand or 
any aubstance like sponae.-pith. or tangle. Hftving regard to what Dr Cobb has said of 
the thinness, of the walls of the vagina, the shortness of the vagina, and what happened 
on this occasion, I think there had not before been complete or not so complete penetration, 
or, if as complete, with less sexual vigour. With equal penetration and equal vigour 
I should have expected the same result The consequences T have described are those 
I should have exp&tfie^ to occur to a greater or less extent, not neoessarily all together, 
but some or all o?4hem What arc technically called ruga' or wrinkles are inside the 
hymen altogether. The hymen and fourchette arc incomplete membranous diaphragms 
The extinction of the folds depends on the elongation and extension of the vagina 
These are more marked in some than in others, but in all cases thoir obliteration 
depends qpon elongation and distention The laceration or rupture gives evidence of hvpcr- 
distention, which would account for their absence, just as the cassage of a child’s head 
through an adult viigina produces the same effect Once there has been ovcr-distoniion it 
remains smooth. 1 agree with Dr. Cobb as to the girl being immature She was unfit for 
sexual intercourse I have no doubt about it whatever ” 

CrosA-examlned I did not see the deceased. I was nut present at the post-mortan. 
Menstruation is not an invariable sign of sexual maturity ’ ’ 

lie-exafmned. —“ It happens that menstruation comes before maturity, and it happens 
that maturity comes before menstruation There arc sexual, physical, .and mental signs of 
maturitv The principal sexual sign is racnatruation as a regular monthly function. 
Sexual maturity before [S6] menstruation is very rare In thih case 1 am satisfied the girl 
was not mature ” 

Dt. Joubeit —“ 1 have had 18 years’ exporioncc in India, 26 m the prufcssion. I have 
made the treatment of diseases of women a special study, lam Erllow of the Obstetrical 
and 0\ meeological Societies. I have heard the evidence givi.n. Imnv opinion the girl 
was immature I have no doubt of it. According to the signs spoken to by Dr. Cobb, 
I she was hardlv commencing puberty, excepting the partial development of the breast. By 
attaining puberty I do not moan a sudden event, but a process spr(>ad over months or years 
The commencement of menstruation is one of the steps It is usually one of thccarly stops, 
though it may be delayed. Ju my view puberty is not geuurallr attained upou menstru¬ 
ation, bat subsequeutly 1 think the girl was unfit for sexual intereourse I have no doubt 
of this. I agree with Dr Maclood as to what are the likely and probable conseqaences of 
intercourse between a grown-up man and such a girl. As to the absence of the hymen and 
fourchette, that would in an immature child indicate previous dilatation. I think it would be 
difficult to say whether caused* by previous intoroourse or by artificial mea^s. As to the 
other folds, I do not attach the same meaning to their disappearance as Dr. Maoleod and Dr. 
Cobb. The vagina interior to the hymen is a passage capable of very great distention, neces¬ 
sarily BO, to allow the passage of tdie head in cbUd-birth without injury. 1 think the obliter¬ 
ation of these internal folds in this case was due «o the formation and presence of the' firm ha^ 
olot of blood found by Dr Cobb. I understand it to have beeiv bottle-shaped, narrow when it 
emerged from the vagina and large above. It first formed below and blocked the outlet and 
graduaUy increased in size by the haemorrhage going on from the rent at the top of the 
vagina. Where it had fully distended the vagina, obliterating the intei^al folds, hsemorihage 
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went un outside* the vagin<ii, >nfiltrating the Ioorc tisHueattherightof the uterus, as described 
bv Dr Uubb I chink there cannot before hive beou penetration to the same extent as on 
this occa»<iou The reason is in the reni found by Dr Cobb, having regard to the length of 
the vagina, and the usual length of the male organ The pain caused by the damage found 
uiiuld proliably be cnnsiduruble The degree ut pain in intercourse between a grown-up man 
and such a girl would be considerable.” 

Ctn<is-e^'amitieiL —” The man raigh^ not be .aware in this case that be w.is eausnig more 
pain than would always be cau-ed li> connection between an adult in in .ind an iiyiinature 
girl. I have not met anv (‘aiC in mv own piaeticc of rupture of the vagina from intercourse 
of ail adult female with an adult male There are such cases mi record," 

Jie-examttiedI haie not gofupanii siatisties of the pAiut Such eases .ire very 
rare.” 

Co7] The prisoner at the close of the case for the prosecution, in reply to 
the Court, made a long statement in which he alleged that he had cohabited 
with his wife on numerous occasions before the night of the lOtli June , that 
he went to slee]) alone that night and awoke about 3 am found his wife 
beside him and the bed wet with blood, and that he concluded this was due to 
natural causes and his wife having been suddenly taken unwell No evidence 
was called foi the defence. 

Mr Pugh in opening the case to the jury pointed out that because the act 
charged did not constitute the oHenee of rape under the Penal Code lf^’ reason 
of the wife being over the age of 10, it did not follow that it was not an offence 
punishable under othoi sections of the Code Sexual intercourse with a wife 
before she had attained puberty was unlawful under the Hindu and Maho- 
medan law, and was unknown to the English law , and although there had 
been no reported cases since the Penal Code came into force, there weic similar 
cases decided b> the Niaamat Adalut in which convictions had been upheld. 
He then referred to Chevers, pp 68ft et seq , Tayloi's Medical Jurisprudence, 
p. 427, and the case of iiukn Ma/onmd fNizamat Adalut, 1H58, p 200). and 
opened the facts ot the case It could not he relied on h> the defence that it 
was the oiit-torn ol the country, as it wus cleaily unlawful, and if it were 
unlawful, the accused must be held to be responsible for the consequences of 
his act In that view of the case the offence would come under s 304 
according as the jurv found the knowledge or intention of the accused, but in 
any event it would constitute the offence oi hurt. and if they did not consider 
the accused guilty of the offence of causing giievous hurt, it was open to then, 
to convict of voluntaiilv causing hurt With reference to the charges under ^ 
S8 .301.\ .. 111 ! 338, ho pointed out that these sections dealt with offences 
committed hv doing a lawful act in a rash and negligent manner, and 
referred to t)ie definition of rashness and negligence given in the case of The 
Quep}’ V Niflatnasli Nagahushanam (7 Mad H. C,, 119), and contended that, 
if not dll unlawful act, it must he held to be an offence within those sections. 

[883 In summing up the case to the ]urv at the close of the evidence, 
Mr Pugh submitted that theto could he no doubt on the evidence as to how 
the death of the deceased was caused , and that whether ther** had been 
previous sexual intercouiae or not, the medical evidence clearlv justified the 
]urv in convicting of voluntarily causing hurt if they diil not consider the 
offences under as. 304 and 325 made out. 

lilr" Putta in addressing the jur^ for the prisoner contended that before 
they could convict the aqpused of any A the offences charged, they must be 
satisfied tliat either criminal knowledge, intention, rashness, or negligence was 
clearlv proved. The prosecution did not allege any criminal intention,^and as 
regarded “ knowledge ’’ the evidence negatived the prisoner, who was an 
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Ignorant man, having had any idea that he was likel:^ to aanee death or even 
hurt, as it was clearly proved that he bad had sexual intercourse with his wife 
on several occasions previous to the night of the occurrence. They had nothing 
to do with Hindu, Mahomedan or natural law, tind before they could convict 
they must be satisfied that the prisoner had committed an od'ence under the 
Penal Code. Under that Code it was only an offence to have sexual inter< 


course with one's wife if she was under the age of 10, and unless the prisoner 
could*he held to have had a guilty knowledge or intention, or been guilty of 
culpable negligence or rashness, they must acquit him. He then commented 


on the evidence and contended that it negatived these, and that the prisoner 
in having se,!cual intfti'bourse w'ltli his wife was doing a perfectly lawful act, and 
one sanctioned by Hindu usage and custom, and pointed out that the custom 


alleged by the mother of the deceased, that in their caste wives were not 


allowed to cohabit with their' liusbands until they had attained the age of 


puberty, was unknown amongst Hindus , and he referred to the case of 
Sreenaut-h Mumbk v. Biijolall Pyne (1 Hyde, 30) as showing that it was a 
common oociirmnce for wives of 10 and 11 in this country to cohabit with 


their husbands, and even to bear children He also referred to the definition of 
rashness and negligence given in The Queen v. Nidamasti Nayabhushanam (7 * 
Mad H. C , 119), and contended that, having regard to the fact of the previous 
[89] cohabitation, and that the prisoner was engaged in a perfectly lawful act, 
the jury could not find tlieie had been any culpable rashness or negligence, and 
that the injury must have been the result of purely accidental circumstances 
for which the prisoner could in no way be held responsible 


The following was the charge delivered to the jury .- 

Wilson, J.- Gentlemen of the The prisoner is accused of several 

different offences, but all arising out of the same event. What you are enquir¬ 
ing into IS tlie death of the girl Phulrnoni, the wife of the prisoner, which occur¬ 
red on the afternoon of the Ifith-June, and which is said to have been the result 
of injuries caused by the prisoner to lier during the previous night. The 
prisonei is charged with having caused his wife’s death, or having injured her, in 
four different forms. He is first cliarged wdjh having caused her death under 
such circumstances as to amount tn culpable homicide, though not to murder. 
Culpable homicidesmeans causing the death of a person bv an act which is done 
either with the intention of causing death, or with the knowledge that it is 
likely to cause death In the present case there is no suggestion of an intention 
* to cause death, and therefore, practically, you may take it that the case put to 
YOU upon this charge is that the accused caused his w'ife’s death by doing an 
act which he knew was likely to cause death 1 now take up another charge, 
not because it is the next in oi'der, hut because, in principle, it is the same as 
the first By it the prisoner is charged with having voluntarily caused grievous 
hurt The grievous hurt consists in a dangerous lacerated wound in the vagina, 
and he is charged with voluntarily causing that hurt Now, gentlemen, in order 
voluntarily to cause that i^urt, the accused must have known that what he was 
doing was likely to cause grievous hurt, Theiefore in this oharge»tbere is this 
dlemeut, in common with the other, that it cannot be established unless you are 
satisfied that the accused know that what he was doing was likely, in the one 
case, to cause death, and in the other, ter cause serious injury. Then there ve 
two other I'harges corresponding in tj^eif character to each other. In' one, the 
prisoner is charged witn having caused the death of this girl bv a rash and neg¬ 
ligent act; in the other, he is charged with having caused her grievous hurt bv 
an acfso [63] rashly or negligently done as to endanger li^p. If you will just 
bear in mind the characteristic distinction between these two pairs of changes, 
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vcu will see the importai^ce of it. In the one pair of charges, knowledge is of 
the essenee of the charge ; in the other pair of charges, knowledge is not of the 
essence of the charge It has been pointed out that a fifth charge is really 
included in the cliarge of oaudng grievous hurt, namely, the charge of causing 
simple hurt. 

It will he most convenient if I now go through the evidence with you, and 
then call \onr attention to the hearing of it upon the particular charges which 
are brought against the prisoner. The main evidence consists of two parts, the 
evidence of the people of the house in which the girl met her end, and the 
medical evidence. I shall refer t^ the first class of evidence first. 

[Ills Lordship then proceeded to read the evidence t^the ]ury, during the 
course of which he ]>ointed out to them that the question as to Phulmom’s age 
was not of primal v importance in the case, as their decision would not have to 
depend on anv liard-and-fast rule as to age, but upon the facts of the case. He 
also pointed out with regard to the medical evidence that all t^ doctors agreed 
tliat to account for the absence of external injuries, there have been a 

previous dilatation of the part, whether by natural process or ^me other. He 
then read the statement made by the prisoner, and continued—] 

Those, gentlemen, are the whole of the materials before vou, and it is upon 
those materials that you will have to decide what is the truth as to the facts, 
and then to see whether tiie facts bring the prisoner within any of the rules of 
the criminal law to which I have referred vou iTou will have to say, first 
ol all, did his act cause the deujih of the girl ? As to that you have the evi¬ 
dence of the people of the house as to bow they fouud the accused and the girl 
when the cries or calls liad brought them to the spot. If you believe the girl’s 
mother, the g.rl was hoard calling out, hapre * mare f and when the women 
went to the room and to the place where she was, she and the accused were 
found alone in the room. She was found covered with blood, and he was 
found with blood on his cloth These circumstances, if true, tend to suggest 
what had been the cause of the blood which was flowing from the girl, that 
[60 it was some such act as that imputed to the prisoner. And then you have 
the evidence of what passed between the old lady and the prisoner She is 
said to have charged turn with having done something improper, which endan¬ 
gered the life of the girl, and h^s said to have remained silent Then vou 
have the evidence of Dr Annuda Piosad Das as to what thy accused said to 
him on the following afternoon Dr Annoda Prosad Das said, *' I asked him, 
how this happened, aud he said it happened through sexual intercourse." You 
have also his evidence as to what he observed on the living girl, that is, clots 
of blood obtruding from the lips of the vagina, and blood on the mat and 
underneath the bed. You have, further, Dr. Cobb’s evidence as to the injuries 
he found after death , and his evidence, and Dr. MacLeod’s and Dr .Toubert’s, 
as to the probable cause of those injuries. If you are satisfied with that 
evidence, you will no doubt come to the conclusion that the prisoner had sexual 
intercourse with the girl on that occasion, and that the hiemorrhage was con¬ 
nected with that. On the other hand, vou will gjve what weight you think 
right to the #tatement made bv the prisoner to-day, which seems practically 
to involve the statement that he had no sexual intercourse with the girl at all 
that night If you are satisfied with the evidence to which I have referred, 
you will no doubt come, to the conclusion that the act of the prisoner in having 
sexual intercourse in the wav that 1he,did with the girl on the occasion in 
question, was the cause of ♦ler death. But, of course, that is only the first step 
in considering whether you can bring home criminal guilt to the accused ; and 
that brings me to t[}e law of tbeguostitn and the bearing of the evidence in 
this base on the various charges which have been framed against the prisoner. 


42 



HUUBEE M0H(7K MYTHEB [lB90j l.L.R. 16 Cal. 63 

t 

• 

' Now, gentlemen, I must begin by asking you carefully to distinguish a certain 
branch of the law which has no connection with this case from other branches of 
the law which may have a connection with it The branch of the law which has 
no connection with this case is the law of rape It is probably within tbe know¬ 
ledge of you all, gentlemen, that the crime of rape consists in having sexual 
intercourse with a female either without her consent, or when she is of such an 
age that she cannotin law consent, and that the crimeoonsists in the fact of inter¬ 
course, independently of [62 J circumstances, of intention, of knowledge, and 
of consequences. And, in the caseof married females, as von probably know, the 
law of rape does not apply as between husband and wife after the age of ten 
vears. But it by rK^«ieans follows that because the law of rape does not apply 
as between husband and wife, if the wife has attained tbe age of ten years, that the 
law regards a ivife over ten years of age as a thing made over to be the absolute 
property of her husband, or as a person outside the protoction of the criminal 
law. That of course cannot be supposed. Under no syatem of law’ with which 
Courts have hj^^o do in this country, whether Hindu or Mahomedan, or that 
framed under Blltiah rule, lias it ever been the law that a husband has the 
absolute right to en]ov the person of his W'lfe without regard to tho question 
of safetv to her, as ior instance, if the circumstances be such that it is certain. 
death to lier, or that.it is probably dangerous to her hfe. The law, it is tiue, 
is exceedingly jealous of any interference ni matters marital, and very unwill¬ 
ing to trespass inside the chamber where husband and wife live together, and 
never does so except in cases of absolute necessity But, as I have said, the 
criminal law is applicable between husband and wife wherever the facts are 
such as to bring the case within the terms of the Penal Code. I am not aware 
that there has occurted any casein this country in recent years in which such 
a matter has come under the consideration of a Criminal Court, but in earlier 
times there are recorded instances in the reports of the Sudder Nizamat, in 
which husbands have been criminally punished for haying sexual intercourse 
with their wives with fatal results, in consequence of their wives being unfit by 
reason of immaturity for such intercourse, even in cases which did not fall 
within the law of rape. But at present wo are guided simply by the Penal 
Code, and we have to see what provisions of the Penal Code are or may bo 
applicable to the facts of this case, ^ 

I have just said that the law of rape is not applicable, and from that follow 
^certain consequences. One is, that in cases to which the law of rape is not 
applicable, neither Judges nor juries have any right to do for themselves what 
■ the law has not done—I mean not done with reference to girls above the age 
of ten, that is, to lav down any hard-and-fast line of age, and to say, we think 
that when sexual intercourse takes place with a female below such an age, it is 
[63] dangerous and mupt be regarded as punishable, and when sexual inter 
course takes place with females above that age, it is safe and must be regarded 
as light. We have no right to do that because the law has not done it, and 
therefore in cases of sexual intercourse with females above ten years of age, 
but of whom it is alleged that they are so immature as to render sexual inter¬ 
course dangerous, we cannot take the simple and easy method, as in cases of 
rape, of enquiring merely into the age of the girl. We have to enquire into all 
the circumstances of each individual case. And, secondly, when weoome to apply 
the law to the facts of each case, we have no hard-and-fast line drawn for ua 
as in t^e case of rape, in which the facl^of sexual intercourse is the only matter 
to be inquired into, but we have to 9o with a whoU^^ different class of evidence 
involving many delicate considerations, of intention, of knowledge, of rashness, 
of negligence, and of consequences. Thus you will see that the real practical 
difference between the case of wives under ten years of and tiia oaee of 
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wives over ten veers of age is that, in the ease of wives under ten years of ago, 
there is a hard-and-fast line laid down for us, as to the condition of the wife, 
her age, and a hard-and-fast rule as to what constitutes crinainality in the 
husband , if be has had sexual intercourse he is guilty of rape. But in cases of 
wives over ten years of age, vou have to consider, on the one hand, not only the 
question of age, but questions of physical condition, and, on the other, questions of 
motive, questions of intention, questions of knowledge, questions of rashness, 
questions of negligence, and questions of consequences In such cases we have not 
to do with any general question as to what is the usual age of puberty, or what 
we should say, if attempting to lay down a general rule, is the safe age for the 
consummation of marriage We have simply to do with the facts of the particular 
case on the evidence, and to say whether, having regard £o the physical condi¬ 
tion of the particular girl with whom sexual intercourse was had, and to the 
intention, the knowledge, the degiee of rashness oi of negligence, with which 
the accused is shown to have acted on the occasion ui question, he has brought 
himself within any of the pro\iatoiis of the criminal law / « ‘ 

V 

Now, gentlemen, applying these general considerations to the facts of this 
particular case, 1 shall ask vou now to conc^idor the [64J several charges brought 
'against the accused. He is first charged with culpable homicide As 1 pointed 
out to you before, to constitute culpable homicide, there must have been either 
a criminal intention, of which there is no trace whatever in the present case, 
or there must have been knowledge that the act that was done was likely to 
cause death : so that you will be entitled to convict the accused of culpable 
homicide if you find that his act caused the death of his wife, and that he 
knew that it was likely to do so 1 do not think I can properly withdraw that 
charge from vour consideration, but 1 think it is mv duty to sav that 1 think 
there is hardly such solid and satisfactory ground as would make it sale to say 
that this man must have had knowledge that he was hkelv to cause the death of 
the girl 

In connection with this matter, £ si)ecial)> invite your attention to a part 
of the medical evidence upon which greit stress was laid hythe Counsel for the 
defence, and that is, upon the question whether there had or had not bean 
previous sexual intercourse betwe^^i the prisoner and his wife. The importance 
of it IS this, that if he had had previous sexual intercourse with his wife, and 
no danger apparently followed from it, it would make it very difiicult to say 
that he must have known that on the present occasion her life would be likely^ 
to be placed in danger. The evidence as to tliat consists, first, of the evidence 
of the women of the liouse. I f you think they are speaking correctly, their evi¬ 
dence excludes all likelihood of there having been sexual intercourse in the 
child’s grandfather's house, but of course it cannot exclude the idea of there 
having been sexual intercourse between the accus^ and the girl during 
the time she was in her father-in-law’s house. His statement is that 
they had had sexual intercourse during that time. As to the likelihood of that, 
some at least of the gentlemen of the jury are better able to judge than I am. 
The expression of one of the women was that the girl was sent to the father-in- 
law's house ife a bride Whether she was likely to he sent to her father-in-law's 
house for the purpose of having sexual intercourse with her husband, or not, I 
cannot tell. You may perhaps bo able to say. He, at any rate, says that he 
hafii sexual intercourse vyith her during^hat time. ' 

r683 Now the medical evidence upo^ this point appears to come fo this. 
Dr. Oobb found on the post-mortem that the principal folds of the vagina, that 
is, the fourchette and the hymen, were wanting. He also speaks toeninor 
matters, such as thS wrinkles in'the interior part of the vagina, and he thinks 
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bhat bhe absence of these folds, and principally ef the fourchette and the 
hymen, can only be accounted for on the supposition of there having been 
previous sexual intercourse The other two medical men who were examined 
took very much the same view of the matter, but they sav at the same time 
that of course the removal of these obstacles mav he effected by artificial 
means or by disease, though they say that it also may well indicate previous 
sexual intercourse. 

There is, on the other hand, one matter in connection with this, which I 
think I ought to point out. Dr Cobh, at first, only spoke of previous inter¬ 
course VVheu his attention was called to the distinction betw’een an act or acts 
of intercourse in wh[pli penetration wa*s effected to such an extent as to pass 
the hymen, hut not to the extent which took place on this occasion, namely, 
to reach the extreme end of the vagina and the part actually ruptured, he said 
he could not say—he was not prepared to speak. Dr Maoleudand Dr. JouberC, 
both speaking from the indications found on the pitU-mortetn examination, say 
they think thai^Xhough there may have been previous sexual intercourse, it 
must either have been an intercourse involving penetration less complete than 
that whicli took place on the occasion now being enquired into, or, as 
Dr. Macleod put ib.there must have been less sexual vigour You will, of course, 
in these, as in all matters, give the benefit of any doubt in favour of the prisoner. 
If you think that there had been previous intercourse, whether it was a com¬ 
plete intercourse in the sense of penetrating the whole length of the vagina, or 
a less complete penetration, but involving the passage of the hymen, I think 
you will find it dillicult to come to the conclusion that on this occasion the 
prisoner must have known that he was likely to cause the deatli of the girl; 
and unless you could come to this conclusion, you could not find him guilty of 
culpable homicide. 

The charge which I before took second, I take now , that is, the ^arge of 
voluntaiilv causing grievous hurt The griefvous hurt is the same injury, 
already spoken of, that is, the rupture of the vagina, [66^ and the same considera¬ 
tions apply as in the case ot the first chai ge If the prisoner had sexual intercourse 
with the girl before, whether complete penetration was effected or not, it will 
be difficult to say that be must have knowm that on this occasion he was 
likely to cause an> such grievous hurt as the rupture of tlie vagina ; and unless 
you are able to come to this conclusion, you cannot convict liim on this 
•barge. 

, Now, gentlemen, I come to the two other charges on which wholly 
different considerations arise. The charges are based on the prisoner having 
done a rash and negligent act Now’ T have already pointed out to you that in 
the ease of girls over ten years of age every case has to be judged on its own 
merits, and that is pdbuliarly the case in an enquiry of this kind, where you 
have to say whether or not there lias been a rash or negligent act on the part 
of the man Now, in order to constitute the offence of causing death by a rash 
and negligent act, the death must be caused by the act of the accused, and that 
act must he a rash or negligent act 1 do not' propose to do what 1 think is a 
dangerous thing, that is, to try and give anv abstract definition of words used 
in the law, hut which the framers of the law have not themselves defined. The 
wiser course, I think, is to explain thqse words so far as is necessary for the 
purposes of the case before us, and no f|)rther. . • 

With regard to this 1 tell you that if you are of opinion that the act of the 
accused caused the death of the girl, that is to say, that the act of cohabitation 
on th%part of the accused had the effect of rupturing the vagina, and so caus¬ 
ing the haemorrhage whioh led to her death ; if you should further be of opinion 
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that that act was in itsalf dangerous, that is to say, that the act of cohabitation 
between a fully developed man, such as the accused is, and a girl so immsture 
as this girl was, is, in itself, a thing likely to lead to dangerous consequences, 
and if you further think that the act that was done was one of such a character 
as to indicate either a reckless indifference to the welfare of the girl, or a want 
of reasonable consideration about what the accused was doing ; if you think 
that the act was one which the husband of that girl, if he had had a reasonable 
regard to the welfare of the girl, and had exercised reasonable thought as to 
the act be contemplated doing, would have abstained from doing, then you 
[67] will be justified in finding that the accused caused the death of the girl 
by a rash or negligent act. ‘ . 

The questions then that you have to consider as to this charge are, first, 
did the accused cause this girl's death. I do not propose to repeat the evidence 
bearing upon death Hecondly, was the act that was done really a dangerous 
one, and in considering this you have to look at the facts of this particular case. 
The evidence of the women of her family is that she had nofi^tained the age 
of pubertv. The evidence of the medical men is that she hadriot attained the 
age of pubertv in any sense whatever Dr Cobb, if he speaks correctly, shows 
* that she had not attained the size which was requisite to make the contact 
between male and female reasonably suitable. He says that her organs, such 
as the ovary, were not developed, that menstruation had not commenced, and 
that tbe external signs of puberty were not present, and 1 think you will find 
there is no trace in the evidence of any sign of puberty except the single one 
of partially developed breasts, which the medical men sav is a sign that the 
stage of pubertv is approaching or commencing, but not that it is attained 
The question of what is the best test of fitness for sexual intercourse is one 
perhaps about which people may differ. But the prosecution say that no such 
question*arises in this case because whatever test, or group of tests, you apply, 
or whatever view you take about such matters, this girl was immature for all 
purposes; and if you believe the medical evidence and the evidence of tbe 
women of the house, it seems to me that the prosecution is right in so putting it. 

That, gentlemen, is the evidence as to the condition of tha girl, and that 
being the state of the girl, was it dangerous for an adult man to have connec¬ 
tion with her? You have had the evidence of the medical men, Dr. Cobh, 
Dr. Macleod, and Dr. Joubert, and they all express the opinion that if the act of 
connection were to take place between an adult person and a girl such as shw 
was, in the condition in which she was, it would be highly dangerous, because 
not onlv woio other iniuries likely to follow, but the particular injury which 
did occur in the particular instance was the likely and natural consequence of 
the act. 

If then, gentlemen, you think that the act that was done was one likely to 
be dang3rous,the remaining question for you to consider [ 68 ] is, was the accused, 
in doing that act, doing a rash or negligent act. In regard to this matter the 
fact, if it be a fact, that the accused had previous intercourse, more or less 
complete, with the girl, though a matter proper to ‘be considered, would not 
be, to the saihie extent, an answer to this charge as in the case of the charge 
of culpable homicide, because an act may be a rash or negligent act, an act 
which a man with a.proper regard for the safety of his wife and giving proper 
attention, to what he wak doing would «ot do, and yet the state of his mind 
may be very far short of knowledge that %e is likely to cause her dd'ath or 
serious injury What you have to say is, whether the act done was a rash 
and negligent act in the sense which I have indicated to yon for the piyposes 
of tl^e present charge. 
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* The remainiog charge is the charge of causing grievous hurt by an act so 
rashly and negligently done as to endanger life The same considerations which 
1 have brought to your notice in connection with the previous charge, apply to 
this charge also. You cannot convict unless you are satisfied that the prisoner 
caused the grievous hurt which the girl sustained, that is, the rupture of the 
vagina which led to her death, and that the act which caused it was rash 
or negligent and dangerous to life. 

Tlfese, gentlemen, are the charges, and the observations I have made are 
those which occur to me as likely to assist you. You will have to consider, 
first, is the prisoner guilty of culpable hoinicide, secondly, is he guilty of volun¬ 
tarily causing grievousihurt, thirdly, is be guilty of causing death by doing a 
rash or negligent act, and fourthly, is *he guilty of causing grievous hurt by 
doing a rash or negligent act dangerous to life. 

[The Jury acquitted the prisoner on che first three charges, but convicted 
him of the offence covered by the 4th charge of the indictment, namely, under 
section 338 of tb^j Penal Code, and he was sentenced to one year’s rigorous 
imprisonment i 

Solicitor for the Prosecution • The Otfg. Government Solicitor (Mr W K. 
Eddm) 

Solipitor foi the Defence . Mr. C. A. Smith. 

H. T. H. 

NOTES. 

[This c:ise led to the passing of the Act X of 1891 whereby see 3751 P. G. wan amended 
so as to laise the ago of oonscnt from ten to twelve years. See also (1898) 12 C. P L R., ll.J 


t89] APPELLATE CIVIL 

TheSOih July, 1890. 

Present 

Mu. .Tttstice Macpherson and Mr. Justice Baneriee 

Mondakini Dasi.Defendant No. 1 

versm 

Adinath Dey, Minor, represented by his Guardian Mohesh Chunder Das 
(Plaintiff) and another.Defendant No. 2." 

Hindu law — Inheritance—Inheritance of adopted shn—Divesting estate— Effect of 
adoption by one'of two widows—Power of minor to adopL 
A son adopted to the last male proprietor, who was the full owner an estate, is enti¬ 
tled to take the whole of that estate and to divest the interest of any person in th»t estate 
whose title by inheritance is inferior to his, and who could not have fnherited if the adoption 
had taken place before the death of the last ^11 Swner ; but such adopted son is not entitled to 
claim as preferential heir the estate of any other person besides hm adoptive father, when 

• Aupeal from appellate decree No. 2463 of 1889, against the decree of P. J. G. Campbell, 
Esq., Judge of Durdwan, dated the 26th of August 1889, affirming the decree of Bah.x) 
Rajeudro Kumar Bose, Subordinate Judge of Burdwan, dated the 27th of August 1887 * 
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Huch entuite has vosted before Jiis adoption in some heir other than the widow who adopts him. 
Where a man died leaving two widows and having given either of them the power to adopt a 
Hon, and the \ounger widow, on the refusal of the elder one to adopt, adopted a sun . Htld 
that the estate which was in the elder widow was divested by the adoption, and that the 
adopted son took all the estate of his adoptive father. 

A widow, altbongh a minor, is competent to adopt a son. 

This was a suit brought on behalf of one Adinath Dey, a minor, for a 
declaration that he was the adopted son of Baj Narain Dey, and for recovery of 
possession of the properties left by Ba] Narain. 

Ba] Narain died on 16th Joi8tol29i (28th Mav 188^), leaving two widows 
Mondakini and Bira] Mohini, the latter of whom was a minor, 11 or 12 years 
old when her husband died. Shortly after his death an application for probate 
of a will said bo have been executed by him was made bv Mondakini, who was 
by the will appointed his sole executrix, but this application was rejected by 
ihe District Judge on 10th Falgoon 1291 (20th February 1885), the evidence 
as to the due execution of the will not being satisfactory. * 

[70] Whilst that application was pending, the plaintiff, Adinath Dev, was 
adopted by Biraj Mohini as the son of Ba] Narain, in pursuance of an alleged 
authority given, both on the 19th Choitro 1290 (31st March 1884) and on the 
15th Joisto 1291 (27th May 1884), to his wives to adopt him, and it was alleged 
in the plaint that the adoption was made by Biraj Mohini on the refusal of 
the elder widow, Mondakini, to adopt the boy. Mondakini, the defendant 
No. 1, denied that the plaintiff was the adopted son of Baj Narain, and that 
either she herself or Biraj Mohini had any autboritv from their husband to 
adopt him. 

The defence of the defendant No 2, Biraj Mohini, who appeared by a 
guardian, was that the adoption was invalid by reason of her minority, and 
consequent disability to adopt a son She did not, however, deny the authority 
to adopt. 

The Subordinate Judge found that permission had been granted bv Baj 
Narain to either of his wives to adopt the plaintiff, and that the adoption was 
valid. He therefore gave a decree for the plaintiff. 

This decision was reversed by the District Judge, but on second appeal the 
High Court on the ground of the improper admission of evidence set aside hif 
decision and remanded the case, and on remand the decree of the Subordinate 
Judge was affirmed bv the District Judge on both points From this decision ‘ 
Mondakini appealed to the High Court, making Biraj Mohini a respondent. 

Mr. Woodrnfe and Baboo Golj,p Ckunder Strrar for the Appellant. 

Mr. Pugh and Baboo Opendro Chunder Bos/* for the Bespondent 

The judgment of the Court (Macpherson and Banerjee, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

Banerjee, J. —This was a suit instituted on behalf of the minor, Adinath 
Dey, one of^the respondents before us, for a declaration that he was the adopted 
son of the late Baj Narain Dey, and for possession of the properties left hy Baj 
Narain. The plaintiff alleged that the adoption was made according to the 
permission given by Baj Narain by his younger widow, Biraj Mohini Dasi, 
defendaitt No. 2, upon'the refusal of *the elder widow, Mondakini, defendant 
No. 1. The defendant No. 1 denied the l7l] fact of adoption, as well as the 
existence of any authority to adopt, and the defendant No. 2, while admitting 
that there was permission to adopt, questioned the validity of the adoption on 
the ground that she was a minor and could not ma>ke a valid adoption. 

• 
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The first Court held that the adoption was valid, and it gave the plaintiff 
a decree. That decree was reversed by the District Judge on appeal; but on 
second appeal, this Court set aside the decision of the District Judge on the 
ground of improper admission of evidence, namely, certain papers on the record 
of a will case, and it sent the case bach to the Lower Appellate Court for a 
fresh trial. The Lower Appellate Court has now affirmed the decree of the first 
Court, and the defendant No. 1, Mondakini, has preferred this second appeal. 

The points urged before us are— first, that the Lower Appellate Court has 
erred in law and acted contrary to the directions contained in the remand order 
of this Court, in refen-ing to the record qf the will case of Mondakini, which as a 
whole was not properly made evidence in this case; seconcHy, that the adoption 
was invalid, as the alleged power could only he exercised either by the two 
widows jointly or by the elder widow alone, thirdly, that the adoption was 
invalid, as the younger widow by whom it was made was a minor; and fourthly, 
that even if the adoptioh was valid, it could not divest the estate of the elder 
widow who was no consenting party to it, and that the plaintiff was not 
entitled to recover the eight annas share of the estate of Baj Narain which had 
been inherited by her. 

Upon the first’point, though the learned District Judge in one part of his 
judgment observes that the will case requires to be carefully looked into, there 
is nothing to show that he has used any part of the record of that case which 
was not properly in evidence. Tt appears from the remand order that some 
portions of that record were jiroperly used as evidence ; and the learned Judge 
in the decision now appealed against distinctly says that in deciding the case he 
has put. aside the evidence wrongly considered by his predecessor. We do not 
therefore think that there is anything in tlie first ground. 

The second point is, in our opinion, settled by the findings of fact arrived 
at bv the Courts below. The first Court has found as a fact t7a] (and its finding 
has been accepted as correct by the Court of Appeal below) that the permission 
given by Baj Narain to his wives was to the effect that either of them should 
adopt the youngest son of Frankrishno, whose name was Ashu, and that that 
hoy was adopted bv the younger widow on the refusal of the elder to take him in 
adoption. We do not see any reason for holding that an adoption so made is 
• contrary to law. ^ 

Nor is there anything in the third point urged before us. The Indian 
Majority Act (IX of 1875) provides that nothing contained in that Act shall 
affect the capacity of a person to act in matters relating to adoption. It has been 
decided by this Court in the case of Bajendra Narain Lahoreey Saroda Sundari 
Dahec (15 W. B., 548) Shat a minor who has arrived at the age of discretion is 
competent to give permission to adopt, and this decision has been approved 
by the Privy Council in JM»no<»ia Dassya v. Bama Sundari Dassya (I.L. B, 
1 Col., 289). What is meant by the age of discrelilon in these cases is not clearly 
stated, nor is there anything to show that at the date of the adoption in 
question Biraj Mohini had not attained sufficioiit maturity ^of Understanding 
to comprehend the nature of the act. It should also he borne in mind that in 
this case the authority to adopt was givep by a person of full ago, and the validity 
of the adoption is questioned on the gipund that the person who exercised that 
authoVity was a minor. Upon this^oint theie is a case given in Macnaghten's 
Fjreaedents of Hindu Law (chapter VI, case V) in which the pandit’s opinion 
was |o the effect that the nonage of the widow is no obstacle to an adoption 
by her. Moreover, as the boy taken in adoption in thi# case was defipitoly 
named in the authority as the person to be adopt^, we do not see how the 
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minoritv of the widow who exercised that authority can affect the validity of 
the adoption. 

The fourth point does not appear to have been raised in the Courts below. 
But ns it is a point of law not requiring; for its diapo.<)al any further enquiry 
into facts, we allowed it to he raised and argued here The sum and substance 
of the argument on beluilfof the appellant in that an estate vested in anv person 
b> inheritance cannot lie divested Ijv a subsequent adoption, except where the 
adoption is made bv such person . and that the plaintiff [TSJ is not thoroforo 
entitled to recover anyt.limy more thau the share of Hai Narain’s estate inherited 
by his younger widow by whom tlid adoption was made, and in support of 
this argument the cases of Rhoobxinmnyce v. Bamkishore Acharjee UO Moore’s 
f. .\ , 279; and Knllij Prosiinno (Hiose v Oocnol Chunder Mittnr (I L R., 2 
Cal., 290) were relied upon. Tliere can be no doubt that as a general rule 
an Estate vested in an's person by inlieritance is not divested bv a nearer heir 
subsequent!’, coining inli» existonos fsce Kahdas iM.s v Krishna Chamha Das 
(2 IJ. Ij li , F B , lOd , 11 W. B , O C , 111 But there are exceptions to this 
rule, and the question is wdietlier the present case is one of tliose exceptions. 

• Upon that question the cases cited are not exactly in point, as in those cases 
the adoptions which weie hold inoperative in divesting vested estates were made 
not to the last full owners to whom inheritance had to be traced, but to other 
jiera ms, that is, to the father of the last full ownoi in the tnst-ijunitioued case, 
and to his brother's son in tl c second The cases of .4wnawiwf//i v Mahhu 
Rail Jlrtidt/ (H Mad., lOH*, Iholnmoifp v Shamnrhaian (I L B, 12 Cal., 24tl), 
and liiiprlunid v lialhinahai 18 Bom A C, 114) are similarly distinguishable 
froiii the present, the adoption having been made to the father of the last full 
owner.in the first and tlie second, and to his brother in the thud 

On ttie other hand, there are cases (some of which are exactly in point) 
which support the respondent's view that a son adopted by one of several 
widows to her deceased husband t.ikes the whole of his estate, divesting the 
estates of all tlie widows 

In Viradti Pialupa liaghuiinda Deo v. Bngo Kishoro Palin Den (1. L R, 

1 Mad, G9), the widow of Baiab .Wikonda Deo, the holder of an impartible 
itennndari, having adopted a son under the authoritv of her deceased husband, 
the adopted son was held entitled to recover the estate from Baghunada, the 
half-brother of the deceased zemindar, who, as the .Tudicial Committee observed, c 
must he taken to havo been an undivided brother and the person who, according 
to the ordinaly law of succession, was entitled to the zernindari on the death 
of Adikondh 'vithout a legitimate son, either procreated or adopted. 

[74] In RuUimabai v. Radhabai {5 Bom A. C., 181), it was held that a 
son adopted by an elder widow without the consent of Che younger was entitled 
to take the whole estate of his adoptive father, and to defeat the interest of the 
younger widow SiK BichaUD Oou(’H in delivering the judgment of the Court 
observed .—“ It would seem to be unjust to allow the elder widow to defeat 
the interest of blie younger by an adoption againet her wish. But, on the 
other hand, h' the adoption is regarded as the performance of a religious duty 
and a rnonborious act, to which the assent of the husbsmd is to be implied 
wherevei lie hss not forbidden, it would seem that the younger widow is bound 
to'giire hei consvnt, lieiug entitled to a ^uo provision for her maintenance, and 
if slie refuses, the elder widow mav adopt* without it.” This is a case clearly 
in point. 

Tlie same view was taken by this Court in an unreported case dmided 
on tlye I6th of "KohAiarv 1882 (appeal from Original Decree No. 97 of 1880-- 
Bhuteavoan ('hondhrani y, Stddheswari Ciumdhram )—in which it was held 
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• that a uon adopted by one of two widows according to the authority of her 
deceased husband was entitled'^o take the entire estate and to divest the estate 
of both the widows. 

The true rule deducible from all these cases is. as stated by Mr. Mayne 
in bis learned work on Hindu Law and Usage (H79), this, namely, that a son 
adopted to the last male proprietor, who was the full owner of an estate, is 
entitled to take the whole of that estate and to divest the interest of any per¬ 
son in tliat estate whose title by inheritance is inferior to his, and who could 
not have inherited if the adoption had taken place before the death of the 
last full owner, though he is not entitled to claim as preferential heir the estate 
of any other person besides his adoptive fathei, when such estate has vested 
before his adoption tn some heir other than the 'widow who adopted him. 
There is nothing unjust in this. Indeed, them would be great injustice if the 
opposite view were to prevail, and if the lawfully adopted son ol the last full 
owner, who is to bear all the obligations ol a son, were to he deprived ^ any 
part oi his adoptive father’s estate. The case is wholly different where an adopted 
son claims not the estate oi his adoptive father, but that ot another person after it 
[TdJ has vested in some other lieir who as entitled to it before the adoption. 
It would obviously lead to inconvenience <uid injustice to allovr vested interests 
to be divested in such cases. 

The contention of the appellant is therefore wholly opposed to the 
authority of decided cases. It is equally repugnant to the spirit ol the Hindu 
law. According to the law of theJlengil school, an adoption by a widow 
according to the express peimission of her linsljand is a pcrfcotlv valid adoption 
uBee Dattaka Ghandrika, 1,7, Macnaghton s Principles of Hindu Law, p 91 — 
The Collector ot Madata v Mattu Jiamalinqa Sathupathy (I B. L. R., P C, 1, 
10 \V. B , P G 17 , 12 Moore’s 1. A., 397)J. Buch an adoption, if it is to be of 
any effect, must lead to the divesting of some vested interest m the property 
left by tliu person to whom the adoption i<^ made. It was not denied that if 
the ajipell.int had joined in the act of adoption, it would have been opoiative in 
divoHtmg her estate. Now when a man authorises an adoption by any of his 
widows, it iselearl) the religious duty ol all his widows to co-operate in bunging 
it about, and it would be contrary to reason and justice to allow any one oi them 
to gam ail advantage by opposing oi withholding her consent from that which 
it IS her duty to accomplish. 

The grounds urged on behalf oi the appellant, ohereforc, all tail, and this 
appeal must consequently lie dismissed with costs. 

• ApiK'ul. dtsmisbed. 

.]. V VV 


NOTES. 

tTh«* beuior widow’i. iirIiI ih prefrrcutial t<i that of the junior widow —16 M. L. J , Gl'J. 
Sec rilho 28 SlBcl 315,22 1J< in 2(.(), Jh B< m , JGl ; 26 Mad . Hd. 

As regards vesting and deviating see also (1895) 22 Cal , 565, (1896) 1 C. W. N. 121; 
(1891) 18 Cal 385 3 * 
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CRIMINAL REFERENCE. 


The 8th August, 1890. 

PbbsenT: 

Mr. Justice Pbinsep and Mr. Justice Hill. 

Queeii'Empress 

versm 

Maniruddin Mundul.' . 


Magistrate, Power of—District Magistrate, Power of, to order Jurthci 
enquiry—Improper discharge—Sessions case. Further enquiry 

^directed in—Criminal Procedure Code {Act X of 1882), ss, 436, 437. 

It is competent to a District Magistrate, who has issued a notice to an accused person 
who m bib opinion has been improperly discharged to show cause under section 436 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code why be should [76] not be committed to the Court of Sobbiouc., on 
cause being bhown bo order a further inquiry under the provisions of section 437, 

This was a reference from the OtficiatiRg Sessions Judge of Faridpur, the facts 
of which were as follows :— 

One Maniruddin Mundul preferred a charge of dacoity against certain 
persons. His complaint was investigated by the police and the Joint Magistrate, 
and the latter came to the conclusion that the charge was false, and directed 
the records of the case to be sent to the District Magistrate under section 47G 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, with the view of proceedings being instituted 
against the complamant under section 211 of the Penal Code for bringing a 
false charge. The District Magistrate made the case over to a Deputy Magis' 
trate, with a view to committing the accused to the Sessions under section 211, 
clausa 2 of the Penal Code. The Deputy Magistrate heard the case and 
examined some twenty witnesses on the part of the prosecution, and 
ultimately came to the conclusion that the charge ot making a false charge 
of dacoity was not sabiafactorily established, and discharged the accused under 
section 209 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. On the record of the ease 
coming before the District Magistrate on the 22nd April 1890, that oOicer 
. passed the following order;— 

• 

“ On an examination of the record of the case Empress v. Maniruddin 
Mundul, section 211, Indian Penal Code, in which the accused was discharged 
by Baboo Ra} Mohan Ghuokerbutty on the 25th March 1890, under section 209 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, it appears that the acous^ has been irnpro* 
perly discharged. 1 therefore direct that a notice be issued on the said 
Maniruddin to show cause before me, on the dth May next, why be should not 
be committed to the Court of Sessions for trial. Let zjotices also be given to 
Gool MahomecLand others, accused by Maniruddin, to appear before me on 
that day.” • 

On the 5th May the accused through bis pleaders presented a petition 
sbovwng cause against the rule. The D^^tiict Magistrate did not hear the 
pleaders, but adjourned the case to the i5th4day, on which day the prosbeu- 
tion filed a further list of witnesses whom they desired to be examined. The 

* UrimiTial Bcioreaoe No. 108 of 1890 made by H. Oox, ISsq., OlBaiating Sessions Jitdge 
of Fandgiir, dated ths 30llh of June 1890. 
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District Magistrate tixed the 25th May for a farther hearibg of the case, on which 
day apparently nothing was done. On the 28th May the District Magistrate made 
ira an order directing a Deputy Magistrate to examine the witnesses and 
submit the record with his report. 

On the case being taken before the Sessions Judge, that officer on the 
30th June referred the matter to the High Court under the provisions of 
3. 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, being of opinion that the order of the 
2Bth May was illegal. The material portion of the letter of raference was as 
follows.— 

“ I am inclined to .think that the Magistrate has not acted regularly in 
writing his order of thd 28th ultimo, by which he directs an examination of 
wituesses by a Deputy Magistrate in a case against the petitioner Maniruddin 
Mundul, who had been discharged of an offence undei s. 211, Indian 
Penal Code, exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions. * 

“ The Magistrate has submitted an explanation as required by my order of 
the 23rd instant Having read liis remarks, I am still of opinion that the papers 
of the case should bo submitted to the High Court for orders. The ruling of 1HB8 
referred to by the Magistrate had indeed escaped my notice, and in that case no 
doubt tbo whole procedure in such cases of revision as the present has been 
prettv fully dealt witli. My order of the i^rd instant therefore requires to be 
read with'what 1 now submit for the orders of the High Court. It will bo 
seen from the District Magistrate’s order of the 22nd April that he considered 
that Maniruddin,a>ccuBed, had been ‘improperly discharged’, and he directed 
a notice to 1)6 issued on Maniruddin to show cause under s. 436, Criminal 
Procedure Code. 1 believe the only regular and consistent course of prooeduro 
for til'! Magistrate to have then pursued was to have considered any cause 
shown, and then, if he still maintained that the accused Maniruddin should 
be committed lor trial, he should have ordered the committal, theio Iraing 
nothing, as 1 luidorstand, to prevent his also requiring the examination of 
further witnesses, on his subsequently bearing of their existence and impor¬ 
tance to strengthen tho case in the trial by the Court of Sessions. In short, 
the Magistrate’s order of tlie 22nd April must mean that he thought a case 
was made out for a trial by the Court of Sessions. That being so, his not 
considetiiig cause under s. 436 (a]. Criminal Procedure Code, but instead, 
proceeding under s. 437 and ordering the examination of further evideoce, 
sd^ras to argue a want of tT83 consistency of judgment and lack of sound 
discretion which are calculated tu needlessly harass the accused and prejudice 
bis position. 

"Under the circumstances, 1 would recommend that the orders of the 
Magistrate be quashed The explanatiou of the Magistrate and ray order of 
the 23rd instant will be found in the record." 

The reference came on to be heard on the 16th July bofoi*e a Bench con¬ 
sisting ol NOBIUS and GOBDON, JJ. No one appeared at the hearing, and the 
following judgment was delivered ■— 

“ This ^ase comes before us upon a referenoe from the Officiatinf Sessions 
Judge of Pnridpur. The facts are as follows":—[Their Lordships then 
proceeded to state the facts as set out abova and continued—] 

“ Tl^ order of the District Magistyatl of the 22nd April was one which it 
was clearly competent for him to make under the provisions of s. 436 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure. His orderof the28thof May wasone made under Ihe 
provisioBB of s. 437 of the Code. It is not necessary in our ©pinion toexpress 
any opinion as to whether the District Magistrate,having once determine 
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to exercise the powers Vested in him under section 436, could legally change his 
method of procedure and direct a further inquiry under section 437, without 
having finally disposed of the proceedings under section 436. In his letter of 
explanation to the Sessions Judge, the District Magistrate pointed out that, as 
only the question of the legality of the proceedings is called in question by the 
Sessions Judge, he confines himself to dealing with that question, and offers 
no observations upon tlie question as to whether or no he exercised a sound 
discretion in tlie course he pursued Apparently the District Magistrate has 
some observations to make upon this question of his discretion ; and before 
making any final order upon tins reference, we think it would be well that the 
District Magistrate should favour iis with any observations he may have to 
make as to his reasons for abandoning, or holding in suspense, the proceedings 
under section 436, and adopting the procedure under s 437. 

“ As tiie matter is somewhat urgent, we direct a copy of this order together 
with the record to be sent direct to the District Magistrate, .with a request that 
he will return the record, with any observations [79j that he may have to make, 
at his earliest possible convenience. A copy of this order will also ho sent to 
the Sessions Judge. 

"All proceedings against the accused will of course be staved until our 
final order is made.” 

Upon this the Magistrate submitted an explanation, dealing 'fully with 
the foots of the case, which i.s inimateruil lor the purpose of this report. 

The reference again came on to he heard before a Bench consisting of 
PRINSBP and HiLL, JJ. 

No one appeared on the reference. 

The following delivered — 

The District Magistrate having reason to behove that the accused in this 
case had been improperly discharged by a Subordinate Magistiato, issued a 
notice under s 436, Code of Criminal Procedure, on the accused bo show 
cause why he should not be committed for trial by the Court of Sessions On 
the day on which the matter was considered, the District Magistrate thought 
that certain evidence should be taken before any order of commitment should 
be passed, lie accordingly directed the Subordinate Magistrate to take chat 
evidence. The Sessions Judge has referred this case that this order sliould be 
set aside because oii the notice under s. 436 the Disti ict M agistrato 
not competent to order anything short ot a commitment. We observe that, it^ 
the petition to the Sessions Judge, it was amongst other matters represented 
that the accused was not heard on the notice. But this has not been made 
the subject of reference to us, and wo must take it that it was either abandoned 
or overruled by the Sessions Judge. 

The matter for consideration thcrefoie is simply whether on a notice under 
s. 436 the District Magistrate could older a further inquiry m supersession 
of the order oi discharge, or whether he could only either order commitment 
or abstain from interference. We have no doubt that from the terms of 
8. 436 a District Magistrate, in a case Lriahle exclusively by a Court ot Sos- 
sions, IB not restricted to ordering the commitment of the accused who may 
.have been discharged by a Subordinate Magistrate He is not prevented from 
dealing with such a case under A 4^7. Section 436 contemplates a fresh 
or a further inquiry being held, for it empowers a District Magistrate*" instead 
[80] ot directing a fresh inquiry ” to order the commitment of the accused, 
and there is noydng in the terms of section 437 which would prevent a Dis¬ 
trict MtHiistiate from ordering a farther inquiry merely because the case may 
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be one triable exclusively by the Court of Sessions. Section 437 declares 
that such an inquiry may be ordered into the case of any accused person who 
has been discharged 

The mere fact that the notice to the accused may have been morelv to 
show cause why he sliould not be committed would not necessarily prevent 
the District Magistrate from directing a further inquiry instead of a coinmit- 
meut Tiio accused cannot possibly be prejudiced by such an order passed in 
bis piosenco, and could not claim a notice, specially under section 437, to show 
cause why a further inquiry should not be held In this case the commit¬ 
ment could have been* made, and the further evidence, which the District 
Magistrate desired to nave taken, might be tendered at the Sessions Court, 
but in order to have the case clearer, the District Magistrate thought proper 
to have the evidence first taken, and this was certainly in favour of the 
accused 

We therufore'see no suiiicient reason to interfere. Ttie case will he dealt 
with by the Deputy Magistrate in accordance with the order of the District 
Magistrate, and aftui taking that evidence, the Deputy Magistrate will proceed 
according to law 

H. T. H. . Order upheld. 


I 18 Cal. 80 ] 

CIVIL REFERENCE. 


The 1st Srptemher, 1890. 

Present. 

Mr .lusTicE O’Kinealy and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali 


Natabar Parue and others.Plaintiffs 

, versus 

Kubir Parue and others.Defendants ^ 


SiJeci/ic Belief Act (I of 1877), s. 9—Right of Fishery—Suit for possession of 

right to jish in a khal, 

A <iuit for tbc po^isosaion of ii right to fish in a khal, tho soil of which belongs to another, 
does not come within the provisions of section ‘If of the Specific Belief Act, 1S77. 

• Civil Reference No. 15-A of 1890, made by Baboo Triguiia Frosonno Basa, Munaif of 
Bongong, dated the 30th of July 1890. • 

tlSec. 9 —If any person is dispossessed without his consent of immoveable property other- 

o , , __ wise than indue course of law, he or anv person claiming through 

Smt fay person dis^s ,a«t,tuted within sii iTonths from the date of 

■es^ of immo\e u p - the dispossession, uncover possession thereof, notwithstandidg 
* • any other titletthat may be set up m such suit. 

Nothing in this section shall bar any person from suing to e.stabksh his title to such 
property and to recover possession thereof. 

Nofliuit under this section shall ho brought against the Government. 

No appeal shall lie from any order or decree p.o.ssed in any suif instituted under stilus 
•ootion, nor shall any review of any such order or decree be allowed.] 
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C8l] This was a reference by the Muneif of Bongong, Jessore, under 
aeofcion 617 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The case was stated as follows in 
the judgment of the Munsif:— 

" This is a suit under section 9 of Act £ of 1877. The subject-matter of 
dispute is a jalkar. The case as set forth in the plaint is that the plaintiffs held 
jointly with the defendants possession of the lalkar up to Kartiok last. In that 
month the defendants acquired by private sals the proprietary interest in the 
said jalkar, turned the plaintitfs out of possession, and came to hold exclusive 
possession thereof. 

“ The defendants traverse the allegation of the plaijitiffs. They deny that 
the plaintiffs ever held lomtly with them possession of the jalkar in suit , and 
aver that the }alkar is their property, and that they are in exclusive possession 
of it. They further object to the maintenance of the suit in its present form.' 

" The points then that arise for determination are — 

“ (l) Is the suit maintainable? 

“ (2) Were the plaintiffs in joint possession of the jalkar with the 
defendants ? and 

“ (3) Are they entitled to the relief sought for ? 

“ It is clear from the testimony of the plaintiffs’ witnesses (if that testi¬ 
mony IS to be believed) that the plaintiffs had nothing whatever to do with the 
soil, but that they had only a right of fishery in the khal described in the 
plaint. One of the plaintiffs who has been examined says that the jalkar m 
question dries up in the hot weather, and that with the setting in of the rams 
they commence fishing. Witness Benode Mondol says that the jalkar dries up 
in Gheyt and Bysack, and that the fishermen, evidently meaning thereby the 
plaintiffs, do not repair to the jalkar then. The evidence then clearly leaves 
upon me the impression that it is no possession of an immoveable property that 
is sought to be recovered, but a right to fish in a khaJ when it is full of water 
and stocked with fishes, or, in other words, a right to enjoy the produce of 
water within certain prescribed limits is sought to be enforced. That being so, 
I have grave doubts if the suit can lie under the provisions of section 9 of Act 
I of 1877. That section distinctly provides for possession of specific immove¬ 
able property. 

C823 ‘ ' Now the possession of the jalkar in the case, as we have seen, is quite 
a distinct and separate thing from possession of immoveable property such tls 
contemplated by the section above referred to. • The case of Parhutty Nath Boy 
Ghowdhitry v. Mudho Faroe (I. L R., 3 Cal, 276) has been cited bv the plain¬ 
tiffs to shoiiN that jalkar is an interest in immoveable property I have very 
oarefully gone through the case It has been held there by the Hon’ble Judges 
of the High Court that jalkar was not an easement, but an interest in immove¬ 
able property within the meaning of the Limitation Act. That hoing the case, 
the ruling cited bv the plaintitfs cannot help them in any way The case of 
Kaiee Chunder Sem v. Adno Shaik (9 W. R, 602) shows, on the contrary, that 
section 15 of Act XIV of 1859, which has been repl%oed by section 9 of Act I of 
1877, provided a special remedy for a particular kind of grievance, e,g., 
to replace in possession a person who bad been evicted by a wrongful 
act from landed pxoperty, of which he had been in undisturbed possession, 
dad to. prevent a .powerful person £rom thus shifting the evidence of proof 
from himself to another less able to sVipport it. However, as the‘point is 
one DOC free from doubt, 1 deem it expedient, under the provisions of 
section 617, to refer it to the High Court for an expression of thejf Lord- 
ships’ opinion Accordingly, the suit is adjourned, pending receipt of the orders 
of the High Court.” 
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Baboo Harendra Nath Mooktrjee for the Plaintiff*. 

Baboo Karutia Smdhu Mookerjee for the Defendants 

The opinion of the Court (O’Kinbaly and Ameer Ali, JJ.) was as 
follows; — 

Ttiis is a question on a reference made by the Munsif of Bongong, as to 
whether section 9 of the Specific Belief Act applies to a case now before him. 
The facts as found liv him, and on which the reference is based, are as 
follows:—Flaintids and defendants had jointly obtained the power to fish on 
another man's land, that to say, they obtained a benefit out of another man’s 
land , but had no interest in the soil itself Subsequently one of the defendants 
bought the Gynnti tdhmci ou which tin* jalkarlies; and he prevented his oo* 
sharers from fishing at certain period of the year, [as] when the khal became full. 
The Munsif is of opinion that such a suit does not come within the purview of 
«i. 9, Act I of lh77, and in tliat opinion we concur. It is clear that the plaintiffs 
have no right toiihe land, nor are they in possession of the land ; and all that 
can he said in their favour is that for a certain part of the year they had 
power or license to fish dispute in regard to that does not, in our opinion, 
amount to a dispossession from anv immoveable property, under s. 9 of Act I 
of 1877.' 

Let this expression of opinion be communicated to the Munsif of Bongong. 
C. b. P 


118 Cal. 88) 

CIVIL RULE. 


The tfiily, 

Present• 

Mr. .ItisTicK Ghose and Mb. IrsTicE Rampini. 


Jogi^Ahir.(Defendant) Petitioner 

rrrsus 

Bishen Daval Singh ...(Plaintiff) Opposite Party.! 

Provivnal Small L'ausf Court Aof (IX of 1HH7), ?. 17—Application for 
nw trial—Deposit of decretal amount or security for same, condition precedent 

to the granting of such application. 

It is a condition precedent to the granting^df a new trial that, in aooordanoe with the 
provisions of s 17 of the Provincial Small 6ause Court Act. 1887, an apphoant should at the 

• Bee tbs case of Bhundat Pnnda v. Pandat Poa Patil, I. L. R., 12 Bom., 221 (Bd.). 

t iivil Rule No. 39'2 of 1890, against the order of Baboo Puma Cbunder Da, Additional 
Munsif of Buxar, dated the .80th of Deoemhor 1889. • , 
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time of presenting his’application for new trial deposit in Court the decretal amount or 
tender security for payment of the same. 

Rnmasamw. Kunsu (I.L.B., 1.S Mad., 17fl) dissented from. 

This was a role calling upon the opposite party, Bisheti Dayal Singh, to show 
cause why the order of the Alunsif of Buxar, dated 30th December 1889, 
refusing to grant the petitioner, Jogi Ahir, a new trial in a Small Cause Court 
case, should not be set aside. 

A suit was instituted against the petitioner in the Court of the Munsif of 
Buxar, and decreed parfe against him on the 16th September 1889 An 
application for a new trial was filed on I6th Eartick 1296 (31st October 1889); 
but the petitioner did not at |[84] the time of presenting" his application either 
deposit the amount due Under the decree, or give security for its performance 
in accordance with the provisions of s 17 ot the Provincial Small Cause Court 
Act, 1887 At the hearing on the 30th December 1889, the petitioner attempted 
to meet the ob)ection that was raised on this ground by offering to deposit the 
decretal amount in Court The Munsif in rejecting the application passed 
the following order ;— 

“ This is an application for an order to aet aside a decree passed ex parte in 
the Small Cause Court Suit No. 59 of 1889. I find that at the time of making 
this application the petitioner did neither deposit the decretal amount, nor give 
any security for the performance of the decree, as required by the provisions 
of s. 17 of the Provincial Small Cause Court Act, 18H7. The petitioner now 
wants to make the deposit, but 1 think he cannot have the defect in his case 
remedied by the course he seeks to adopt. The law is positive on the subject, 
and It distinctly lays down that the deposit and so forth must be made at the 
time of presenting the application. The petitioner having failed or neglected 
to make the deposit in due time, he must take the consequences of his own act. 
The law mav he hard, as argued hy the applicant’s pleader, but so it is, and I 
am hound to administer it just as I get it in the Act I think the application 
under notice is not maintainable Accordingly, it is ordered that the case be 
dismissed , but considering the fact that the opposite party did not take the 
objection in express terms in his petition of objection, I direct each part to 
hear his own costs ” 

The petitioner thereupon moved the High Court and obtained the above rule 

On the rule coming up for argument— ^ 

Baboo Riighoonundim Pershad for the Petitioner. 

Baboo Mohalnr Sahoy for the Opposite Party. 

The judgment of the Court (Ghose and Rampini, .JJ ) was as follows 

This IS a rule which has been obtained calling upon the opposite party to 
show cause why an order of the Munsif of Buxar, dated the 30th December last, 
refusing to grant the applicant a new [88] trial in a Small Cause Court case, 
should not be set aside. The facts of the case are that a suit had been brought 
against the applicant in the Court of the Munsif of Buxar, and that it had 
been decreed against him ex parte The applicant, subsequently, applied to 
the Munsif *to set aside the ex parte decree against bim ; but he did not comply 
with the provisions of section 17 of Act IX of 1887, and deposit the decretal 
amount, or tender spourity for it at the time of making his application. The 
Munsif,. therefore, rejected his application on the ground that the provisions 
of section 17 of the Provincial Small Catse Courts Act are imj^rati^e. On 
behalf of the applicant it is now contended that the Munsif's order is 
wrong—(1) because the provisions of section 17, Act IX of 1887, are {uerely 
directory and not mandatory, as has been held by the Madras High Court 
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in the case of Bamasanu v. Kurim U- h*- B., 13 Mad., IYB) , and (2/ that as 
the opposite party did not in his petition ot objection to the applicant’s applica¬ 
tion to theMunsif expressly urge the provisions of section 17 of Act IX of 1887, 
he must be held to have waived any objection to the validity of the applicant’s 
application that might be urged on that score We, however,do not think that this 
rule should be made absolute. We feel considerable doubts as to the correctness 
ot the ruling in the case of Bamammt v Kurisu (1. L. R., 13 Mad., 178). 
The learned Judges of the Madras High Court give no reasons tor their opinion 
that the provisions ot section 17, Act IX of 1887, are merely directory , and 
in our opinion, Irom the terms of the section, it would seem as if the Xiegisla- 
ture intended to rnake^ a condition preckdent to the granting of a nevi trial to 
any applicant, lliat he should present with his application the decietal amount, 
or tender security toi the payment of the same This being so, it may be 
doubted whether the enforcement of the provisions ol the section can be waived 
at the instance of a party to the suit. Moreover, we do not think that as a 
matter ot fact the' opposite party intended to, or actually did waive them It 
IS true that in his petition of objection to the applicant’s application to the 
Munsif, he did not refei to the provisions ot section 17 of Act IX ot 1887 
but lb is clear that at the hearing ot the application itself, the objection was 
raised, though it dops not appear whether it was at the instance of the 
C86j opposite paity, oi was taken by the Court itself. In anvcase, there does 
not seem to be any ground for supposing that the opposite party really intended 
that the provisions of section 17, Act IX of 1887, should not be enforced, or 
that he waived tliem. We are, accoi’dingly, of opinion that in the circum¬ 
stances, the Munsif’s order of the 30th Decembei 1889 was correct, and hence 
we discharge this rule with costs 

C. D. P. Hide dischatfjed 

NOTES. 

t Thib was followed m (1906) 28 All , 470; (1907) 9 boin. L. R , 883 In (1904) .12 Odl , 
.3.39 dt-pobii might, it w.is held be* luadu within the time limited for making the appliiatum ] 
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SMALL CAUSE COURT REFERENCE. 


Ttie 30th July, 1690. 

Present. 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr Justice Prinsef 

AND Mr. Justice Pi<k)T. 

Ram Nurtiin Noraing Dobs 
ver&us 

Rajn Chunder Jankee Ix>ll '* 


Joinder of l-arliet,— L^arlnership Debt—lieprasentatives of a daxitsed 
partner—Mitakshara family -Contract Act (IJf of ISTsil — Suocesswn 
Ceriifusate Act (\ II of 1669} 

• 

In a suit bv ^lurviviiig partners f><r the recorary of a partnership debt which became due 
during the life of a d«ce.ised partuci, the represeutativoit of such deceased p.'iituor. having 
regard to section 45 of the Contract Act (IX of 187'J), i>rc necossarv parties . and the provi¬ 
sions of section 4 of the Succession GertiRcale Act (VIIof 1889} must be complied with in 
order that the suit may be properly constituted 

Qucpre whether in the case of a famil> partnership under the Mitakihara law .i ijiiestioii 
might arise as to the applicability of section iSt of the Contract Act and section* 4 j of the 
SocoesBion Certificate Act (VII of 1889) 

Gobtnd Prasad v Chunder Sekhca (1. L. R , 9 All , 486) dissented from 
This was a reference to the High Court by the Chief Judge ul the Small 
Cause Court under section 69 of Act XV of 1682 and section 617 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. 


” Small Cause Court Reference No. 5 of 1890 made by fi. C. Sconce, Eb(| 
of the Court of Small Causes, Calcutta, dated the 15th at Jul> 1890 
t(8ec 45 —When 


Chief Judge 


Devolution 

rights. 


Proof of representative 
titte>a couditVQ precedenu 
to recovery through the 
Courts of debts from 
debtors of deceased persons 


persou has made a promi'.e to two or more persons jointly, then, 
unless a coiitrarv intention appears from the contract, the right 
of joint to claim performance rests, as between him and them, with 
them during their joint lives, aud, after the death of any of 
them, with the representative of nUch deceased person jointly with 
the survivor or survivors, aud, after the death of the last survivor, with the reprosontativos 
of all jointly ] 

t£ Sec. 4.—(1) No Court shall— 

(а) pass a decree agaiust a debtor of a deceased person fo% 
payment of his debt to a person claiming to be entitled to 
the eficcts of the deceased person or to auy part there¬ 
of, or 

(б) proceed, upon an application of a person claiming to be so 
entitied. to execute against such n debtor, a decree or 

ordci for the payment of his debt, except on the gruductiou, by the person so 
claiming, of— 

(i) a probate >ii letters of administration evidencing the grant 
to him of administration to the estate of the deceased, or 

(ii) a certificate granted under section 86 or section 37 of the 
Admnitstrator>Gcneral’b Act, 1874, and having the debt 
mentioned therein, or * 

(ill) a certificate granted under this Act and having the debt 
sjliicified therein, or 

(iv) a (feiiificate granted under Act XXVIl of 1860 or an 
. enactment repealed by that Act, or 

* (v) a certificate granted under the regulation of the Bombay 

Code No. VllI of 1827 and, if granted after the 
commencement of this Act, having the debt specified 
therein. 

(2) The word “^bt " in sub-seoticm (1) inoludes any debt except rent, revfnuc or 
profits {Unable in rospect of land used for agnoultural purposes.] 


II of 1874 
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The suit was brought for the recovery of Ba. 899-8 claimed as the balance 
due on account of grey shirtings sold and delivered [87] on sundry dates by the 
plamtifi’s firm to the defendants. There was no defence upon the merits, but 
the defendants objected that the suit could not proceed until the representatives 
of Nursing Doss, the deceased brother and partner of the plaintiffs, were made 
parties to the suit, and that the plaintiffs should further produce a probate 
or letters of administration or certificate as required by section 4 of the 
Succession Certificate Act (VII of 1889). 

The following case was submitted for the opinion of the High Court: — 

" The following is the title of the suit and cause of action as it appears on 
the plaint -- ‘ Issur I^essand Juggurnath, surviving partners of Nursing Doss, 
deceased, who caLr> on business in 99, Cross Street, Calcutta, in the name and 
style of Bam Narain Nursing Dobs, against Bam Chunder and Jankee Loll, 
carrying on business in tlie name of Bam Chunder and Jankee Loll in 44, 
Cotton Street, Calcutta.' The cause of action is as foIlov\s ■ —- ‘ That the 
plaintiffs sold and delivered grey shirtings to the defendants on sundry dates 
between Falgoon Sudi 4th, 1946, and Bysak Budi 13Lb, 1947, to the value of 
Bs 899-2, which is now due and owing, that the cause of action a.rose on the 
different dates tiie goods were sold ; that Nursing Doss died on B\ sak Sudi 9th, 
1947, leaving him surviving tlie present plaintiffs, who carry on business for 
the beneht of the partnership business ’ The plaint is signed in the name of 
the firm ‘ Ram Narain Nursing Doss.' The words ‘ Ram Narain Nursing Doss ’ 
are the handwriting of Juggurnath, the second plaintiff, who apjiears for himself 
and his partnei and hiother, Issur Doss, the first plaintiff. The signature to 
the verification is written Jugguinath, thus ‘ Signature, Juggurnath.' 

" There is no defence to the action on the meiits. The money sued for is, 
admittedly, due to the firm of Bum Narain Nursing Doss, but the defendant 
pleads a non-ioirulor of plaintiffs. It was contended on behalf of the defendant 
that the suit could not proceed until the representatives of the deceased brother 
and partnei. Nursing Doss, were made parties to the suit, nor even then with¬ 
out the production h-v the person ‘ claiming to be entitled to the effects of the 
deceased person or any part thereof ’ of a probate or letters oi administration, 
or a certificate gi anted under the Succession Certificate Act (VII of 1HH9) 

[ 88 ] • 'The ])oint is taken for the first time. It seems to me of great 
importance that an authoritative decision should be obtained as speedily as 
possible upon it. 1 think, having regard to section 46 of the Indian Contract 
Act, and section 4 of tiie Succession Certificate Aot (VII of 1889)^1 have no 
option but to stay proceedings until Buldeo Doss, a son of Nurnng Doss, is 
made a party to the suit, and further, until he produces a probate or letters of 
administration, or a certificate such as is required bv tjiat section. 

" The plaintiff'relief on the rules given in Dicey on Parties [see edition of 
1870, Rule 16, p. 128; Rule 24, p. 162 , Rule 52, p. 237 , Rule 68, p. 274 . 
and the case of Gobind Pratad v. Chundar Sekhar (I.L.R., 9 All, 486)1, as 
showing that the surviving partners of the firm of Ram Narain Nursing Doss 
alone had the right to sue, and, on recovery, would be liable to account to the 
representative for the deceased partner’s share The case ol Gobind Prasad v. 
Chundat Sekhat was decided by Edge, C J. (Mahmoud, J., concurring) on the 
22nd March 1887, before the Succession Certificate Act (VII of 1889) came 
into force. It might be doubted whether the construction put by Edge, C.J., 
on section 45 of the Contract Aot is conreot, notwithstanding the force of His 
LordsHip’s observations when he begilis by'saying (see page 490 of the report):— 
‘ It is obvious to my mind that it would lead in many oases to difficulties and 
ooniueion in the getting in of the assets of a firm on the death of a partner, if 
it were held that a surviving partner could not sue for such assets unless he 
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joined in the action the representatives of the deceased partner.' The report 
does not show whether the partners were members of a joint Hindu family, or 
merely connected together in business as partners. 

“ W hen the transactions, which are the subject of the present suit, took 
place, the firm of ‘ Bam Narain Nursing Doss ’ consisted of three brothers, 
Issur Doss, Juggurnath Doss, and Nursing Doss, a Marwari family joint in 
food, worship, and estate Juggurnath states that the firm was started 
30 or 32 years ago by their lather with )us own money, in the names of 
himself and his eldest sou. Nursing Doss. Bam Narain died four or live 
years ago. Nursing Doss died on Bysak Sudi 9th, 1947, eleven days after 
the last sale to the defendants. Nursing Doss was ^out 15 or 16 years 
older than Juggurnath, who save he*is now 25 years old. Nursing Doss 
C89j left a son, Buldeo Doss, who is about the same age as Juggurnath. 
BuldeoDoss—so Juggurnath says—during his father’slile-time took a share in 
the management of the business ol the firm, just as he himself and his brothers 
did, but that Buldeo Doss was nut actually a partner in the firm till the death 
of his father, since which time he has an equal undivided share in the business 
of the firm, with his uncles, the present plaintitfs, which they jointly carry 
on. Nursing Doss also left a widow and three daughters, still children 
Soorjee, aged six years, Surrosuttee, aged about three years, and a child not 
yet named, one and-a-half months old, born since her father’s dqath 1 
apprehend it will not he necessary to make the widow and three ciiildren parties 
to the salt, but it will be necessary to make Buldeo Doss a party to the suit 
as representing his father’s interest in the old firm with which the defendants 
contracted . not because he is a partner in the new firm consisting of himself 
and his two uncles, with whom the defendants did not contract, and which 
came into existence on tlio death of Nursing Doss Even then the suit cannot 
proceed, except upon Buldeo Doss producing probate, or letters of administra¬ 
tion, or a certificate granted under Act VIl of 1889, section 4 having the debt 
specified therein. 

" It has ahvavs, 1 believe, been held in Calcutta, since section 45 of the 
Indian Contract Act came into force, that the representatives of a deceased 
partner in a firm must alw'ays be made parties to the suit as plaintifi's with 
the surviving partner or partners 1 feel a great deal of doubt about the matter, 
and therelore, under section 69 of the Presidency Small Cause Court Act, and 
section 617 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1 reserve judgment and retei the^ 
question fqj- the opinion of the High Court, and, in the meantime, stay the 
proceedings.” 

No one apjieareii for either party at the hearing of the reference. 

The jad^ment of tlie Couit (Pjbtheham, C. J., Pkinsep and Pigot, JJ.) 
was deliveied by , 

Pigot, J.- We quite agree with the learned Chief Judge of the Small 
Cause Court in the opinion expressed by him that it has always been held in 
Calcutta, since section 45 of the Indian Contract Act came into force, that the 
representatives of a deceased [80j partner must always be made parties to 
suits as plaii^jtiffs with the surviving partner or partners. 

There are two cases in which that matter has come before this Court— 
One is Suit No. 243 of 1881, Bemfry v. Patipaban Sen, in which case the 
hearing was, on the 9tli December 1881, adjourned in order that the plaint 
might he amended in accordance with this construotion of the section.. The 
second which we may mention was Suit No 103 of 1890, balkishen v. 
Mommadhab Sen, the hearing of which was. on the 5th May 1890, adjourned 
for a similar purpose notwithstanding that the case of Gobind Prawad v. 
Dhundtr Sekkar (l.*L. K., 9 AIL, 486) referred to by the learned Chief Judge, 
was cited. • 
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It is possible that, in some other partnership ease, a question might arise 
as to the applicability of section 45 and of section 4 of the Succession 
Certificate Act. that is to sav, the case of a family partnership under the 
Mitakshara law. It is not necessary to express any opinion, which would 
necessarily be more or lees speculative, as to the effect of the statutory law 
upon such partnerships, when we observe that, in the present case, it is stated 
in the learned Chief Judge’s summary of the evidence that Buldeo Doss, 
according to Juggurnath, though, during hie father’s life-time he took a share 
in the management of the business of the firm, signing in the name of the firm, 
just as Juggurnath and his brothers did, was not actually a partner in the firm 
at the death of his fat);^er It would appear from this, therefore, that whether 
the members of the partnership firm were,* or were not, members of a Mitakshara 
family, the firm was carried on as the creature, not of birth and relationship, 
but of concract, since, had it been family property under the Mitakshara law, 
Buldeo would prohahlv have been interested upon his birth, as a Mitakshara 
co-sharer, in the kssets of the family business The case being relieved of any 
question of this nature, we answer the reference by saying that the represen¬ 
tatives of the deceased Nursing Doss must be appointed under the Act VII of 
1889, and must be made parties to the suit in ordei that the suit may lie 
properly constituted,. 

A. ^ C - 

NOTES. 

fSectioii 45 of the Indian Contract Act has been applied to all joint proniiseM .—(1S81) 
0 Cal . 815, (las’!) Bom . 217 , (188.5) 10 Bom , 32 • (1890) 18 Gal , 86 . (1892) 17 Bom , 
fi , 17 Bom . 29, (1894) 18 Mad , .83 , (1897) 21 Bom , 112 , (1899) 26 Cal., 409 , (1909) 9 
C T- J , .331 

Messra Pollock A Mulla in thoir Indian Contract Act, Til Kdn (1913) p 241 observed 
“ It scemh to be thu bettci opinion that the representatives of .a deceased partner are not 
necessary parties to a suit for the reeoverv of a debt which atemes due to the partnership in 
the hfe-timc of the deceased, (1887) 9 All., 486, (1892) 17 Bom , 6, (1893) 17 Mad., 108, 
(1898) 20 All , 365 , (1910) 32 AU , 638, (1906) P R , 10 It has been so laid down by the 
High Courts of Allahabad, Borabav and Madras , but the contrary has been maintained by 
the Calcutta High Court (1890) 18 Cal , 86 ” The view in this case is criticieod there. Nee 
also (1909) 9 C L J . 331 

Ab regards the neceisitv of producing Succession Ccrtificato, see aKo (1893) 17 Mad., 
108, 147 , (1909) C L J , 331 ] 

r9l] ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The ITith Spjtlembi'r, 1S90 t. 

Present 

Sir W. Comek Petheram, Kt , Chief Justice, Mr -Justice 
Prinsep and Mr. Justice Ptgot 

Dwsft'ka Natli Gupto.Plaintiff 

versus 

The Corporation of Calcutta.Defendants.' 

CalcTUta Municipal Consolidation Act (IV of s. — Limitation — 

Accrual oj right to sue —Notice in ivriting—Continuing damage. 

* • 

The plaintiff in Apnl 1888 sued the defeudfmtB for damages for injuries caus^ by the 
defendantB' works to hiR house On the ctflie coming on for hearing it appeared that the 
notice of action served upon the defendants was defective in form, and the suit was on the 

• OWginal Civil Appeal No 11 of 1890, against the decree of Mr. Justice WILBON, dated 
the 12th March 1890. * , 
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lltb Deopmber 1R8S diBraia^ed with liberty to the phiintiS to bring n fresb salt for the same 
oaune of action 

On the 16th December 1888 the plaintiff nerved the defendants with a fresh notice, and 
on the 15th March 1889 instituted the present suit. It appeared from the plaintiff's evidenoe 
that in the beginning of December 1888 the house had been reduced to such a oondition that 
it was incapable of sustaining further damage; 

Held, that the right to sue accrued to the plaintiff upon the happening of damage by 
reason of the subsidence arising from the defendants’ act, that the plaintiff had not shown 
that a right to sue upon which the suit could be maintained had accrued within three months 
before the in^titulion of the suit a** required by section 859 of the Municipal Act (lY of 1876), 
and within the terms of the notice of the 15th December ; and that the suit was therefore 
barred. 

The Darien i/ain Colliery Co. v MUckell (L. R., 11 App Ca , 127 , L R. 14 Q. B. D., 
125) distinguished 

Per PlGOT, J — Semble that, as to whether, under section 857, dainiige arising out of a 
subsidence referred to in the notice, but arising after the date of the notici', could bo tcoovered 
without fresh notice .ind fresh suit, a liberal construction should be placed upon section 
357 as to the requirements of the notice.* 

This wuh a suit brought to recover Rh. 17,675 from the Corporation of 
Calcutta for damages alleged to have been sustained bv the plaintiif's house 
by reason of the negligent, improper, and unworkmanlike manner in which the 
workmen, employed by the defendants in the construction of a reservoir in 
the viciAitv of the plaintiff’s house, carried out the work. The plaintiff also 
claimed further damages sustained hv reason of the alleged [92j wrongful acts 
of the defendants after the completion of the works, and alleged that the house 
was still suffering damage h\ reason thereof, he claimed Rs 540 for loss of 
profits from December 1887 to date of suit. The plaint was filed on the 16th 
March 1889. 

The construction of the reservoir was commenced in November 1887 and 
the works were finished in June 1888. 

The plaintiff brought a suit in April 1888 against the defendants for 
damages for injuries caused by the defendants’ works to his house. 

In this suit he claimed the same sum of Hs. 17,675 . he also claimed in 
respect of further damage and claimed Rs. 171 for loss of profits froga December 
1887 to date of that suit The case came on for hearing in December 1888 
before Mr. Justice Thevbltan, when it appealing tothat learned Judge that the 
notice of action served upon the defendants under section 357 of the Calcutta 
Municipal Act was defective in point of form, inasmuch as it did not state the • 
place of abode of the plaintiff according to the requirements of tiiat section, 
the suit was on the 11th December 1888 dismissed, with liberty to the plaintiff 
to bring a fresh suit for the same cause of action. 

On the 15th December 1886 the plaintiff served the defendants with.fresh 
notice of actiori, and on the I5th March 1889 institutdfi the present suit. 

The present suit came on for hearing before Mr. Justice WILSON, who 
dismissed it, on the ground that the suit was barred by section 357 of the 
Municipal Act {IV uf 1876), which section corresponds with section 427 of 
Act IT of 3888. The plaintiff appealed. 

Mr. Woodro^e and Mr. Bonnerjee for the Appellant. 

Mr. T. A, A pear and Mr. Sale for the Respondents. 

Mr. WoodrojS^e. - -The excavation v.as not an act done under the Municipal 
Act, so the limitation prescribed by sect'ibn 357 does not apply. We gave 
them notice ec cauteld, which does not estop os. Even if the Act applies, the 
cases show that the right of suit arises as each damage occurs. Herea there 
haS*been a continuing wrong, as to which the cause of action arises de die 
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in. The Court below erred in thinking on the Svidence that the house 

[93] couid not have sustained furtiier damage after December IBHB. The evi¬ 
dence is there was more and more subsidence owing to the weight of the build¬ 
ing and the withdrawal of subterranean water by drainage into the defendants' 
reservoir. The section should be construed strictly. Our cause of action is 
the damage, and we are not boundr. to sue until that is ascertained. The 
following cases were referred to in the argument — Darley Mam CoUiery Co. 

V. Mitchell (L. R., 11 App. Gal, 127 , L R , 11 Q. B. D., 125}, Lamp v. Walker 
(L R., 3 Q. B. D., 389), Backkousev. Bonomi (9 H. L. C„ 503), Midland liailxvay 
Company v. Wtihington Local Board (L.. R., 11 Q B. D., 7BH), liajntp Koery, 
Abut Hoasein (1. L. Ik, 6 Cal, 394). 

Mr. Botnicrjee followed on the same side. 

Mr. Jpcrti- for the respondents contended that the only cause of action 
was under the Act, and that n<i damage had been proved to have been sustained 
within the period of limitation. He referred to the ioUowing cases;— 
Whitehoiise v. Fcllotves [10 C. B N. S , 765 f785)J, Lloyd v. Wtgney (6 Bing., 
489), Smith v. London and South-Western Eailway Co. (L. B,., b C. P.,9S), 
The Mersey Docks Trustees v. Qibhs [L. R., 1 E. 1 Ap., 93 (112)j, Jollifc v. • 
Wallasey Local Board [L. R , 9G. P , 62 (82)J, Puce v Khilat Chandui Clhose 
f5 B. D. R., Ap., 50), -Cook v. Leonard (6 B, & C., 351), Addison on Torts, Fifth 
Edition,* 712, Poppleicell v. llodknison (L. R., 4 Ex , 24^), Ulhnan v. Justices of 
the Peace for the Town of C’tt/citfta (H B. L. R., 265), Wateriiouso’y. Keen 
(4 B. & G., 200). 

Mr. Woodroffe in reply.—In the Court below the case of the Darley Mam 
Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (L. R., 11 App. Ca., J27 , L. R., 14 Q. B. D , 125) was 
cited, and issues were framed This Court should look not to the mere word¬ 
ing of the plaint, but to the issues settled for trinl, liajah Rup Singh y. Hani 
Baism [h. R., 11 I. A., 149 (155)J. There is no finding except upon the question 
of limitation. The ca.se should he remanded upon the merits, the question 
of limitation being set aside. ' The case comes within the Darley Mam 
Colliery Co.’s case and Backhouse v. Bonomi [2 H. L. C., 503). [94] fPlGOT, J., 
referred to s 24 of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877) and the cases cited at 
page 51 of Satis Chandra Ray's edition j It is said that there is no right to the 
support of subterranean water, and PoppleweU v. Hodkinson (L. R., 4 Ex , 248) 
is relied on , hut that case may he distinguished—see Chasenwre y. Richards, 
47 H. L. C., 349), Elliot v. North-Eastern Railway Company (1 J. & H., 1(45; 
10 II. L C., 333), Rigby v. Bennett (L. R., 21 Ch. D., 559). 

The judgment ot the Court (Pethkham, C.J , Phinsep and Pigot, JJ.) 
was deliveifd by 

Pigot, J., who (after stating the facts) continued.—The present suit 
came on for heai ing before Mr. Justice WlLSONf who dismissed it, on the ground 
that ‘the suit was barred by s. 357 of the Municipal .Act. He said •— 

“ The question is whether on the plaintilT's own evidence it is sliowti that any 
right to sue accrued within throe months before the 15th March, on which 
date the present suit was Ifi'ought. I think it is not so shown.” „ 

The suit was dismissed on the ground of limitation alone: there was no 
finding on the other issues in the case. 

The plaintiff appeals against the dedree of the Original Court, Section 
357 is .as followsNp suit shallJbeVopght against the Commissioners or 
any of their officers or any person acting under their direction for anything 
done under this Act until the expiration of one month next after notice in writing 
has b**n delivered or left at the office of the Oommissionerai or at the place ot 
abode of such person, stating the cause of suit and the name and place of 
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abo(]e of the intending ptainciff. Unlesi^such notice be proved, the Court shall 
find for the defendant. Every such suit shall be commenced within three 
months next after accrual of the right to sue and not afterwards. If any 
fierson to whom any such notice of suit is given shall before the suit is 
brought, tender sufficient atnends to the plaintiff, such plaintiff shall not 
recover m any such action when brought, and if no such tender shall have 
been made, it shall be lawful for the defendant in such action, by leave of the 
Court where such action shall be pending at any time before issue joined, to 
pay into Court such sum of money as he shall think fit, and thereupon such 
proceedings shall be had as in other oases where defendants are allowed to pay 
money into Court ” 

t93] In his judgment the learned Judge says :— 

“ In order to see whether the plaintitf can maintBin this suit we must see 
how the plaintiff’s case stands on his evidence. The really important evidence 
is that of Rameshwar Nath, who^was the adviser of the plaintiff and who had 
been an Executive Engineer in the service of Government. He spoke from the 
notes which he had made at the time ho visited the premises, and his evidence 
is clear that at the time tlie tank was excavated serious damage was caused to 
the plaintiff's house which he attributed to the excavation. For the purposes 
of the former suit this witness prepared an estimate of the damage done to the 
house up to that time, and he prepared it on the basis of a new building having 
to be put up because at that time the house was practically a wreck. He said 
there was nothing to he done hut to pull it down. He said that even the 
materials were of no value because it would cost as much to pull down and 
cart away the materials as they were worth. He spoke to the in]uries on the 
1st December. At that time all the injuries had been incurred and the house 
was a ruin." I think that this is an accurate statement of the purport of this 
witness' testimony as to the amount of damage already done to the house more 
than three months before the institution of the suit. 

For the appellant it was contended that the case did not come under 
8. 357 at all; that the excavation by the defendants was in itself an act 
which the defendants were entitled to do iDariej/ Mam Colliery Co. v. Mitchell 
(L. B.. 11 App. Cal., 127; L. B., 14 Q. B. D., 125)] ; that the subsidence of the 
plaintiff’s land whereby the damage was caused was the cause of action, and 
not the excavation by tlio defendants: and that therefore this was not a suit 
for%nything done under the Act within the meaning of the section. ^ 

Assuming for the purposes of the argument that the Darky Main Colhery 
Go. V Mitchell (L. B , 11 App. Cal., 127 ; L. B , 14 Q. B D., 125) and that class 
of oases are applicable to the present, I think that it cannot be deduced from the 
principles laid down in thorn cases that s. 357 ‘does not apply to the 
present. Taking it that in suema case the cause of action is a subsidence svhtoh 
causes a disturbance of the plaintiff’s enjoyment of his land, the defendant sorely 
can only be liable if that [96] subsidence is attributable to his act or default. 
In the judgment of FRY, L. J., (pp. 139-140, L. 14 Q, B. D.) adopted by 
learned counsel for appellants in the case of The Darky Main Colhery Go. v. 
Mitchell, the principle on which that decision rests is expounded. 

Now with reference to principle, it appears to me to be plain that all 
damages which result from one and the same cause of action mast be recovered 
at one and the same time, and theremreswe are driven to the inquiry •what is 
the cause of action in a case of this description. As has been pointed out by 
Bowen, L. J., very clearly, there are two possible ways of stating that cause of 
ac^on. It may tie said that the subsidence attributable to the defdbdanta 
is itself an interference with the plaintiff’s enjoyment of his property, and as 
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such is the cause of action in itself, or ^ may be said tSat the cause of action is 
the defendants allowing the cayity to continue without giving proper support 
to the superadjacent land, and the damage which follows from that circumstance 
to the plaintiff. To my mind it is not very material to inquire which of the 
two is the more accurate way of stating the cause of action. Like BoWEN, L.J. 
1 incline to consider that the more simple and more correct mode of state¬ 
ment is to say that the subsidence of land attributable either to the acts or 
default of the defendants is itself an interference with the plaintiff's enjoyment 
of his own property, and as such constitutes the cause of action. 

The mere withdrawal of the stratum of coal in itself is a perfectly legitimate 
and lawful act. and it !s only because it is done without doing something else 
which would prevent the injury to the plaintiff that the cause of action arises. 

1 think it cannot be successfully contended that in such a case the suit 
is not brought for anything done by the defendants, whether it be said that 
the subsidence " attributable to tAe defendants ” is the cause of action in itself, 
or that the cause of action is “ the defendants allowing the cavity to continue 
without giving proper support, etc.” In either view the defendant is liable by 
reason of, or “for,” an act done by him, whether that be an act of commission 
or of omission, is quite immaterial. If it he necessary to seek authority as to 
acts of omission from this point of view, it has been decided that omission 
to repair* the handrail [97] of a bridge is a “something done” under the 
Highway Act {Holland v. Northwich Highway Board) (34 L. T., 137), and in an 
action for damages resulting from such omission, plaintiff was non-suited, 
because the action was not brought within three months. A suit could not lie 
against a defendant at all unless for something done by him, leading (at any 
rate) to the cause of action. It is plain that here the defendants are sued for 
something done by them under the Act, and that section 3Q7 applies. 

The case being, as I think, within section 357, the question is whether 
thq plaintiff has shown that a riglit to sue on which this suit can be sustained 
accrued within the period prescribed by the section, and within the terms of the 
notice of December 15th. It is clear, I think, that the right to sue accrues—as¬ 
suming asmost favourable to him the applicability of the Darley Company case— 
to the appellant upon the happening of damage bv reason of a subsidence arising 
from the defendants' act. Without damage no suit would lie, {Smith v. 
^acketah) <L. E., 1 G. P., 5K4), a case the great authority of which cannot be 
affected by the observations, intentionally thrown out as speculative (a# I 
•understand them), of Bowen, L. J , at page 137 of his judgment in the Darley 
Company case. 

Now Ramesliwar Nath’s evidence is clear, in my opinion, as to this—that 
more than three months before suit the house been reduced to such a condi¬ 
tion, from whatever cause, that it was incapable of sustaining further damage. 
A further subsidence (of which indeed there is no evidence whatever) might 
perhaps have caused further changes in the ruined structure : the walls, or parts 
of them, might have fallen ip, or fresh cracks have begun, or old ones widened ; 
but these changes would be merely the displacement of materitds already 
valueless as they stood, and could not amount, in any true sense, to fresh damage 
to the plaintiff’s house. 

In truth, the exigencies of the appell^t’s case before us compelled.him to 
deal with Eamesh war's evidence very differently from that in which, asl sup^iose, 
he would have dealt with it if the question of limitation had not arisen. It was 
suggested that that evidence did not really amount to what the learned Judge 
understSod to be the effect of it, or that, if it did, it was exaggerated ; and tl;^at 
Bameshwar’s picture of total ruin was probably t98] coloured by a professional 
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impulse, whioh would lead him to take {^fastidious view of dilapidated buildings, 
and to encourage rather than to avert a complete condemnation of them, and an 
entire reconstruction of them with skilled professional assistance. This 
argument was put with great skill, and with much lightness of touch. But in 
plain words it amounts to an attempt to discredit the evidence of the plaintiff’s 
own witness, his chief witness, upon wiiose estimate the claim in the former 
and in the present suit was based, and to do this, not because he has turned 
out hostile to the appellant, but because he has been too favourable to him ; 
and has so completely supportecT his case as to prove it out of Court on the 
point of limitation. 

I think it would be of the worst.example to allow A party in appeal so to 
deal with the most material part of his evidence, and that the appellant must 
he made to abide by the fair meaning of what Eaniesbwar said, which 1 see 
no reason whatever to doubt. That evidence proves that no damage and 
therefoie no right to sue could have accrued After the begiDBing of December. 
The leave to bring a fresh suit granted on December 11th could not, of course, 
operate to prevent the operation on the present suit of the provisions of s 3137. 

Then it was said that this was a case of continuing damage. If this be 
granted, plaintiff could only sue for damage accruing within the three months. 
Wilkes V. Hungerford Market Co. (2 Bing. N. C. at pp. 294-5). [3rd point not 
overruled, as the case was on another point, in Bicket’s case in Doin. Troc. (L. 
B., 2 H.L., 175)J. No subsidence is proved to have taken place after December 
1st 1888, and whether any such subsidence did take place or not, it is certain, 
as has been already said, that no damage to the plaintiff m respect of the house 
did or could have occurred after that time. 

I think the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Pigot, J .—I may add an observation not necessary for the judgment in 
this case, but which may arise, having regard to the recent English cases cited 
before us in cases to which s. 357 of the Municipal Act may be applicable, 
with respect t.o the scope of the notice required under that Act. 

[99] Whether or not damage arising out of a subsidence referred to in the 
notice, but arising after the date of the notice, could be recovered, without fresh 
notice and fresh suit, may he a question. If the subsidence alone constituted 
the cause of action, of course subsequent damage arising from it might be re¬ 
covered in a suit brought within three months from the subsidence. If tl^ 
damage arising from the subsidence be the cause of action, as seems .to be the 
result of the cases, then only what is stated in the notice can be recovered, and * 
nothing arising after it. 

It may be that the Courts in the face of the recent decisions, if this be 
the effect of them, might be asked to place a liberal cCinstruction on the words 
of 8. 357 as to the requirements of the notice. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Attorney for the Appellant: Baboo Mooroly Dhur fien. 

Attorney for the Hespondonts: The Officibting Government Solicitor 
(Mr. W. K. Eddis), 

A. A. C. 


NtTES. 

[ See also 2 G89. ] 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

Thf mth March ami iifitk April, 1890. 

Present : 

Lord Macnaghten, Sir B. Peacock and Sir B. Couch. 


Luchmeswar Singh.Plaintiff 

versuit^ 

Chairman of the Darbhanga Mnnicipality.Defendant. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta]. 

Minoi — Guardian, Powers of, to deal with minor’s estate—Apjilication 
of the JUand Acquisition Act, 1870, to the land of a minor — 
InsuiKciencv of compliance loith the other requirements 
of the Act, without actual compensation to the 
minor's estate—Recoverq of land by 
minor on conunq of age. 

Tbc gdardian of a minoi's estate hat no power to waive a right to compensation tot part 
of the estate taken under the Land Acquisition Act, 1S70 ; although the owner, bad be been 
of full age, might have waived it 

[100] Although the Court of WariK had no power to alienate the land of a minor 
of whose estate it had charge, yet possession might have been lawfully taken of the land for a 
public purpose, under and in confonnitv with tlio Land Acquisition Act, 1870, if there had 
been due compliance with the provisions of the Act, as regards compensation to the minor’s 
estate. 

Where, howevi'r, componsation had nit been given, and a merely nominal consideration 
had passed, the Collector not having acted, as the rejiicscntativc of the Court of Wards, so 
as to protect the interest of the minor, held that no valid title to the laud was ustablished as 
against the ward, and that on his att-iiiiing full age he could recover it with niesno profits. 

Appeal from a decreo (‘24th February 1888j, reversing a decree (1st Septem¬ 
ber IHHfi) of the District .ludge of Mozuflerpore, and dismissing the appellant’s 
^it with costs. 

The appellant, the ^laharaja of Daibhanga, when the proceedings which 
• afterwards gave I'iseto tins suit took place, was a minor whoseestates were under 
the charge of the Court of Wards (Bengal Act IV of 1870), and he so 
remained until the 24th September 1879. That Court, for Daibhanga, consisted 
of the Commissioner of the Patna Division, acting under tlie orders of the Board 
of Revenue, and the representative of the Commissioner and Agent of the Court 
of Wards was the Collector of the district. There was also a manager of the 
estates of the Baj Darbhanga appointed by the Government The transaction 
which occasioned this suit, between the latter and the Collector, in his capacity 
of ex-offirio Chairman of the Municipality of Darbhanga, and in another capa¬ 
city acting under the Commissioner's authority, is stated in their Lordships’ 
judgment. 

The suit was brought to recover possession of about cottahs of land on 
the bank of the river Baghmati in th^ tftwn of Darbhanga, which had bean 
taken for a public purpose by proceedings nominally in pursuance of the Land 
Acquisition Act, 1870, and made over to the municipality, during the minority of 
the Maharaja. The Court of Wards had waived the minor’s rjght to substantial 
compensation, therein acting in excess of its powers. But the High Court Had 
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held that a reference having been formally made under s. 15 of the above 
Act, although only on the passing of a nominal consideration, and the 
other forms having [101] been comj^ied with, the result had been to establish 
in the municipality a good title to the land—a decision which this appeal 
questioned. But no question was raised as to the plaintiff’s liability to re¬ 
imburse the municipality for money spent on the land, he being willing to pay it. 

The princi)>al issue was whether the notification under s. 6 followed 
by merely nominal compensation, and a reference to the Civil Court under 
sections 15 and IH, with the oMer to take possession issued under s 16 
of the Land Acquisition Act, 1870, conferred a legal title. 

The District Judge, in reference*to this, found th®,t the transaction was 
really a gift, and a gift by a guardian of his ward’s property, which the guardian 
was unable, legally, to make. He concluded that the arrangement w’as illusory 
and void from its commencejment. He therefuie decided the issue in the 
plaintiff’s favour, decreeing possession and mesne profits. 

On appeal tlie High Court (Wilson and O’Kinealv, 'JJ.) also regarded 
the transaction as merely a gift which the Court of Wards had no power to 
make. But it was of opinion that the operation of the Land Acquisition Act, 
1870, was not reversilile, and that it had operated. .All the forms had been 
complied with, and there was nothing to prevent the Government from taking 
the land when tlie proper notices were issued. “ The proceedings \yere, both 
in substance and form, proceedings under the Land Acquisition .Act, and all 
that was done by the guardian was to accept nominal compensation when he 
had a right to insist on substautial compensation.” The Court then examined 
the proceedings in detail, and expressed its opinion that everything had been 
done under sections 6,’“ 9 and 15 to entitle the Collector to take possession : 
and that his action in doing so could not be reversed. ” The question is not 
before us whether the Maharaja was or is entitled to claim compensation, or 
whether he was or is bound to accept nominal compensation. The question is 
one which was open to the District Judge on the refeience, and, for aught we 
know, it may be open now.” Finally, the Court held that the municipality 
was justified in using the land for any purpose tor which the statute authorised 
its use, althougli not the purpose for which it was professedly taken, it having 
been taken for a bathing ghat, but afterwards, in part, used for a market. 

[102] On this appeal, 

Mr. T. B. Couue, Q C., and Mr. J. H. A. Brannov, for the appellaMt, 
argued that the proceedings taken did not constitute either an a^ard or a 
reference under the Land Acquisition Act, 1870, and did not operate to* 
extinguish the plaintilT’s title The land had been, in fact, given to the 

*[ Sec. 6.—Subject to the provisuons of I’art VII of this ^ct. whenever it appears to the 
npnlaraimn that laiiri la Government that any particular land is needed for a pub- 

roouircd for a nnblu. nnr. purpose, or for a company, a declaration shall bo made tothat 
^ ** effect under the signature of a Secretary to sueh Government or 

^ * ef some ofBcer duly authorised to certify its orders : 

Provided that no such declaration shall be made unless the compensation to be awarded 
for such pr^erty is to be paid out of pnblic revenues, or out of some municipal Pond, or by 
a Company. 

The declaration shall be published in the local Official Gaaette and shall slate the District 
or other territorial division in which the land is situate, the 
, Contents of clecIariCtion. purpose for which it is needed, its approximate area, and, where a 

• plan shall haA made of the laud, the place when' suuh 
plan may be mspAted. * 

The said declaration bhali bo conclusive evidence that the laud le needed for a purpose or 
Declaration to be evi. * oomp.tny, as the case may be ; and after making such 
dance. * declaration, the Local Government may acquire thi land in 

manner hereinafter appearing.] 
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Kunicipality at the suggestion, and by the sanction, of* those who were the 
guardians of the appellant, and the trustees of his estate. Such a transaction 
was invalid, and inoperative against tbo^ppellant, who was then a minor. 

Mr. W. F. Bobinxon, Q. C., and Mr. J. D. Mayne, for the Respondent, 
argued that the High Court had been right in deciding that the land had 
vested in the Municipalitv by the effect of the Land Acquisition .■^ot, 1870 

If the appellant had any claim in respect of the inadequacy of the 
ooriipensatiun, still no suit would have lain against this respondent, nor was 
this suit framed to assert .such a right. No appeal had been preferred against 
the decision of the Distiict Judge, to whom refei'ence had been made under 
the Act, and, conseq*uently, the whole- jiroceeding had become final. They 
referred to sections 30' and 38 of Act X of 1870. 

Mr. T. H. Cowte, Q. C , replied. 

Their Lordships’ judj^ment was delivered by 

Sip R. Couch. —The question in this appeal is whether a piece of land, 
wliich was the property of the appellant and is now in the possession of 
the Darblianga Municipality, represented in the suit by their Chairman, 
the respondent, has been validly acquired by the Municipality under the pro-' 
visions of the Land Acquisition Act, 1870. On the 26th of August and 2nd 
and 9th of September 1874, a declaration was published in the Calcutta 
Uazelte, in accordancf) with section G of tlie Act, that the land in question 
was required to be taken by Governnient, at the expense of the Darhhanga 
Municipality, for a imblic purpose, viz , construction of a public gli&t or 
landing place in the town of Darhhanga. At this time the apjiellant 
was a minor, under the care of the Court ot Wards of the Province of Bengal, 
and he remained a minor until the 2ftth of September 1879. The Court 
[103] of Wards for the district of Darhhanga w'as the Commissioner of Patna, 
and the representative of tlie Conimissioner in Darhhanga was the Collector 
for the time being of Duibbanga, who was also ex-officto Chairman of the 
Darhhanga Municipality The Court ot Wards has power to appoint a 
manager of the estate of a minor who is under its cure, and at this time the 
manager appointed was Colonel J. Burn. 

On the 10th May 1875 the Otficuiting Collector of Dnrbhanga wrote to 
the manager a letter, in which, after referring to a petition which had been 
•presented by the manager’s raookhtar, claiming rent for the land at the rate of 
Rs. 16-5-3 pie per annum, be says : “ l^ermit me to invite your attention to 
the last clause of section 3 of the Act. From this it appears that you, as far as 
acquisition of land under this Act is concerned, are as competent to act for the 
minor Maharaja as he himself would be were he of age. This being so, I trust you 
will favour me with the expression of your consent to the sale of the land. The 
object in view is to benefit, the town, and 1 am confident that this object will have 
weight with you in making vour claim for compensation." The clause referred 
to says, under thedescription of personsdeemed entitled to act, "the guardians of 
minora and the committees of lunaticsor idiots shall be deemed respectively the 

•£Scci. 35 .—If the Jadgediffern from both the AssessorR, ak to the amount of compensation, 

he shall pronounce his decision, and the Collector or the person 
Appeal from Judge’s interested (as the^case may be) may^ appeal therefrom to the 
decision as to compen- Court cf the Dis^ict Judge, unless the Judge whose dcoisioiv is 
Ration., appealed frnu|is the District Judge, or unless the amount which 

the Judge purposes to award exceeds five thousand rujiees, id 
either of which casea the appeal shall lie to the High Court. 

Blvery appeal under this section shall be presented within the time and in manner 
provided by the Code of Civil Prooedure for regular appeals in suits ] * • 
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])ersotis so entitled to aot to the saroe extent as the minors, lunatios, or idiots 
themselves, if free from disability, cooid have acted.” These words must be 
read with reference to the obligations §nd duties of guardians and oornmictees, 
which appear to have been entirely overlooked in this and his subsequent pro¬ 
ceedings by the Otiiciating Collector, who was the representative of the Court 
of Wards, the guardian of the minor. On the l‘2th May 1875, the manager 
wrote to the Collector • —” Sir,— With reference to your letter No. 49 of lOtli 
instant, I have tliu honour to rei>resout tiiat, from the tenor of section 68 of 
Bengal Act IV of 1870, you will perceive that the Court of Wards has not 
power to alienate raj land except for the purposes mentioned in that section ; 
but I beg the matter be submitted to' the Ciurt of Wards for orders L have 
no objection to present the land iti question to the town, but doubt my 
]X)vver to do so." The Collector appeals to have written to the Commis¬ 
sioner of Patna, who represented the Court of Wards, on the 19th [fOl] of May. 
This letter is not in the proceedings, but its contents may be inferred from the 
notice of it in the reply of the Commissioner on the 2nd June That is, “Sir,—I 
have the honour to acknowledge tlie receipt of vour letter No. 62, dated the I9bh 
ultimo, regarding the laud belonging to the Darbhanga raj made over to the 
Municipality, free of cost, for the construction of a bathing gliAt. In reply, I 
beg to state that Act X of 1870 came into force on the 1st June 1870, while 
Bengal Act IV of 1870, though it purports to have come into force on the same 
date, does not appear to ha\e been sanctioned until the 17th June 1870. As 
regards the procedure to be observed in the case, you should offer the manager 
one rupee compensation, and allow the ui inager to refer the point to the Board 
of Revenue, with whose sanction the award can undoubtedly be accepted, and 
acceptance of the award will act a valid oonvo\ aiioe.” The Words 
“ made over to the .Municipality free of cost,” in their fjordshipi' opinion, 
show that the matter submitted to the Commissioner w’as tihe presenting 
the land to the town, which was in accordance with the manager's 
letter of the 12tli Ma\. Their Lordships fee! compelled to state their opinion 
that the direction (.r suggestion to off^ir one rupee cimpensation was a colour¬ 
able wav of doing indirectly what it was .seen could not be done directly, viz 
the guardian making a [iresent to the town of the land of his ward. 

The procedure referred to is contained in sections 11' and IJ of the Land 
Acquisition .\ct On a dav fixed the Colioctoi, who, after tlie declaration, is 
by section 7 to take order for the acquisition of the land, is to proceed to* 
in({uii'e surninarilv into the value of the land, and to determine the amount of 
compensation which, in his opinion, should be allowed for it, and to tender 
such amount t>j the persons inlorostid And in determining the amount of 
compensation, ho is ordered to take into consideration ^he matters mentioned 
in section 21, one of which is the market value, at the time of awarding com¬ 
pensation, of the land. It is obvious that the offer of one ruiiee compensa¬ 
tion was net in accordance with the duty of the Collector under liiese st*ctions, 
and it would bo altogether wrong to treat one rupee as the amount 

• • [ See 11 —On the day bo fixed, tiie Collector shall proceed to 

Einfiuiry into value and enquire Bummnrilv inli) the value of the h>nd and to deiomiine 
nmoniit of c-oinpensatinn. the amount of compenaation wbic.h iii his opinion •thould be 
'J’endor • ■ »h'>wed therefor, and nh.^ll tender such amount to the persons 

• . * ^ interested who lyive attended in pursuance of the notice. 

For the purpose of ‘.uch eiiquirv, the Collectof shall have power to summon aiKf enforce 

the attendance of witnesses and to compel tho production of 
Power to ‘-.nmmen dor uments by tho same means and (as far as mav be) in the 
witnesseB. ^ same manner as is provided in the case of a Civil CourtiUnder 

• the Code of Civil Procedure.} 
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<Sf compensation determined under section 13. Section 14 " says that if the 
Collector and the persons interested agree as to the amount of compensation 
Cl03] to be allowed, the Collector shall ptiake an award under his hand for the 
same. This was never done. On the 14th July 1875 the Collector wrote to 
the manager enclosing a copy of the Commissioner’s letter, and saying: “I 
hereby offer you one rupee as compensation for the land in question, and re¬ 
quest you to refer the point to the Court of Wards, with a view to obtaining 
sanction for the acceptance of the otter.’’ Upon which, on the 16th July, the 
manager wrote back to the Collector asking him to obtain the authority of the 
Board of Revenue to accept the one rupee as compensation This letter ap¬ 
pears to have been sent bv the Collector to’ the Commissioner of Patna, and by him 
to the Board of Revenue On the 4th ’.August 1875 the Officiating Secretary 
of the Board of lievenue wrote to the Commissioner that the Member in charge 
had no objection to the manager of Darhhanga estate accepting the compensa¬ 
tion of one rupee which iiad been awarded bv the Collector of Darhhanga for the 
land belonging £o the estate which hud been taken up bv the Darhhanga 
Municipality for the construction of a ghftt on the Baghmati river. On the 
19th August 1875 the rupee was paid bv the OoUeotor, and the manager gave 
a receipt for it, describing it as a nominal compensation for the raj land taken. 
up bv the Darhhanga Municipality. The land was thereupon taken possession 
of hv tlie Municijialitv, a bathing ghftt waserecteil upon a portion of it, and the 
rest has been used liy the Municipality as a market. 

On tlie 11th February 1886 the Maharaja brought a suit to recover pos¬ 
session of the land, and for mesne profits and damages. The District Judge of 
Mo/iifferpore on the 1st September 1886 made a decree in his favour, which 
lias been reversed by tlie Higli Court, and the suit has been dismissed. .Although 
the Court of Wards had not power to alienate the land for the purpose for 
vyfiich it was required, possession might have been lawfully taken of it if 
the provisions of thj Land AiVtUisition .Act had been comjilied with. But 
thev were not. Tfio Collector*made no inquiry into the value of the land. 
Tie was the Chairman of the Municipality, and his sole object appears to 
have been to benefit the town, forgetting that, as the representative of 
the Court of Wards, it was his dutv to protect the interests of the minor, 
and ti' see that the jirovisions of the Act were comiJiod with It is [l063 
not true, as the High Court seems to have thought, that, as the Maha- 
«raja, if lie were of age, might waive the right to compensation. Ins guardian 
miglit do so. The Maharaja, if of ago, might have made a present of the land 
to the town, and jirolivlily, if it was only to be used for a bathing ghftt, would 
have done so, hut it was known b\ all parties tliat the manager had no power 
to do this. Tlie offer and acceptance of the rupee wal a colourable attempt to 
obtain a title under the*Land Acquisition Act without paying for the land, and 
their Lordships liave felt some surprise at the direction which originated it 
having come from the Commissioner. It is, however, to be observed that the 
letter of the 2nd June is signed hy a subordinate officer. 

The 16th section of .the Act says that when the Collector has made ar 
award under section 14 or a reference to the Court under section'* 15, he may 
take possession of the land, and it has been argued that there was a reference 


Award m caao of agree¬ 
ment to coniponsation. 


Award to be filed and to 
be eviienee. 


• tSeo. U:—T4tho Collector ani} the itprsoiis interested agree 
as to the amount^of compensation to be allowed, the Culleotcr 
shall make aa award undei hia hand for the same. 

Such award shall be filed in the Collector's office And shall be 
conclusive evidence, as between the Collector and the persons 
interested, of the value of the land and the amount of coinnen- 
sation allowed for the same. ] ** , 


% 
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whiob authorized him to^ake possession, although he had not made any award- 
This appears to have been the view of the High Court. Section 15 says that 
if the Collector considers that further inquiry as to the nature of the claim 
should be made by the Court, or if he is unable to agree with the persons 
interested as to the amount of compensation to be allowed, he shall refer the 
matter to the determination of tlie Court in manner after a]>poaring. A 
reference to tiie Civil Court was made by the Collector on the 7th February 
1876, months after the rupee had been paid and accepted. That acceptance as 
compensation is stated in the reference, and it is also stated that all the claim¬ 
ants for compensation except four had agreed to the Collector’s award and 
accepted the compensation tendered to* them. Then fact^nreset forth as to the 
four claimants and the amounts of* compensation tendered to them Thu 
document then conclude.s . “As they haye refused to accept this comiiensation, 
and as it appears to the Officiating Collector that their claims arc preposter¬ 
ously high and there is no chance of their coining to tei ms, the matter is 
referred to the District Judge for decision under sections 15 and 18 of the Land 
Acquisition Act." This cannot be held to be a leferenco of a claim to 
compensation by the manager of the D.u'bhanga estate, his claim being 
.treated as settled. 

[107] The claims of the four who had relused to accopt the compen¬ 
sation tendered to them had the matter referred, and their Lordships can see no 
ground for the opinion of the H'gh Court that on this reference the whole 
matter uras open to the Dist.-ict .Judge, and that “ he could inquire, and 
possibly he did inquire, whether or not the consent was binding on the minor.” 
The Collector had not said that an inquiry ought to he made, and there is no 
trace in the proceedings of the District Judge having made such an inquiry 
Their Lordsh ips are clearly of opinion that the reference had not the effect 
which has been given to it by the High Court, and that the decree reversing 
the decree of the District Judge cannot be supported. But the latter decree 
must be modified. The District Judge, in allowing mesne profits, has taken 
the income for the three years 1883 to 1885, and has sot that off against 
the Bs. 5,000 which it was admitted by the plaintiff he was bound to pay to the 
defendant for the money expended on the land. This income was received by the 
Municipality after the expenditure of a considerable sum of money on the land« 
It is not the measure of the damages sustained by the Maharaja hv being out 
of possession. The rent winch could have been obtained for the land if the 
Maharaja had tiuen in possession during those years is the fair nieasuio of the* 
mesne profits. .4nd it appears from the Collector's letter of the 10th May that 
the manager had claimed rent for the land at the rate of Rs. 16-5-3 per annum. 
Their Loidships therefore think that Rs. 50 will be a proper sum to allow 
for mesne profits for the three years. That sum only .must be deducted from 
the Rs. 5,000. 

Their Lordships will therefore humbly advise Her Ma.iestv to reverse the 
decrees of the High Court and the District Judge, and to make a decree that, 
on payment to the defendant of Rs. 4,950, the plaintiff recover possession of 
the land claimed in the plaint, and that he recover the costs of the suit in both 
the lower Courts. The respondent will pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeitf alknced. 

Solicitors for the Appellant . Messrs. Barroio and Rogers. 

• Solicitors for the Riesxiondent: MeSSr.^ T. L. Wilson d Co. , 

C. B» - ■' 

MOTES. 

[ The case uf (1901) 2.S All., .j94 was a sirniiar case of an alieiialion without oonsidsration 
havii\g been set aside. * 
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■ As regards the point of colourable considoratiOD, see also (1908) 39 Gal., 576 ; (1902) 30 
Oal., 36. As regards the mode of ascertaining mesne profits seS also (1897) 8 C. W.N., 748.] 


Cl08] PRIVY COUNCJL. 

^ The !i5th April, IbOO. 

Present : 

Lord Watson, Sir B . PEAcot’K, and Sir R. Couch. 


. Rad ha Pershad Singh.Decree-holder 

versus 

Torah Ali and others.Defendants. 


K)n appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.! 

Decree—(’’■imstriwtwnof decree —Construction in execution of an aider in Council. 

.Vn order of Her Majesty in Council w<is th.it a decree-holder should recover what was 
.demarcated by “ the thakbust map and proceedings of 1S89.” Held, on the construction of 
the order, that the latter words ineintthc proc-‘eliug.. relating to the thakbust map, and did 
not include a survey map which differed from it. 

Appeal from a decree (2nd TSIay 1887) of the High Court, affirming a decree 
(15tii April 1886) of the Subordinate Judge of Shahahad. 

This appeal arose out of proceedings in execution of an order of her 
Majesty 111 Council of 17th May 1879, and the matter in dispute is stated in 
their Lordships judgment. 

On two occasions in the Court of the Subordinate Judge, ffrst on 30th June 
1881, and again on L5th April 1886, it was found that the aniin deputed to the 
spot, and directed to report, had taken into consideration the survey map 
instead of confining himself to the thakbust. An appeal from the order of the 
latter date was preferred to the High Court, whereupon a Division Bench 
(Tottenham and Norris, JJ.) was of opinion that the Subordinate Judge had 
been right in limiting the decree-holder to the thakbust, and that he bad, as a 
matter of construction of the order m Council, strictly adhered to its terms, 
correctly declining to give it a wider scope 

Mr. R. V. l)oi/ne and Mr. J. D. Maune appeared for the Appellant. 

Mr. C. W. Arathoon for the Respondents. 

For the appellant it was argued that he was entitled to lands appearing by 
the survey proceedings 1839, in other words, by the thakbust, as corrected by 
the subsequent proceedings, and the scientific survey maps, to Ije to the north 
of the northern bank of the true channel of the Ganges in 1839. Reference was 
made to Wilson’s Glossary, 501, for the definition of thakbust. 

[ 109 ] Counsel for the Bespondept was not called upon. . . 

Their Lordships' judgment ^as delivered by 

Sip K. Cottoh. —This is an apueal from a decree of the High Court of 
Calsutta affirming an order of the Subordinate Judge made in the execution of 
an order in Council of the 17th May 1879. The judgmebt of this Boaisd upon 
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\vhioh that order in Coupcil was made was given on the 22nd March 1879.' 
It referred to and adopted a judgment which was given on the same day in 
another case of a similar nature. In that judgment their Lordships said that 
the Board, when the matter was previously before them, came to the conclu¬ 
sion that the Maharaja, the present appellant, had had adverse possession of 
all the land that was above the northern hank of the river Ganges in 1839, 
and from that time to 18.07, and had therefore established a title to that 
portion of the land in dispute, but to no more, and that a map of the amin which 
was made in a great measure from the thakhust proceedings of 1839 w'hich 
had been referred to w'as at that time assumed by the Board to be correct, but 
that their attention having been called to a statement of llip amin, showing that 
this map was not a correct map, they “ thought it better and safer in this 
case to take the thakhust map of 1839.” That lyeing so, they came to the 
conclusion that the Maharaja was entitled to recover “ so much, if anv, of the 
land claimed by him in this suit as was demarcated by tlie tbakbust map and 
proceedings of 1839, as then lying to the north of the northern bank of the 
river Ganges.” Her Majesty’s order in Council was made in the same terms. 

Now the present contention of the appellant is fairly stated in the appel¬ 
lant's case, and it is this “In the present case it has appeared on the 
proceedings in execution of Her Majesty’s Order in Council that the profes¬ 
sional survey made in the .same year as the thakhust, 1839, differed materiall> 
from the latter, and w'ould give this appellant a much larger area as lying to 
the north of the northern bank of the Ganges, and that the thakhust map 
was unscientific and untrustworthy. This appellant contended”—that is, 
before the lower Courts—“and now submits that his contention was well 
founded, that the intention of tlieir Lordships’judgment and report was to give 
him all the land w'hich m fact lav to the north of the true river-hed of 1839, and 
[llO] that such true river-bed is that shown by the survey map of 1839.” In 
the reasons of the appellant’s case it is said that “ it should have been held 
that this appellant was, on a due construction of the judgment of the .Judicial 
Coinmitteo of the 22nd March 1879, and the order ot Her Majesty m Council 
of the 17th May 1879, entitled to whatever lands should by the survey jiroceed- 
ings of 1839, the thakhust map as corrected by the subsequent 

proceedings, and scientific survey map, apjKiar to have lain to the north of 
the northern bank of the true bod of the river Ganges in 1839,” So that in 
fact w'hat the appellant contended for in the lower Courts and now contends 
for here is that the survey map is to be taken as the map showing the 
demarcation of tiie lanl, correcting the thakhust map, w'here it differs from it, 
in fact that tlie survey map should Ixi substituted for the thakhust map. 

Now, whatever mav he the merits of the one m^i or the other, about 
which it is not necessary to say anything, because their Lordships have not 
the rnaferials before them to enable them to say whether the survey map is the 
map w'hioh ouglit to have been used bv the Judicial Committee when this judg¬ 
ment was given, the words of the judgment and of the order in Council are 
not in any wa^ ambiguous. There is no diflSoulty in Interpreting them. They 
say disbinctlv that the Maharaja is to recover what was demarcated by the 
thakhust map and proceedings of J839, and it appears from the judgment to be 
obvious that the proceedings in 1839 meant the proceedings relating to the thak- 
busk map. • It could hardly be that their^Lordshipa, when they gave that judg¬ 
ment, int ended by the words “ proceedings Sf 1839 ” to include a survey map 
which it is now said differs from the thakhust map and is sought to be used to 
correct it. The lower Courts in the execution of this order in Council appear to 
have taken the righ^view, and their Lordships will therefore humbly advise 
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Her Majesty that the appeal he dismissed and the dueree of the High Court be 
affirmed. The appellant will pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal dtsvtisged. 

Solicitor^ for the Appellant: Messrs. Burton, Yeates, Hart and Burhm. 
Solicitors for the Be.spondents : Messrs. T. L. Wihon d' Co. 

C. B 


[111] PKIVy COUNCIL. 

The ^9Lh and 30th April, 1390. 

Present: 

Lord Watson, Sir B. Peacock, and Sir B. Couch. 

Ban Bi]ai Bahadur Singh.Defendant 

vrrsm 

Jagatpal Singh.Plaiutiil 

and a cross-appeal. 

Hisheshar Baksh Singh .Plaintiil 

vet sun 

Kan Bi]ai Bahadur Smgli and anothei.Defendants. 

I On appeal from the Court of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh.| 

Oudh Estates Act, I of 1369, ss. Hand ‘^2, and sub-section 11 of s. 22 — 
Descent- of talukh—Disqualification of insane peison to 

inherit by Hindu law—Insanity not proved. *' 

A talukh, entered *111 the lists 1 and 2, prepared in conformity wi% seccion B of the Oudh 
Kstateb Act, 1869, descend^, according to the rules pointed out iii section 22, as an impartible 
estate to the single heir detorinine.(l by the Hindu law of inheritance. Brij Indar Bahadur 
Singh V. Jankee Koer (L E , 5 I. A , 1) followed. Exclusion, under the Hindu law, of a 
claimant from the inheritance on the ground of insanicv could nut bo inferred merely from 
his being described in the plaint as insane, or from his suing by a guardian certified under 
A'dt'XXKV of 1H58. Although he might be incompetent to commence the shit, or to proceed* 
with it except by a guardian, this did not establish that he was excluded when the succes- 
aioD opened 

^ • 

Appeal from a decree (ist November 1886] of the Judicial CommisaiPner 
modifying a decree (19th January ^885} of the District Judge of Bae Bareli. 

This suit was instituted in 1882 on behalf of Bae Jagtnohun Singh, 
deoAtsed during the proceedings and succeeded by bis soni Bai Jagatpal Singh, 
the respond^t, a minor, by his mother and guardian. With Bae Jagffiobun, 
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his brother, Bae Bisheshar Baksh Singh, also sued, and was the appellant in the 
second of these appeals. They claimed possession, by right of inheritance, of 
nineteen villages forming the talukh of Dasratpur in the Fhrtabgurh district, and 
also of a one-third share in four villages alleged to have been purchased out of 
the profits of the talukh. They made title as the nearest male heirs of the last 
talukhSar, Budr Narain Singh, who died without issue in May 1869, and 
[112] was succeeded by his mother, who died in 1879. The talukh was then 
held by his stepmother Baghu Nath, on whose death in 1881 possession was ob¬ 
tained by the defendant Diwan Bam Bijai Singh, a descendant from an ancestor 
common to him and the plaintiffs, nam^ Hirde Sah. 

The questions now were whether the talukh descended as an impartible 
estate, and whether, if Jagmohun was the heir, he had not been excluded from 
the inheritance by re.ason of his having been of unsound mind. 

In the plaint Jagmohun was described as insane; and as therefore suing 
through his wife, Thakurain SuUan Kunwar, who had beeri appointed his 
guardian under the provisions of Act XXXV of 1858, by reason of his unaound- 
ness of mind. 

Diwan Ban Bijai, by his writcen statement, alleged that the plaintiffs were 
not the nearest male heirs of Budr Narain, and claimed that he, as the nearest 
male heir of the elder branch of Hirde Bah’s descendants, had the best right df 
succession. 

Issues were fixed on these points, and also on the question, raised in 
the course of the proceedings, as to Jagmohun'sdisqualifioation. The suit was, 
after two remands by the Judicial Commissioner, dismissed by the District 
Judge, on the ground that the plaintiffs were not shown to be the nearest heirs 
of Budr Narain Singh. On the appeal and cross-appeal of the parties, the suit 
was a third time remanded by the Appellate Court, for the trial of new issues 
relating to Jagmohun’s mental condition and his alleged exclusion on that 
account. The return of Muhammad Samiulla Khan (who had succeeded the 
District Judge whose judgment was under appeal) was to the effect that, although 
Jagmohun was weak, the evidence had not shown that, from any defined period, 
he had been in a state of mental unsoundness, such as would, in the Judge's 
opinion, have excluded him from inheriting. 

After this Jagmohun died, and by order of the Appellate Court, dated 2‘And 
June 1886, Jagatpal, his minor son, suing by a guardian /rim, Thakurain * 
Sultan Kunwar, was entered on the record. 

The Judwial Commissioner’s finding reversed the above as to Jagmohun's 
state of mind ; andtin effect, was that he (at [113] that time deceased) had 
been of unsound mind, and thereby had been disqualified from inheriting, 
at the date of the death of the last talukhdar’s mother in 1879. However, he 
held that the present respondent, Bai Jagatpal, his minor son, was entitled 
at that time to inherit, and had inherited the talukh upon his father's exclusion ; 
and that he alone was entitled, without Bae Bisheshar Baksh Singh having 
*any interest iy the talukh or any right to sue jointly or alone, by reason of the 
talukh being impartible, and descending according to the custom of primo¬ 
geniture upon Bai Jagatpal. But the latter was not in his opinion entitled 
to a share of the four villages. 

From that judgment (he present threl^ aspeals were preferred—the first, by 
the defendant Diwan Ban Bijai; the second, a oross-appeal, by Bai Jagatpal 
as to the four villages: and the third was preferred by Bm Bisheshar Baksh. 
The first two of thesp appeals, by an order in Council of the 3rd April 1889 
were directed to be consolidated, and heard on one case on each side; and Bai 
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Jagatpal was allowed to refer to his printed case, in them, for his case in the 
third also. 

Mr. T. H. Cowie, Q.C., and Mr. J. //. A. i/raw.5on, for the appellant, Diwan 
Ban Bijai, argued that the Lower Appellate Court had been wrong in reversing 
the decree of the District Judge, which dismissed the suit. That dismissal 
was right, and it should have been held, affirming the decree of the first (fourt, 
that Diwan Ban Bijai was rightly in possession. The respondent Jagatpal, 
having been brought on to the record as representing bis father Jagmohun, 
was not entitled to a decree on the basis of any supposed rights of his own, 
superior to those of his father, whom he,represented As to the devolution of 
the inheritance aconfrding to Act I of 1869. s 22, they referred to Brij 
Jndar Bahadur Singh v. Jankec. Eoer (L. R., b I. A., Ij. 

"Mr. J. Riqhy, Q.C., and Mr. R. V. Doyne, for Jagatpal, argued that the 
judgment of the Judicial Commissioner, though wrong as to the exclusion of 
Jagmohun, on the ground of his insanit\, was correct in holding that this 
respondent was entitled to inherit. This they maintained against the appel¬ 
lants in the first and third appeal; and in the cross-appeal they argued that 
[114] the four villages should be treated as an increment to the talukhdari. 
estate, devolving, like that estate, upon Jagatpal. 

Mr. J. iJ. Mayne, for Hae Bisheshar Baksh, maintained his right to claim, 
and that there should be no decree against him carrying costs. 

Mr. R. V. Doyne replied. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Sir Barnes Peacock. —These appeals relate principally to a taluk called 
Dasratpui, which was created by a sanad by the Governor-General after Lord 
Canning’s proclamation, and as to which it was stated that it was a condition 
of the grant that it should descend to the nearest male heir under the rule 
of primogeniture. The estate was entered m the lists No. 1 and No. 2 
established by s 8 of Act I of 1869; and consequently, according to a former 
decision of this Board, it descended according to the rules pointed out in 
B. 22 of that Act. The last male owner of the estate was Budr Narain 
Singh, who died in the year 1869; and according to clause 11 of s. 22 it 
descended to the heir according to Hindu law. He died a minor without 
having been married, and his mother, Kharaj Kunwar, became his heir, and 
*took a mother’s interest in the estate, which is not an estate for life, but a 
woman’s estate by inheritance. A mutation of names was made in which 
her name was entered together with that of Sagbu Nath Kunwar, who* was 
the step-mother of the last owner of the taluk, and who .had no interest as 
an heiress. Kharaj Kunw’ar, the mother, died in the year 1579, but the step¬ 
mother, SaghuNath, remained in possession up to the time of her death on 
the 2l8t of November 1881. Upon her death Ban Bijai Singh took possession 
of the estate. 

A question might arise upon the construction of clause 11 of s. 22 
whether the estate descended as an impartible estate. Their Lordships are of 
opinion, looking to the provisions of Act I of 1869, list 2, s. 8, and s. 22, 
that it was the intention of the Legislature that the estate should descend 
as an impartible estate. 

Tbe action out of which these ^pials arise was brought by Jagmohdn, 
who was the eldest son, and Bisheshar, who was the third son, of Pirthipal, 
against Ban Bijai for the recovery of the [US] estate of which he had held 
posselsion. They were the nearest relatives entitled to succeed but for 
Dtigbijai Singh, who was the second son of Pirthipal. Dngbijai was not made 
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a party to the suit, tlioush he was living at the time when it was commenced*. 
He never claimed the estate. According to the construction Which their Lord- 
ships put, and which seems to have been put in the Courts below, upon 
s. 22, the estate descended as- an impartible estate, and consequently 
•lagmohun and Bishoshar could not take lointlv. Hegarding the question which 
of these two should take, it was rightly decided that Jagmohun was the proper 
heir if he was not excluded from inheritance in consequence of insanity. The 
question of Jaginuhun's sanity or insanity appears, so far as the taluk is con¬ 
cerned, to be the iirun question now liefore tlieir Lordships. In the plaint he is 
described as insane, and he sued through his wife as his guardian. But the plaint, 
nevertheless, claimed that the estate had descended to Jam, and although he 
might be incompetent to coinraenco the suit, or to proceed therein except by a 
guardian, it is no evidence, nor does it lead to any inference, tliat he was not 
the heir-at-law, and that he was excluded from inheritance on the ground of 
insanity ; the plaint, in which Bisheshar ]omed. goes on to state that “the plain¬ 
tiffs are sapindas, being the sixth in descent from Hirde Sah, and under the 
ordinary rules of the Hindu law the ]>lamliff's are the nearest male heir-i and 
collaterals.” .Jagmohun could not have been an heir if he was excluded from 
inheritance. The plaint shows that Jagmohun was considered competent to 
inherit, and that he was not excluded bv reason of insanity at the time wlien 
the succession opened, although he might have been insane at the time ot the 
filing of the plaint. 

Upon the question of his sinity many wituosses were called, and especially 
two medical men. Dr. Bond and Dr. McBeddie Their evidence varied, and the 
•iudge of the fii^b Court found that Jagmolmn was nob so insane as to exclude 
him from the right of inheritance. The learned Judge states ■ "I am of opinion 
that, from the evidence on record, the fact of Bae dagmohun Singh's being insane 
so as to bo declared disqualified to inherit the property in suit is not proved.” 
Again he says “ In this case the important evidence is that of two resjiectahle 
surgeons, one of whom has been [116] produced by defendant, and the other 
by plaintiri. The evidence of Dr, McBeddie is for defendant, and that of Dr. 
Bond for plaintiff. Both these gentlemen are civil surgeons, but withal their 
evidencs is so conflicting that the conclusion to he arrived at therefrom can 
in no way bo identical Dr. McBeddie has distinctly deposed that Bae 
.Jagmohun Singh is insane, while Dr. Bond’s evidence clearly indicates that Bae 
Jagmohun Singh is by no means insane . he is weak and idiotic ” (he gives 
native word for idiotic, w’hich probably is not accurately translated), “ and 
does not speak, hut his body and mind are all right In order to decide the 
case one way or the other, it is nece.ssary to give preference to the evidence of 
one party over that of the other. I have read the evidence of both those 
gentlemen twice over, and after a careful consideration I arn of opinion that 
preference should be given to the evidence of Dr. Bond ” 

Their Lordships have oarefuUv considered the evidence of these gentlemen, 
and they concur in the view expressed by the Judge of First Instance, that tlie 
preferenjo ought to be given to that of Dr. Bundr and that .Jagmohun was 
not BO insanft as to be incapable of inheriting. 

Dr. Bond states that he examined Jagmohun. He says : "I have seen Bae 
.Jagmohun Ringh three or four times within the last 18 or 19 months. I do 
ndt remember the period of intervals between each visit, but my visits were not 
paid Buoeensivelv. There are no symptoms of paralysis now. It is possible he 
might have been struck with paralysis on a previous occasion, because his tongue 
is clogged. It hap^ns in pai atysis and from other causes. I did not examine 
him*to ascertain wny he lost his power of speech,” Therefore Dr. Bond rather 
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attributes his incapaoity to speak to an attack which, be* may have had of 
paralysis than to insanity. On the other hand, Dr, McBeddie speaks of his not 
replying to questions as one of the symptoms winch induced him to believe that 
the gentleman was insane He says, “ I went to examine Bae .Tagmohun Singh 
to Birapur a second time, as requested by the Court, on 6th June 1882, but 
could not see him, as he was not at Birapur then When 1 saw Bae Jagmobun 
Singh on 29th April 1882 he was quite insane, from his appearance he had been 
insane probably foi Cl 17J a long time His age being between 60 and 70, it was 
very probable that ho would never recover from liis insanity. I could not say 
exactly liow many years hehad been insane, but probably for many years. I could 
not say with any certair^y if he ever had ariv lucid intervals. He could make no 
difference between right and wrong, andcbutd not manage his affairs.” Their 
Liordships, in the coi-rss of the argument, called attention to the view of Dr. 
McBeddie as to his not being able to distinguish between right and wrong. It 
appears that he gave no answers to tiie questions. It did not follow that he 
was not capable of distinguishing between right and wrong from his being 
incapable of answering the questions. lie says, on cross examination, ‘ I 
judged his insanity from the appearance of his face and from his not replying 
to or iitiderstandmg questions put to him, and from my experience of insane 
people.” Then, again, to defendant’s vakil he says, ” When I saw Bae Jag- 
rnohun hijs insanity seemed to bo congenital, but with a healthy woman a sane 
child might be hoin.” This no doubt had reference to the fact of Jagmohun’s 
having a son then living who was sane Looking to the evidence of those 
two gentlemen, their Lordships agree with the first Judge that the evidence of 
Dr. Bond is mure reliable than that of Dr McBeddie. 

Many other witnesses were called, and conflicting evidence was given on 
the subject ot this geiiLlernau’s state of mind Home say that he was insane, 
that he could not speak, that lie pointed, and that if lie wanted the revenue 
paid, he made a pointing with his hand in some way ; and so he did with 
reference to bis servants, but it did not follow from that that he was 
insane, he was exercising his mind upon the subject. although he did not 
express his thought by words, he expressed them by signs. If he was incapable 
of speaking, this expression of his ideas by signs did not necessarily show that 
he was insane, if the orders which he gave by signs as to the pay'ment of 
revenue oi as to other matters were not those ot an insane man. 

^ A very impoi Lant matter in considering his state of mind is the manner in 
which he was treated by his own family None of his family, prior to the applica- 
• tion for a certificate of insanity, long afterthe light to the succession had attached, 
ever treated him 0 1as insane. The priests allowed him to perform all his 
religious duties. He performed the oblations to his father, which, according to 
the religion of the Hindua, would have no beiieiicial effect, and ought not to have 
been performed by him, if he had been in a state ot insanitv. One of the princi¬ 
pal reasons why according to the Hindu law insanity excludes from the right of 
inheritance, is, that an insane person is incapable of performing religious duties, 
and because he is lucaiiable of providing for tlie marriage of daughters, and other 
matters of that sort But m this case this gentleman performed then] all. His 

family never objected , the priests never objected. He is stated to have been 
present at the marriage of his daughter, although there is conflicting evidence 
upon that point. He himself was allowerl to marry ; he was married three 
times to.ladies whose fathers would in^ali*probal)ility have refused bo allow tlieffr 
daughters to marry an insane man, and by one of them he had a son who 
was not insane. All these circumstances, with reference to the mode in which 
he was^treated by his family, appear to their Lordships to^have considerable 
weight and considerable importance in deciding the question of his sanity. * 
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The first Judge having found that, he was not insane, the Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner upon considering the evidence came to a contrary conclusion. One 
point to which the Judicial Commissioner attaoiied very great importance was 
the will of his father, Pirthipal, in wiiich the father stated that he was insane. 
The mere statement by the father in his will that his son was insane was no 
evidence upon wliich the Court could propeily act in determining the question 
as to the son's exclusion from the right of inheritance upon the ground of 
insanity. 

Looking to the evidence on both sides, their Lordships arrive at the con¬ 
clusion that there wuie no sufficient grounds for the Judicial Commissioner 
reversing the finding of the first Court. Drigbi]ai, wha was the next heir, has 
never claimed the estate. Why, we'are not told. If he believed that Jagmohun 
was insane, and excluded from inheritance, the estate would have belonged to 
him. Bisheshar, the co-plaintiff and younger brother of Jagmohun, never 
claimed the estate upon the ground that Jagmohun was excluded from inherit¬ 
ance, for ho joined him in the suit, and stated that he Cll9] was one of tlie heirs. 
He made a mistake at the time in considering that the estate went to two sons, 
whereas it was impartible: hut he treated Jagmohun as a man who was 
competent to succeed by way of inheritance, and not as one who was excluded 
from inheritance, by reason of the state of his mind. Ran Bijai, the defend¬ 
ant, sets up the insanitv of Jagmohun, not as showing that he himaelf had a 
title, in consequence of the insanitv, but as a technical objection. His case is 
" Jagmohun is insane, and not competent to inherit, and therefore 1 have a 
riglit to remain in possession until the right person sues me’’--that is, until 
the sons of Drigbijai, who was the heir if Jagmohun is excluded, come forward 
and assert their right But they do not come forward, nor do they claim the 
estate It is therefore to he inferred that they do not consider Jagmohun to 
be excluded from the right to inherit. 

That appears to their Lordships to dispose of the case so far as the talukh 
is oonceined. But another question was raised with regard to some villages. 
It apjiears that some villages were purchased bv Saghu Nath before herdeath and 
whilst she was in possession of the talukh, and that she had left those villages 
bv her will to Ban Bijai, who took possession of them. Both Courts have 
coiioun-edin finding that those villages were not purchased by Raghu Nath out 
of the profits of the estate, but that they were purchased by Ban Bijai in her 
name, and that he provided the money for their purchase. But, even if thtfi 
had not been so, Saghu Nath was merely a trespasser upon the estate, and if 
she trespassed upon the estate and received the mesne profits, it is not clear' 
that a Court of Equity would earmark those mesne profits, and say that because 
the mesne profits must have been expended in the purchase of the villages they 
necessarily passed with the estate. It is not the case^of a widow inheriting and 
purchasing property out of the assets of the estate which she takes as widow, 
for those have been considered by law as an augmentation of the estate, but 
this is the case of a stepmother who was not entitled to succeed to the estate, 
and who, if she disposed of any portion of the rentp and profits, was disposing 
of them asftprofits which she had received as a trespasser. 

Under those circumstances their Lordships think that Ban Bijai is entitled 
to the villages. 

• • 

• 1190J In the course of the proceedings Jagmohun died, and Jagatpal, as 

his eldest and, their Lordships understand, his only son, was admitted to 
represent him in the appeal. But the Judicial Commissiemer has awarded the 
estate to him as if he was the plaintiff in the suit, whereas he ought te have 
awarded it to him*as the heir and representative of his father, Jagmohun. In 
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thkt respect their Lordships think that the decree of the Judicial Commissioner 
ought to be modified. 

As regards the moveable property mentioned in the Judicial Commissioner’s 
decree, their Lordships at the commencement of the argument asked what pro¬ 
perty was the subject of appeal, and it vvas stated by the learned Counsel that 
the moveable property was not a subject-matter of the appeal. The Judicial 
Commissioner has awarded certain moveable property to the substituted appel¬ 
lant, but it IS not a subject ot the appeal. 

Their Lordships, upon the whole, will therefore humbly advise Her Majesty 
that the decree of the Judicial Corainissiqner bo varied by describing Jagatpal 
as the “ substituted afipellani, as representative of his father, Jagrnohun,” 
instead of describing him as “the minor plaintiff," and, subject to such 
variation, that the decree be affirmed. 

The appellant, Diwan Ban Bijai, must j>a> tlie costs of his appeal. 

In the appeal of Bisheshar their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty 
that that appeal be dismissed. The appellant must pay the costs of both the 
respondents. 

Appeals dismissed 

idolicitors for the.Appellant Diwan Ran Bijai, Messrs Watkins and Lattey. 

' Soliqitors for the Appellant Rae Bisheshar Baksh ; Messrs. Barrow and 
Rogers. 

Solicitors for the Respondent and Cross-Appellant, Rai Jagatpal: Messrs. 
Young, Jackson and beard. 

C.B. 
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The IMh lugnst, lis90. 

Phesent 

SlB W. CoMKH PETHERAM, Kt., CHIEF JUSTICE AND 

Mr. Justice Rampini. 


E. Maseyk and others by their Receiver C. V. .Argles’.Defendants 

versus 

Bhagab^ti Barmanya.Plaintiff'.' 


Right of occupancy — Effect upon acquisition of right of occupancy of raiyat 
being jointly interested in land a.sjiaradar—Bengal Tenancy Act 

{VIII of 1S6S), s. sub-section ^ 

Both under section 2^, sub-section (B^of the Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1885) and 
under the previou s law^a person jointly interested in land as ijaradar does not thereby lose 

* il^peals from Original Decrees Nos 130 and 176 of 1889, .against the decrees of Babu 
Baj Ghunder Sauyal, Subordinate Judge of Moorshedabad, dated 9Srd Kpril, 1889. , 
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his occupancy nghts, and a fortwn hih entire rights as a tenant, in land held and cultivated 
by him m a raiyat. 

Our Buksh Hoy v. Jeolal hoy (1. L. B.. 16 Cal , 1*27), referred to 
This suit was instituted by Fudan Kutnari and Bhagabati Barmanya, 
alleging that they were B annas propiietors of two estates in the district of 
Moorshedabad, and claiming to eject the defendants from a half share in 602 
bighas 18 cottabs and 16i gundahs of land The plaintiffs stated that the 
defendants were formerly ijaradars of the land, hut their lease expired in the 
year 1282 when the plaintiffs let their H annas share to one Gopi Lai Panday, 
who defaulted in payment of his rent, whereupon they sued and ejected him 
under the terms of his lease, thus obtaining direct pos^iession of the land be¬ 
longing to them with the exception of tiie land in suit. ThB> prayed for joint 
possession of the land along with the principal defendants and the defendant 
Chhya Kumari and for mesne profits. 

The defendants pleaded {inter aha) th&t Mion were occupancy raiyatsof 
the land in question and cimUI not be ejected 

During the pendency of the suit in the lower Court the plamtiti No. 1, 
Fudan Kumari, died, and the plaintiff No 2, Bhagabati [122^ Barmanya, 
claimed to he entitled and was allowed to continue the suit as owner Iin right 
of survivorship of the entire 8 annas share of the land 

There was no dispute as to the following facts. In 1253 h. S., Mr. James 
Maseyk, the predecessor of the defendants, took an ijaia lease of tlie defendant 
No. 4, Chhya Kumari's 8 annas Bha*'e of the land, and the defendants 1 to 3 
continued to hold this ijara lease up to the date of suit The plaintid's 
8 annas share was let in ijara to one Khudirain Pande\ from 1253 10 1258 
B. S., after which it was let m ijara to the defendant No. 2, Mi. C B Mase\k, 
down to the year 1282. From 1283 to 1290 it was let to Gopi Lai Pande>, the 
son of Khudirarn, hut, as alieady mentioned, his lease was put an end to, and 
he was ejected on the 28th Bysack 1290. The Masevks therefore were 
ijaradars of the whole 16-annas share of the land from 1258 tu 1282, troiii 
which year they were holding an 8 annas interest in it. 

The defendants alleged that, m addition to their interest as ijaradais in 
the land, they had since the years 1253 anil 1254 a raiyati interest in 
the land in dispute which had ripened into an occupancy right, or at least into 
a non-occupanev right, in consequence of which they could not be ejected in 
the suit as framed. * 

The lower Court gave to the plaintiff. Bhagabati Barmanya, a decree for 
the rebel sought. The defendants ajipealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Woodioffe and Baboo Uwarkn Nath Ckuckiuhitlly appeared for 
the Appellants, 

Mr. Evans and Bahoo Gnju iitunka Mozunuiar appeared for the Bespondent. 
The judgment of the High Court (Pethkham, C. J., and Eampini, J.,) 
after setting out the facts, proceeded as follows 

It is evident that both under the former *and the present law tiie 
defendants Hbeing down to 1282 ijaradars of the whole 16 annas proprietary 
interest) could acquire no occupancy nghts in the land. No doubt if they 
had acquired an occupancy right previously to 1258, they would not lose it 
h^ their.becoming ijaradars, hut they themselves assert that they acquired the 
jotes in 1253 and 1254, and between thosiS years and 1258 there was nol [128] 
sufficient time for the acquisition of occupancy rights by tljem. Hence, unless 
they have acquired occupancy nghts subsequently to 1283 U.e., 1876), thqy can¬ 
not jiave acquired them at aJl. Now, there can bu no doubt that the defendants 
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■have cultivated the land as raiyats from 1283 Up to now. This is 
apparent from the evidence in tiie case, and the fact that they have of late 
years held land as tenants is further proved by an arbitration award passed in 
a case, No. 47 of 1879, in which Gopi Lai Panday was plaintiff and the 
Maseyks were defendants. The decree based on this award is dated the 18th 
June 1881, and it decidedly confers on the defendants the status and rights of 
tenants, tor by it is settled that the defendants are in future to pay rent to the 
plaintiff' for the land in dispute in this case ; so that even if the defendants 
were not tenants previous to 1881, they certainlv became so on the 18th June 
1881. They therefore calinot now be regarded and dealt with as mere trespassers. 
\Vc tliink, however, that there is ample*evidence to show that they were raiyats 
of tlio land Irotn tne beginning of tlio year 1283 B. S. {/. «, 12tli April 
1876), and from that date rights ol occupancy began to accrue to them. 

The plaintill, liowiwei, Contends that the defendants cannot have acquired 
occupanc\ rights since then for two reasons: (1) owing to the opeiation of the 
provisions o! section 22, sub-section 3 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, which has 
checked the growth ol occupancy rights from the 1st November 1885 : and (2) 
owing to the fact ihut the land is khaniar land, in which according to section 
116 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, as well as to section 6 of Bengal Act VIII of 
1869, no occupancy rights can accrue. Under the Tenancy Act even non-occu¬ 
pancy Eights cannot accrue in such land. 

The provisions of section 22 (3; of the Tenancy Act are, however, peculiar. 
They no doubt lay down that a person holding land as an ijaradar shall not 
acquire a right ot occupancy in any land comprised in his ijara. But 
they do not sav that he shall thereby lose all his rights as a non-occupancy 
raiyat or as a tenant. Purther, while they say that an ijaradar shall in this way 
lose his occupancy rights, they do not say that a person merely jointly interest¬ 
ed in land as an ijaradar shall thereby lose them. {[124} It is to be observed 
that sub-sections 1 uml 2 of.the same section clearly lay down that a person 
interested as proprietor and permanent tenure-holder, whether jointly or singly, 
shall lose ins occiijiancy tight in land cultivated by him It can scarcely be 
by accident, then, that a similar provision with regard to ijaradars lias been 
omitted from sub-section 3 No case has been brought to our notice in which 
it has been laid down that under the old law a person jointly intciested in land 
as an ijaiadar shall lose his occujiancy rights in land cultivated by him In 
► <riir Biiksh Hoij v. Jeolal Roy {1. L. K., 16 Cal, 127) it has been pointed out 
that the lule of law laid down in sub-section 2 of the Tenancy Act did not 
prevail under the old law, so that when sub-section 2 is clearly an innovation, 
it must he concluded that the difference between its provisions and those of 
sub-section 3 is deliberate and intentional. Hence we must hold that, both 
under the former and* the present law, a person jointly interested in land as 
ijaradai does not thereby lose his occupancy rights, and a fortton his entire 
rights as a tenant, in laud held and cultivated by him as a raiyat. 

[The judgiueiit then proceeded to deal with the question as to whether 
upon the evidence the disputed land was khaniar land, and, after holding that 
it was not, concluded as follows :— J • 

In these circumstances we cannot but hold that the plaintiff lias failed to 
discharge that burden, and consequently there would ,seem to be nothing to 
prevent the accrual of occupancy and »on-ocoupancy rights in the disputed 802 
bighas. As to whether the defonda^its are occupancy or merely non-occupancy 
raiyats, it is unnecessary for us to decide. It is sufficient for the purposes of 
this •ase if we find the defendants to be raiyats or tenants of the land in dis¬ 
pute. As we find them to be such, it is clear that they Cannot be ejected in 
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the present suit as framed, for they cannot be ejected except on the grounds 
specified in tiie Tenancy Act, and which are not alleged to exist. We 
accordingly decree this appeal and dismiss the plaintiff’s suit with costs. 

Appeal allowed. 

A. A. C. 


[125} APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The loth. Seiuember, IbOO. 

Present ■ 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, 
AND Mr. Justice Bampini 


Monindra Nath Mookerji.Defendant 

versus 

Saraswati Dasi.Plaintiff.’' 


Sale for arrears oj Road Cess— Certijicate of title —Certificate of unpaid demand 
—(Collector of the district —Defects in service of notice aiul in proclamation 
of sale—Act XI of Itifd), ss. ‘dH—Beiirjal Act Vll of IbOti, ss d, 11 

—Benijal Act Vll of lHHO,ss. 2, i, 7, <S, ct. {4), 10, 19—Code of Civil 
Procedure (Act X/V of I M2), ss. 2ti9, dl4. 

A uortific'atc of titlo undrr Act XI of 1859, g. 28, and Bengal Act Vll of 1HG8, g. II, 
iGHUod before the oxpir> of tbc< period of bixtv days required by n. 27 of Act XI of 1859 fruiii 
the date of tiale, is not si certificate duly issued under the provisiona of those Acts, and cannot 
cure defects ui the &ervice of notice or in the proclamation of sale. ' 

The ccrt'ficate in execution of which the plaintiff's estate was sold was not made or 
signed by the Collector ol the district, but by a Deputy Collector Held, that under s 7 of 
the Public Demands Recovery Act (Vll of 1880) a cercificate under the Act must be made 
and filed by the Collector of the district, and not by any oflicar gazetted to perform the 
functions of a Collector under Act Vll of 1880 

This was a suit to set aside a sale of taluk No. 1072, oomyrising raouiiah 
Chundiberia and other mouzahs, and to recover possession thereof with mesne 
profits. The sale took place on the 29th November ^886, under an order of 
the Deputy \3oUector, for arrears of road cess, amounting to Bs. 2-14 due in 
March 1885, and the taluk was purchased by the defendant for Bs. 400. The 
plaintiff alleged that she received no notice as nrescribed in section 10 of the 
Public Demands Beoovery Act (VII of 1880); that no proclamation of sale was 
regularly issued ; that the property was sdld far below its proper price, causing 
substantial loss to the plaintiff; that the defendant purchased the property 

' Appeal from Original Decree No. 119 of 1889, against the decree of Baboo Radha S^ishna 
Sen, Subucdinatti Judg^ of the 24-Petgunnah8, dated the 3nd April, 1889. 


86 






SABA8WATI DASl [1890'l 


I.L.B. 18 Cal. 186 


■fraudulently; and that the defendant was placed in poseliession thereof within 
sixty days, the usual time prescribed by s. 27 of Act XI of 1869 
for the oonfirmabion of the sale. The Subordinate Judge gave a decree in 
favour of the plaintiff, finding that her allegations [126j were substantiated, 
and ordered the sale to be cancelled and the plaintiff placed in posses¬ 
sion. The plaintiff also recovered mesne profits from the date of the 
defendant’s taking possession, deducting the sum of Bs. 165-2 paid by 
the defendant on account of cesses. The defendant appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. W. 0 Bonnerjee and Baboo Umakali Mookerjee appeared for 
the Appellant. 

Dr. Bash Tiohc^i Ohose and Baboo Saroda Churn MtUer appeared for 
the Bespondent. 

The arguments sufficiently appear from the following judgment of the 
High Court (Betheram, C.J., and Bampini, J.) — 

The plainti^' lias brought this suit to set aside the sale of a taluk of hers, 
which was sold on tlie 29th November 1886 for arrears of road cess, amount¬ 
ing to Bs. 2-14, and which taluk was purchased by the defendant. She alleges 
that she recoivedno notice of the filing of the certificate under thePublic Demands 
Becoverv Act in the office of the Collector, as required by s. 10, Bengal 
Act VII of 1880, tliat the proclamation of sale was not duly made , that the 
estate was in consequence sold for an inadequate price; and that the sale was 
confirmed before the expiry of 60 days from the date of sale, as required by 
8. 27, Act XI of 1869. The defendant traverses all these allegations, but 
the Subordinate Judge has found them to have been substantiated by the plain¬ 
tiff. He has accordingly given her a dociee, setting aside the sale, and has 
awarded her mesiie profits, less a sum of Bs. 166-2, proved to have been paid 
by the defendant as cesses during the time he has been in possession. 

The defendant now appeals and contends (1) that the Subordinate Judge’s 
findings as to the non-service of the notice required by s. 10, Act VII of 
1880, and of the proclamation‘of sale and as to the property having been in 
consequence sold for an inadequate price are wrong, and (2) that even if there 
has been any omission or irregularity in the service of the notice and proclama¬ 
tion of sale, >et, as the appellaaB’has obtained a certificate of title dated the 
7tli -lanuary 1887, his title cannot, under the provisions of s. 8 Act VII 
of 1868, be impeached on this ground, and cannot thereby be affected. 

[l27j We will deal first with the second of these contentions. Section 8, 
Bengal Act VII of 1868, prescribes that every certificate of title which may 
he given to a purchaser under s 28 of Act XI of 1859 or s. 11 of Bengal 
Act VII of 1868 shall be conclusive evidence in favour of such purchaser 
that all notices in or by Act XI of 1859 or Act VII of 1868 required to he 
served or posted have been duly served and posted, and the title of any person 
who may have obtained any such certificate shall not be impeached or affected 
by reason of any omission, informality or irregularity as regards the serving 
or posting of any notice in the proceedings under which the sale was had at 
which such person may have purchased. Then it is said by s 2, Bengal 
Act VII of 1880, that Acts XI of 1859, Bengal Act Vll of 1868, and Bengal 
Act Vll of 1880 are to be read as one Act Accordingly, as the defendant has 
obtained a certificate of title dated thq 7th January 1887, his title to the taluk 
cannot be assailed on the ground of, irregularity in the service of the notice 
requi/od by s. 10 or in that of the iltoclamation of sale. 

To this it is replied on behalf of the respondent that the certificate of 
title* referred to in s. 8, Act YU of 1868, must mean a certificate duly 
issued under the provisions of the Act. and that the plaintiff’s certificate is 


87 



I.L.R. 18 Gal. 128 monindba nath mooker.tt r 


pot such a certificate, as it was issued liefore the expiry of 60 days from the 
date of sale, as required by s. 27 of Act XI of 1859 We think that 
this contention is correct. No doubt by s. 19, Act VII of 18H0, a certificate 
obtained under the Public Demands Recovery Act is to be enforced under 
the practice and procedure provided by tlie Code of Civil Procedure in 
respect of sales in execution ol decrees, but the provisions of s. 27, Act 
XI of 1859, which .^ct, as already pointed out, is to be read as one Act with 
Acts VIJ of 1H68 and VII of 1880, apparently lav down a rule of sub¬ 
stantive law, VIZ., that a sale held under the Act shall not be final and con¬ 
clusive till noon of the sixtieth day from the da> of sale. Tlie confirming 
the sale iirescrilied by s. 3J4, Code of Civil Procedure, mav he a 
matter of practice and procedure, hut the piovision that a sale shall be final 
atid conclusive on the sixtieth day cannot be oonsutered as such. This 
view has already been taken bv this Court in the case of Sndhit Saran Stngh 
V. Panchdeo [128] Lul (I, L R., 11 Cal , 1), in which it has been said that 
“ all sales under Act VII of 1880 become final in the manner iind at the time 
provided in s. 27 oi Act XI of 1859.” 

In these ciicunistancos we do not think that the certificate of title obtain¬ 
ed by the appellant, which was certainly issued before the sixtieth day from 
the sale, can euio all defects in the service of the notice under s 10, 
Act VII of IHHO, and of the proclamation of sale. 

•As to the facts, we have n j hesitation m agreeing with the Subordinate 
Judge The appollant has totally failed to ])rove that any attempt was made 
to serve the noMce personally on the plaintiH, as ought to have been done 
under s. 5, Act VII of 1868, and tlie evidence adduced bv him by no 
means satisfactorily proves that the house on wliich the notice was affixed 
was the usual and last known place of abode ot the plaintiff. 

Further, it is clear tliat no copy of the proclamation of sale wuis affixed at 
the CoUfactor's office as required by s. 289, Civil Procedure Code. The 
property lias clearly heen sold for a ver\ inade(]uate price, and it is a fair in¬ 
ference that the paucity of bidders at the s lie was due to the want of publicity 
given to the fact of its being about to take pla^e. 

We further tliink tiiat there is still another ground on which tlie sale ot 
tlio plaintifT's piopeity must lie held null and void. Under s 7, Act VII 
of 1880, a ceitificate under the Act must be made and tiled by the Collector of 
the district. It is, liowever, clear that the certificate in execution of which the 
plaintiff’s estate was sold was not made or signed by the Collector of cJie district, 
but by a Deputy Collector. The Sulnirdinate Judge in his judgment has observ¬ 
ed that this Deputy Collector had been authorized by the Lieutenant-Governor 
to discharge the tuiictious of a Collector under Bengal Act VII ot 1880, and 
no doubt bv 8 4 of the Act the term ‘‘ Collector'' has been defined as 
meaning the Collector of a district or any officer specially appointed by 
the Lieutenant-Governor to perform the functions of a Collector under this 
Act But throughout the Act a distinction is clearly drawn between the 
Collector of ,a district and a Cqfleccor (see ss. 5,' 9, 15, etc.), and [129j 
an officer specially appointed to perform the functions of a Collector can 
only have the powers of the latter and not of the former. No secti. m lays down 
that the term "the. CoUector of a distnct" shall include any officer so authorized 
to perform- the functions of a Collectori and indeed no section authorizes the 
Lieutenant-Governor to invest an officer with such powers. Hence to gazette 
an officer to perform the functions of a Collector under Bengal Act VII of 
1880 will not make^ him the Collector of the district as required by 7. 
It may make him a Collector, or one of the Collectors of the district, but it 
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not make him the Golleator of the distriefc, wh^ch expression evidently 
refers to the officer specially appointed and ga;!:etted bv the Lieutenant-Governor 
to act as such. 

We accordingly cannot but hold that the certificate in execution of which 
this sale was held was not duly made and filed under the Act, and all sub¬ 
sequent proceedings held under it must be considered to be null and void and 
without jurisdiction [seeclause (4) to the proviso to section 8 Bengal Act VII 
of 1880]. 

For these reasons we think that the decree of the Subordinate 
•Judge in this case is right, and we accordingly dismiss this appeal with costs. 

The plaintiff cro^s-appeals as to costa, wdiich she says the Subordinate 
Judge should have allowed her Seeing, however, that she admittedly was in 
arrears with her road cess, we see no reason to interfere with the exercise of tlie 
Subordinate Judge’s discretion in this matter. The cross-appeal therefore is 
also dismissed. • 

A. A, C. Appeal diHmiased. 


NOTES. 

[ A certificate is couolusive evidence as to notice, 2(5 Cal., 414 a C.W.N., 233 ; 34 Cal . 
381: 31 Qal., 25fi But the certificate does not cure the defect in the noticu itself —30 Cal., 
1; 2 0. W.N., 363 , lOC.W.N., 137 31 Cal., 256.1 
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APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 

The QSth Autjust, 1890 
Present: 

Mr. .Justice Norris and Mr .Iustice Gordon. 

Kachah Hari.Appellant 

versus 

Queen- Empress..Respondent.' 

Evidence — Deposition, of medical witness— Criminal Procedure Code 
(X of IBSa), s. 509—Deposition wroiujly admitted tn evidence — 
Evidence Act U of 187ii), ss. 80 and 114, ill. (e). 

Before the deposition of a medical wituoKs taken by a committing Magistrate can, 
under s.dOOf of the Code of Criminal Procedure be given 1180] in evidence at the trial before 
the Court of Session, it must either appear from the lifagistrate's record, or bo proved bv 
the evidence of witnossus, tohaie boon taki'n and atiextcd by the Magistrate in the presence 
of the accused. The Court is neither bound to presume under s. HO, nor ought it to presume 
under either s. 80 or s. Ill, ill. (e) of the Evidence Act fl of 187‘i), that the deposition was 
so taken and a^sted. 

Queen-Empress v. Ruhnq (I. L. R., 9 .411., 7-20), .ind Queen Emirress v. Pehp Sing (1. L 
B., 10 Ail., 174), approved. 

The appellant was found guilty by the SessioDB Judge of Raiahahye under 
sections 363 and 3G6 of tlie I’enal Code of having kidnapped a girl front lawful 
guai'diaualiip, and of having aliducted her in order that she might be seduoed 
to illicit intoicourse, and was sentenced i>y the Judge to two years’ rigorous 
imprisonment under the former section. No separate sentence was passed under 
section 366 Important evidence against the prisoner with regard to the girl’s 
age was given before the corrmiitting Magistrate by Dr. Kelly, the Civil Surgeon. 
He was not called as a witness at the trial before the Sessions Judge, but 
his deposition, taken before the committing Magistrate, was tende>ed and 
accepted in evidence, although there was nothing on the face of the deposition 
to show that it was attested by the Magistrate in the presence of the accused,, 
as is required bv a. 609 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, and no witnesses 
were called to show that it had in fact been so attested. 

The accused appealed to the High Court. 

No one appeared on the appeal for either the Crown or the Appellant. 

The judgment of the Court (Norris and Gordon, J}.) was as follows:— 

We are of opinion that this appeal should be allowed. As regards the 
charge under section 363, Indian Penal Code, we think that the evidence as to 
the girl’s age is unsatisfactory and by no means suflioient to warrant the find¬ 
ing that she was under 16 years of age on 16th April last, the day on which it 
is alleged that she was kidnapped. 

• Criminal Appeal No. 474 of 1S90, against the order passed by F. E. Fargiter, Esq., 
Sessions .fudge of RajBhahye, dated the 2nd of June 1890. 

' . t C Seo. 509 ;—The deposition of a Civil Burgeon or other 
Deposition of med 1 oal medical witness, a taken and attested by a Magistrate in the 
witness presence of the accused, may be given in evidence in any inquiry, 

trial or other proceeding under this Code, although the deponent 
11 . not called as a witness. 

Power to summon The Court may, if it thinks fit, siunmon and examine such 
inediaal witness, deponent as to the eubject-matier of his deposition. ] 
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As regards the charge under section 366, the only evidence of abduction is 
that of the girl herself, and looking at the palpable Cl3iJ[ falsehood of her 
story of having been ravished by the prisoner and four other men, we do not 
think it would be safe to rely upon it. 

In this connection we have bo observe that the Sessions Judge ought not 
to have admitted the deposition of Dr. Kelly, the Civil Surgeon, taken before 
the Committing Magistrate, as evidence against the prisoner. To render the 
deposition of a civil surgeon or other medical witness admissible in evidence 
under section 509, Code of Criminal Procedure, it must be shown to have 
been taken in the presence of the accused, and to have been attested by the 
Magistrate in his presdnoe. The deposition in question is signed by the Civil 
Surgeon and by the Committing Magistiate, and it appears that the Civil Sur¬ 
geon was cross-examined, but there is nothing on the face of the deposition'to 
show that it was attested by the Magistrate in the prisoner’s presence. Ko 
doubt this fact might have been proved bv calling the Committing Magistrate 
or any other person who was present at the inquiry before him and able to tes¬ 
tify thereto. In the case of Qiienn- Empress y. Riding (T. L R., 9 All., 720), the 
deposition of an assistant surgeon, signed by him and by the Committing 
Magistrate, was tendered in evidence on behalf of the prosecution under section 
509, Code of Criminal Procedure Edge, C J., refused to receive it. Tlie learned 
Judge pointed out that “ under section 509, Code of Criminal Procedure, it was 
essential that the deposition should have been taken and attested in the presenoe 
of the accused," and be added, "since the proseoution are bound to prove every 
step of the ease against the prisoner bet ore such a deposition can be admitted 
it must appear on the Magistrate’s record, or must bo proved by the evidence 
of witnesses, to have been taken and attested in the prisoner’s presence.” The 
learned Judge’s attention was called to seotion 114 of the Evidence Act, and to 
illustration (c) thereto. That section says “tlic Court may presume the existence 
of any fact which it thinks likely, to have happened, regard being bad to the com¬ 
mon course of natural events, human conduct, and public and private business 
in thoir relation to the facts of tho particular case," and illustration (c) is as 
follows :—“ The Court may presume that judicial and official acta h.ave been 
regulary performed." 

Upon this the learned Judge observed" that section did not diroot the 
Court to presume the existence of facts likely to have Cl32] happened, such 
*as the regular performance of judicial acts, but left tho Court tree to make the 
presumption or not according to its discretion. This being a criminal case, in 
which, as he had said, the prosecution must prove every step of its case, he 
did not think it proper or exfpedient to act on a presumption that the require¬ 
ments of 3. 509, Code ol Criminal Procedure, had been complied with." 

There is a reporter’s note appended to that case which is as iollows.— 

“ Section 80 of the Evidence .\ct, under which the Court is bound, subject to 
certain conditions, to presume that evidence recorded by a Judge or Magistrate 
was ‘ duly taken,’ was not referred to either in the argument or the judgment 
in this case ; but it would doubtless have been held inapplicable. , Though, as 
a general rule, all evidence mut be taken in the presence of the accused, there 
is nothing in Chapter XXV of the Criminal Procedure Code or elsewhere 
which expressly requires a Magistrate" to attest deposition'- in the accused’s 
presence. Such attestation, therefiy-e.^does not fall within the scope of the 
presumption provided for by s. 80 ; and if required for any special purpose, such 
as that of s. 509 of the Criminal Procedure Code, must be established aliunde. 
Assufhing the deposition to have been duly taken so as^to be good evidence 
gttood the proceedings before the Magistrate, it could not be given in evidence 
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at a further inquiry without satisfying the further condition of attestation in 
the presence of the accused, and there is no provision in the Evidence Act 
(apart from s. 114) under which the fulfilment of this condition could be 
presumed.” This view of the law does not- appear to be correct. Section 
80 of the Evideivce Act is as follows:—“ Whenever any document is produced 
before any Court purporting to be a record or memorandum of the evidence or 
of any part of the evidence given by a witness in a judicial proceeding or before 
any ofiicer authorised by law to take such evidence, or to be a statement or con¬ 
fession by any prisoner or accused person taken in accordance with law and pur¬ 
porting to be signed by any Judge or Magistrate or by any such ofiicer as aforesaid, 
the Court shall presume that the document is genuine ; tba^i any statements as to 
the circumstances under which it was taken purporting to be made by the person 
signing it are true, and that such evidence, statement, or confession was duly 
[133] taken.” No doubt this section will be of no assistance in a case under 
section 509, Criminal Procedure Code, where there are no " statements as to 
the circumstances under which the deposition was taken purporting to bo 
made by the person signing it,” but if the Magistrate records a statement at 
the foot of the deposition to the etTeot that the deposition was taken in the 
presence of the accused and was attested by him, the Magistrate, in the 
presence of the accused, and signs such statement, the Court would be bound 
to presume that such statement was true, and to admit the deposition under 
section 509, Criminal Procedure Code. This is clearly the view of Edge, C. J., 
who says in-Queen-Empress v. Pofip Sitig (I. L. R., 10 All., 174), where the 
reportor’b note to Queen-Empress v. Btdinq (1. L. R., 9 All., 720) is dis¬ 
cussed.—*' A Magistrate should take and attest a deposition in the presence 
of the accused, and should also, by the use of a few apt words on the face of 
the deposition, make it apparent that he has done so.” 

Gonmction quashed. 

H.L H. 


NOTES. 

[ See aho JO All.. 174 ; 0 All., 7a0 ; 4 C.W.N., 49.] 
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(18 Cal, 188] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. ’ 

The 10th September, IfiOO. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Macphbrson and Mb. Justice Banerjbe. 

Dungarain Mar wary.Decree-holder 

ve-nm 

Baikisliore JDeo and another..:.Judgment-debtors. 

Sonthal Pe‘igunnahs--Act XXXVIl of 1856, s, 2—Jiequlatton III of 1872, 

ss. 3 and 4—Gtvil Courts Act (XU nt 1887)—Suit exceeding Rs. 1,000 
in value-^Officer invested u'lth poiier of a Civil Court— “ Court." 

The effect f if ■? 2 of Act XXXVIl of 1855 and h. 3 of Regulation III of 1873 is to make 
the general laws and regulations, including the provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
applicable in the Sonthal Peiguanahs to suit, exceeding Bs. 1,000 in value without any 
qualifications ; proMdeJ that such suits .iic tried in the Courts cbtablishcd under the Civil 
Courts’ Act. Xll cf 1887. 

CIM] An officer in the Son1h,iI IVrgunnalis invested by the Local Government with the 
powers of a Civil Court under s. t of Regulation III of 1872 is a Court established under Act 
XII of 1887 within the meaning of s. 3 of the Regulation. 

The facts of this case, so far as they aro necessary for this report, were that 
in May 1888 DungKram Marwar\ obtained a decree against the lespondents for 
Rs. 2,500 in a suit on a bond executed for money lent; that in January 1890 
the decree-holder api'liod to have the decree executed by the issue of a warrant 
of arrest against the judgment-debtors, and on the 14bh January such a warrant 
was issued by order of the Sub-Divisional Officer of Deoghur, notwithstanding 
objections preferred b> the judgment-debtors. The judgment-debtors appealed 
from the order gi’anting the warrant of arrest to the Deputy Commissioner of the 
Sonthal Pergunnahs, who, after bolding that the appeal lay, held as follows : - 

“ The next question to bo decided is whether the order for the issue of the 
warrant of arrest was a proper one. On this point it is first of all necessary to 
^determine as to the laws and codes in force in cases of this kind. The pleader 
for the decree-holder has argued that the Civil Procedure Code is not in force, 
but this has already been decided in the case of Sorbojit Roy v. Gonesk Proshad 
Misser (1. L. B., 10 Cal., 7011 in which the High Court ruled that in oases 
above Bs. 1,000 the Code of 1882 is now in force in tlie Sonthal Perguncabs, 
subject to the qualifications contained in the notification of the 19th August 
1867. The 8th restriction contained m this notification is important; ‘ Section 
201 of Act Vlll of 1859 shall be subject to the following additionsExcept 
that where the execution of decree is for money lent, it shall not be enforo^ 
by imprisonment of the party against whom the decree was made.’ Seotioii 
201 IS reproduced somewhat amplified in section 254 of the Present Civil 
Procedure Code, and this section therefore must run: ’ Every decree or order 
directing a party to pay money as compensation or costs, or as the alternative 
to some other relief, &o., may be enforq^d by the imprisonment of the judgmept- 
debtoi’’, provided that where the Execution of a decree is for money lent it 

* App(»l from Order No. 168 of 1890, against tho order of W. B. Bright, Esq., Deputy 
OocuaiBBionet of Sonthal Pergunnahs, dated the Ibt of April 1890, reversing the order of 
W. M. Smith, Esq., Sub.DiviBional C^cer of Deoghur, dated the Idtih of January ia9(]|, 
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shall not be enforced by imprisonment of the party against whom the deored 
was made.’ 

Has] ■ ' In this case the decree was for Bs. 2,500 or more, and therefore 
the provisions of the Civil Procedure Code apply, and the decree being for 
money lent, the warrant of arrest was under section 254. But under these 
circumstances the notification expressly forbids the imprisonment of the 
judgment-debtor. I think therefore that the issue of the warrant was illegal 
and ultra vires : and even if I had lield there was no appeal, I should have 
considered it my duty to submit this case to the High Court in order that the 
warrant might be cancelled. As it is, 1 allow this appeal and cancel the order 
issuing the warrant.” » 

From this decision the decree-holder appealed to the High Court; mainly 
on the grounds that the Deputy Commissioner was in error in holding that the 
notification of 19th August 1867 applied to suits above Bs. 1,000; that such 
suits were subject to the general laws and regulations; and that the Civil 
Procedure Code was applicable to such suits without the qualifications laid 
down by the case of Sorbojit Roy v. Oonesh Proshad Misser (I. L. B, 10 
Cal., 761). 

Mr. H. Bell and Baboo Karma Sindhoo Mooherjee for the Appellant. 

Dr. Bash Behan Ghose and Baboo Nalint Runjan Chatterjee for the 
Bespondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Macphebson and Banehjee, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

This is an appeal from an order of the Deputy Commissioner of the 
Sonthal Pergunnahs, reversing an oi-der of the Sub-Divisional Officer of Deoghur 
for the issue of a warrant of arrest against the respondent, judgment-debtor, 
in execution of a decree against him. 

The learned Deputy Commissioner has held that, in accordance with a 
Government notification dated the 19th August 1867, the Code of Civil 
Procedure obtains in the Fionthal Pergunnahs, subject to certain qualifications, 
one of which is, that there shall be no imprisonment in execution of a decree : 
and in support of this view he refers to a decision of this Court in the case of 
Sorbojit Boy v. Gonesh Ihosad Misser (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 761). 

[136] The value of the suit which resulted in the decree now sought to 
be executed was admittedly over a thousand rupees. a 

It is contended on behalf of the appellant, decree-holder, that the decision 
of the Deputv Commissioner is wrong, because the Government notification 
referred to b\ him had no application to suits where the value exceeds a 
thousand rupees, and because tliat notification, whatever its application was, 
was superseded by Begulation III of 1872 ; and it is*argued that, under the 
provisions of section 2 of Act XXXVII of 1855 and of section 3 of Begulation 
III of 1B72, the Code of Civil Procedure is in force in the 8onthal Pergun¬ 
nahs as regards suits of a value exceeding a thousand rupees without any 
qualification. • 

We thirfk the appellant’s contention is correct. Section 2 of Act XXXVII 
of 1855 contains a proviso to the eii'eot. “ that all civil suits, in which the 
matter in dispute shall^ exceed the value of one thousand rupees, shall be tried 
an4 determined according to the generj^ Laws and Begolations as if this Act 
had not been passed.” Now it was by virtue of this Act that the Sbnthal 
Pergunnah-s were excluded from the operation of tho general Begulations of the' 
Bengal Code and of the Laws passed by the Governor-General of India in 
Cdtii\,oili so that the^oifect of this proviso is to make the 8onthal Pergunnahs' 
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a’noa-Begulation Provinca—that is, a place not govern^ by the general Laws 
and Begulations only so far as suits up to a certain value are concerned. As 
regards suits exceeding that limit of valuation, they are left to be governed by 
the ordinary Laws and Begulations as before. That being so, when Act VIII 
of 1859 was passed, notwithstanding the provisions of section 385 of that Act, 
which, for the reasons just stated, excluded from the operation of that Act the 
Sonthal Tergunnahs only as I'ogards suits of value not exceeding a thousand 
rupees, the Procedure Code of 1859 by it.-i own force came to have operation as 
regards suits of a value exceeding one thousand rupees ; and the Government 
notification referred to above related only to the procedure in suits whereof 
the value did not exceed a thousand rupees. 

When Begulation III of 1872 was passed, it was enacted by section 3 of 
that Begulation, read with certain subsequent amending enactments, that, 
with the exception of certain Acts and [137] Begulations therein mentioned, 
“ no other Begulations or Acts heretofore or hereafter passed shall bo deemed to 
be in force in the Sonthal Pergunnahs, except so far as regards the trial and 
determination of the civil suits mentioned in s. 2, Act XXXVII of 1855, in 
which the matter in dispute exceeds the value of rupees one thousand, when 
such suits are tried, in the Courts established under Act XII of 1887." As 
regards suits whereof the value exceeds a thousand rupees, the law then stands 
in the same wav in this last-mentioned Begulation as it stood under s. 2 
of Act XXXVII of 1855, that is to say, such suits continue to be governed by 
the general Laws and Begulations, subject only to this further condition, that 
they will be so governed only when the suits are tried in the Courts established 
under Act XII of 1887. 


Of the two conditions, then, necessary to be satisfied in order that a suit in the 
HonthalPergunnahs may bo regarded as governed by the general Laws and Begu- 
latious, one, namely the limit of valuation, is in this case admittedly satisfied ; 
and the only (juostion thac remains to bo considered is, whether in the present case 
was the suit tried in a Court established under Act XII of 1887, that is, under 
the Civil Courts Act. Now the suit here was tried by an officer in the Sonthal 
Pergunnahs invested bv the Local Government with the powers of a Civil Court 
estabhsiied under Act XII of 1887 under s 4 of Begulation III of 1872; 
and the question is finallv reduced to this, namely, whether an officer of the 
^Sonthal Pergunnahs so invested is a Court established under Act XII of 1887. 

it was urged by the lommed vakeel for the respondent that the investiture of 
an officer in the Sonthal Pergunnahs with powers of a Court under Act XII of 
1887 would not make him a Court established under that Act. 


At first sight there is no doubt some anomaly in holding that he was a 
Court established under*that .Act. But, on the other hand, if the respondent's 
contention be coriect, it would lead bo this oiivious result, that in regard to suits 
tried by officers of this class, whatever the value of these suits may be, we 
shall have no law governing them or regulating their procedure: That is 
an anomaly which, in regard to suits valued at over a thousand rupees, the 
Legislature could never, we think, have intended. • 


[138] We must therefore hold that an officer invested with the powers 
of a Civil Court under s. 4 of Begulation'iII of 1872 is .a Court established 
under ,Aot XII of 1887 within the .meaning of the third section of the same 
Begulation; and that being so, the suit out of which the present execution proceed¬ 
ings have arisen and the execution proceedings themselves must be held to be 
goveAied by the Code of Civil Procedure as it now obtains. This view is in 
accordance with the decision of this Court in the case o^ Kalipro$ad Bai v. 
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Mther Chundro Roy B., 4 Cal., 222), and also with another decision in 
the ease of Tarini Prosad Misser v. Mahammad Chowdht’y (6 C. L. B., 555), 

It is true that the view taken hy the learned Deputy Commissioner is 
supported by a dictum of this Court in the case of Sorhojit Roy v. Gonesh 
Proshad Missei (I. L B., 10 Cal., 761), that the Code of Civil Procedure obtains 
in the Sonthal Pergunnahs in respect of suits valued over one thousand rupees, 
subject to certain modifications and qualifications. But the question for decision 
in that case was, not whether the Code of Civil Procedure applied to suits of that 
class, subject to modifications and qualifications, but whether the Code applied to 
suits of that class at all. The conclusion that the Court arrived at in that case is the 
same as the one to which we have come, namely, that the Code of Civil Procedure 
does apply. As to whether it applies suh]6ot to anv qualifications not having, 
been a question in that case, the remarks of the Court on that point must he 
taken to be an bbtter dictum, and therefore not binding in this case. 

The result then is that the order of the Deputy Commissioner must bo 
set aside, and that of the Sub-divisional Officer of Deoghur restored and the 
execution allowed to proceed. 

The appellant is entitled to costs in this Court. 

J. V. W Appeal allowed. 


HOTES 

c See also 19 C.L.J.. 29-2 , 41 Cal., H7fi , ‘20 C L.J., ‘2S1, 19 C.L.J., 23‘2.] 


[139] APPELLATE CIVIL 

The 10th July, 1S90. 

Present • 

Mb JusTifJE Macphebson and Mr .Iustice Baner.jee. 

Siva Pershad Maity and others.Defendants 

versus 

Nundo Lall Kai Mahapatra.Plaintiff.* 

Sale in execution of decree —Suit to set aside .sale on ground of fiaud—Sale 
in execution of mortrjaqn decree directing the sale of the mortgaged 
j/roperty under ss. hS atul HU of Transfer of Property Act —Decree 
nisi not absolute—Right of suit —Civil Procedure Code, 
ss. 'A44>, 311, and 313. 

Where a suit to <H3t amde a aalo in execution of a decree wbr brought on the ground that 
by the fraud of th<3 judgment-creditor the proclamation of Bale had not been duly made, and 
the facts were that the sale was not an ordinarv*salc of attached property in execu£ion of a 
decree, but a Rale in execution of a mortgage decree which directed tho sale of the mortgaged 

* Appeal from Otigjinal Decree No. G1 of 1880, agamnt tho decree of Baboo DwarkS Nath 
Bhattooharjya, Subordinate Judge of Midnaporo, dated 10th of December 1888, 
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property in acoordanea with the provisions of ss. 88* and 89 of the Transfer of Property 
Act, but that there was no such decree iii existence, as only a^eoreo nisi and not a decree 
absolute directing the sale had been made; and it was contended that until a decree absolute 
was made for the sale, the right to redeem existed, and that the suit might be regarded as a 
suit to redeem ; Held, that there was nothing in these facts to distinguish the case from the 
Pull Bench case of Mohendro Narmn Chatura) v. Oopnl Memdul (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 7G9), and 
that the suit was therefore not maintainable. An order directing a sale in such a case would 
be sufficient .authority under s. 89 of the Transfer of Property Act even if the order did 
not take the form of a decree such as is prescribed for a decree absolute in the case of a suit 
for foreclosure. 

This was a suit to* set aside a sale ib execution of a decree obtained by 
the defendants against the plaintiff for a sum of Bs. 9,526-5 on the 19th 
November 1886. The decree was for money due on a mortgage bond, and it 
directed that if the amount decreed was paid within the month of February, 
the mortgaged property should be released, otherwise that on the expiry of 
the prescribed period, the decretal amount should be realized by the sale of 
the mortgaged property. As the money was not paid, the property was sold 
on the IHth May 1887, and puicliased by the decree-holders (the defend¬ 
ants) for the sum of Bs. 0,800. [140] On the loth June 1887 the plaintiff applied 
to have the sale sob aside on the ground that the sale proclamation hod not been 
duly published. This application was rejected on the 17th December 1887, 
as he adduced no evidence and the decree-holders opposed it; and the sale 
was confirmed On the 13th January 1888 the defendants, the auction- 
purchasers, obtained possession of the property purchased by them. 

The plaint was filed on the 21st May 1888. It alleged that the sale was 
invalid because no proclamation b\ beat of drum had been made; that the 
omission to so proclaitn it was the result of fraud ; and that there had been 
collusive biddings. The plaint prayed that the sale should be set aside, as 
being tainted with irregularity, illegality and fraud ; and that possession of the 
mortgaged property should be given to the plaintiff. There was also in the 
alternative a claim for damages. 

The defendants in their written statement contended that there was no 
cause (>f action; that the plaintiff's objections under s. 311 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure having been overruled, no regular suit founded on the same 
objections would lie, that the sale proceedings were regular, and that there 
*wa8 no fraud on their part. 

On the contentions of the parties issues were fixed, of which the following 
only are material to this report.— 

“ Whether the plaintiff having formerly taken objections under s. 311, 
this regular suit would fie 

*t.Sec. 88 :—In a suit fnr sale, if the plamtifif succeeds, the Court shall pass a decree to 
the effect mentioned in the first and second paragraphs of 
Decree for sale. section eighty-six and also ordering that, in default of the 

defendant paying as therein mentioned, the mortgaged property 
or a sufficient part thereof be sold, and that the proceeds of the sale (after d^raying there¬ 
out the expenses of the sale) be paid into Couit and applied in payment of what is so found 
due to the plaintiff, and that the balance, if any, be paid to the defendant or other persons 

entitled to receive the same In a suit for foreclosure, if the 
Power to decree sale in pluintiiT •-ucceeds and the mortgage is ‘not a mortgage by con- 
fotedospre suit ditioiial sale,^tht> Court may, at the instance of the plaintiil,' or 

of any person mtere«ted either in the mortgage-money or in the 
right of redemption, if it thinks fit, pass a like decree (m lieu of a decree for foteolosun) on 
Buoh terms as it thinks fit, including, if it thinks fit, the deposit in Court of a reasonable sum 
fixed ny the Court, to meet the expenses of sale and to secure t-he performance of the 
tema.] ' 


9 O^L.—13 
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“ Whether any fraud was comraitted by the defendants in the proceedings 
connected with the auction-sale ? ’’ 

The Subordinate Judge overruling the first objection of the defendants 
held that the suit would lie, and also found that the fraud alleged by the plain- 
titf was estabhsiied. He also held, on an objection taken at the hearing, 
though not raised in the defendants’ written statement, that the suit was not 
barred by s. ‘2J-4 of the Civil Procedure Code. He therefore gave the plaintiff 
a decree. 

From this decision the defendants appealed. 

Mr. Evans, Dr. Rash Behan Ghose, and Baboo Jogesh Chunder Dey tor 
the Appellants. 

Mr. IVoodrofie, Baboo Mohini Mohun Boy, and Baboo Jaggat ' 
Chunder Banerjee for the Respondent. 

The judgment of the Court fMACPHERSON and BaneR-TRE, .IJ.) was 
delivered by 

Maopherson, J. (who after stating the facts as above, continued! :—A 
further point, though not raised in the written statement of tlie defendants, 
was nused in argument liefore the Subordinate Judge, namely, that the plain¬ 
tiff’s objections to the validity of the sale ought to have been preferred and 
dealt with under s. 244 of the Code of Civil Procedure by thy Court 
executing the decree, and tluit no separate suit to set aside the sale w'ould lie. 
This contention the Subordinate Judge overruled. 

Tim same objection has now been taken before us, and the decision of a 
Full Bench of this Court in Mohendro Naratn Chaturaj v. (ropal Mondnl 
(I L. R , 17 Cal, 709) i.s tolied on. The facts of that case are similar to those 
of the jiresent case indeed they are more favourable to the plaintiff than they 
are heie, because no application to set aside the sale had been made or dealt 
wdth piior to the regular suit which was instituted for the purpose of setting 
it aside. The question refeired to the Full Bench was .—“Whether, when 
circumstances affecting the validity of a sale have been brought about by fraud 
fif one of the jiarties to a suit, and give rise to a question between those 
parties such as, apart from fraud, would he within the provisions of s 244, 
a suit will he on the ground of fraud notwithstanding the provisions of that 
section ? ” The Full Bench decided that no such suit would lie. 

It has been attempted to distinguish the present case from the case which^ 
was before the Full Bc.ich in this wav. It is said that the sale in tlie present 
case w’as not an ordinary sale of attached property in execution of a decree; that 
it purports to be a sale in execution of a mortgage decree which directs the sale 
of the mortgaged property in accordance with the provisions of ss. HB 
and 89 of the Transfer of Property Act, but that there is no such decree in 
existence, as only a decree wsi had been made, and not a decree absolute 
directing the sale. It was further argued that [148} until a decree absolute is 
made for the sale of the mortgaged property, the right to redeem exists, and 
that this might be regarded as a suit to redeem. ■ 

The anSwer to the above contentions is that no such objection was taken 
till the present moment; and it is now too late to take it. We are not in a 
position to say thajb the decree or order absolute for sale of the mortgaged 
property was not made. We cannot suppose that the sale, was held without an 
order directing it, and if there was an ord4r that would, we think, be su&cient 
authority under s. 89 of the Transfer of Property Act, even if the order 
did not take the form of a decree sneh as is prescribed for a decree absoltte in 
the ease of a suit idt foreclosure, the contention that this suit may he regarded 
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as a suit to redeem is obviously untenable Eves if there is no order 
absolute, the decree nisi directing the sale is in existence : and if the right to 
redeem he still alive, it cannot be enforced by a separate suit. We are unable to 
distinguish the present case from the case which was before the Full Bench, 
the decision in which we are bouiid to follow , and we must hold that the suit 
is not maintainable, and that the plaintiff’s proper course was to have the 
matter brought before the Court and disposed of \inder section 244 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. 

It has been strongly pressed upon us that we should treat this suit and 
the decree which has been made in it as an application and an order under 
section 244, on the gnound that no question of lurisdictiou arises ; that the case 
has been tried by the Court whicli would have disposed of the objections under 
section 244 ; and that the only question is one of costs, as to which the plaintiff 
is ready to submit to any terms which the Court may impose 

We do not see our wav to take this course, as we think that the matter 
has alread> been disposed of by the Court executing the decree. The jilaintiff 
objected before that Court to the validity of the sale, on tlie ground that the sale 
proclamation had not been duly published. The objection was disallowed and 
the sale was confirmed. As the judgment-debtor was the jierson whose property 
had been sold, and the auction-purchaser was the decree-holder, both were 
parties .to the suit, and the question raised was one relating to the execution 
of the decree which the Court C143] executing the decree must dispose of under 
section 244. The petition of objection does not show that it was made 
specificallv under section 311, and the decision of the Judge dealing with it does 
not show that it was disposed of under that section. But it matters not if it 
was, and it may be conceded that the paities treated it as an application under 
section 311. It matters not, because the question raised was one of those 
provided for by section 244, and one which would be properly disposed of under 
that section. If the additiom>,l ground which has now been raised, namely, 
that there was irregularity in connection with the bidding at the auction sale, 
was not raised in the obioctious which the plaintiff previously took to the sale, 
the answer is that it ought to have been raised. It is not even alleged in the 
present case that the fraud now charged was not known to the plaintiff at the 
time when he apjilied to have the sale set aside. Under any circumstances 
all tlie irregularities whicli he now urges ought to have been urged when he 
^objected to the sale. We cannot see, therefore, that there is any hardship or 
any injustice to the plaintiff in our refusing to deal w'ith the matter in the way 
suggested by him. He had his opportunity and he failed to take advantage 
of it. We are, for the reasons which have been given, precluded from so dealing 
with it. 

to the prayer for damages, it is enough to say that this was never 
pressed in any way, and that the suit has been treated throughout as one 
in which the sale ought to be set aside on the grounds set out in the plaint. 

The result is that the preliminary objection that the suit is not maintainable 
must prevail, the appeal paust be decreed with costs , the decree of the Subordi¬ 
nate Judge set aside, and the suit dismissed. , 

Appeal allowed. 

J. V. W. - 

NOTES. 

f There has betin a cnnfiict of case-liAr as regards subsequent suit for redemption ; see 
(1902) 25 Mad 800; (1902) 24 All., 44 . (1902) 24 All., 479 ; (1889) 13 Pom., 569 ; (1899) 
28 Cal., 73 , (1896) 22 Cal., 931. 

9ee also (1892) 16 Mad,, 389 as regards scope of sec. 47, C.P C., 1908.] 
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. [144] OEIGINAL CIVIL. 

The Hard September, 1890. 

Present; 

Mr. Justice Wilsun. 

In the matter of the Proposed Suit of Watts & Co. 

Venus 

Blackett. 

Small Cause Court, Presidency Towns — Juri.idiction - Small Cause Court 
Presidency Towns Act (XV of 188^), s 18—Army Act, 1881, (41 and 45 Vtc., 
c. 58), s. I>51—Army (Annual) let, 188** (51 Vic., c. 4), s. }—Leave to sue. 

The jurisdiction given to Presidency Small Cause Conn., by Act XV of I88‘i, k 18, is not 
affected by 51 Yic., c. t, s. 7. 

This was an order under s. 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure, sending for the 
record of an application made before the Chief Judge of the Calcutta Court of 
Small Causes. 

The facts of the case were as follows : — 

Messrs. Watts & Go, saddlers, applied to the Chief Judge of tltp Small 
Cause Court for leave to bring a suit in that Court against Captain Blackett, 
an officer in the Bifle Brigade, who was then stationed at Bareillv, to recover 
on a promissory note for goods sold and delivered. The Chief Judge refused 
leave on the ground that section 151 of the Army Act of IBBl, as amended by 
section 7 of the Army (Annual) Act of 1H88, excluded his jurisdiction. He 
considered that the amendment contained ir section 7 of the .Army Act of 1888 
was introduced in consequence of the decision of the Court in Wallis v. Taylor 
(1. L. B., 13 Cal., 37), and was intended to deprive the Small Cause Court of the 
jurisdiction which, when Wallis v 7'a^/or was decided, it was supposed to have, 
but which it was never in reality intended to possess The learned Judge 
accordingly held that he could not give leave to sue, as he had not jurisdiction 
to try the suit. 

The applicants then moved the High Court under section 622 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure for an order directing the Chief J udge of the Small 
Cause Court to grant them leave to sue under section 18 of Act XV of 1882. 

[148] Mr. O'Kinealy for the Applicants. 

^e following judgment was delivered by 

Wilaon, J.—The point which 1 have to decide is whether the Calcutta 
Court of Small Causes can give leave to bring, and, aftqj' giving such leave, has 
jurisdiction to try, a suit against a military officei, not resident within the local 
limits of its jurisdiction, in respect of a cause of action which has arisen wholly 
or in part within those limits. Section 18 of the Presidency Small Cause Courts 
Act. 1682, olearly gives such jurisdiction, in the case of military officers as well 
as others, unless its effect is restrained by other legislation. The learned Chief 
Judge has held that section 7 of the Army Act, 1888, 61 Victoria, oh. 4, 
excludes the jurisdiction. A similar question arose under the Army Act, 1881, 
in Wallis v. Taylor (1. L. B., 13 Cal., 37). Section 161 of that Act said: 

In India all actions of debt and pemoi^al actions against persons s^jject 
to military law, other than soldiers of the regular forces, within the jurisdiction 
of any Court of Small Causes, shall be cognisable by such Court to the 
extent of its powers." It was' held that there was nothing in these words to 
exclude the jurisdiotfbn of the Calcutta Court of Small Causes in a case similar 


100 



RAM CHURN SINU & 0 . v/dHAXUBI SING &c. [1890] I.L.B. iS Cal. iW 


to the present. The Army Act, 1888, section 7, recites the words in the Act 
of 1881 just referred to, and recites that “ doubts have 'arisen as to whether the 
words ‘ within the jurisdiction of any Court ’ refer to persons resident within 
the jurisdiction and it proceeds to remove those doubts by altering the 
language of section 151 so as to make it run thus :—*' In India all actions of 
debt and personal actions against persons subject to military law, other than 
soldiers of the regular forces, resident within „the local jurisdiction of any 
Court of Small Causes, shall be cognizable by such Court to the extent of its 
powers,” This alteration of the language imposes stricter limits upon the 
jurisdiction based upon residence which the section purports to give; but 1 do 
not see how the woi;^^ construed as taking away the other kind of 

jurisdiction, based upon other considerations, which the Small Cause Courts Act 
gives And the question, of course, is not whetlier the section, as altered, 
gives the jurisdiction, but whether it takes it away. The reasons for the deci¬ 
sion in Wdl/rs v. Taylor apply, in my opinion, as strongly to the new ci«] 
enactment as to'the old. The result is tliat the matter will go back to the 
learned Chief Judge, who will exercise his discretion as to granting the leave 
asked for. In exercising that discietion it will be well to bear in mind the 
case oi Collett v. A/mstrony (I. L R., 14 Cal.-, 626] as well as Walks v. Taylor, 
Attorneys for the Applicants ' Messrs. Sanderson and Co. 

H. L. B. 


HOTEB 

[See (1891) 18 Cal.. S7‘2 3 

[18 Cal. iM] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The Ibtli September, IM)0 
Present 

Mr Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Hill 


Ram Churn Sing and others .Plaintiffs 

vcrstts 

Dhaturi Sing and others.Defendants." 


Sonthal Terymmahs ScMlcment Regulation fill of 1H72), ss. 11, 'do — 

Suit leyardiny matter decided by Settlement Court—Settlement 
Ofheer, finding of—Jurisdiction of Civil Court—Bight of suit 
—Suit to set aside settlement and for possession. 

Where a suit was brought to ostabliph—by avoidiog the instrument under which he held 
—that the defendant was not a tenant of the lands in dispute, and to oust him from 
possession, and he had been recorded in the record of rights made by the Settlement Officer as 
a tenant of such lands, }i»ld thift the suit was ” one regarding a matter decided by a Settle¬ 
ment Court ” within the meaning of s. 11 of the Sonthal Pergunnahs Settlomdht Regulation 
(Ul of I67‘i), and was therefore not maintainable 

The introductiory words of clause 4 of s. 25 of the Regulation which impo.<ic a personal 
limitation on the jurisdiotion of the CivU Qpnrts apply to suits of all the three classes to 

* Appeal from appellate decree No. 242 of 1889, against the decree of R. Carstairs, 
Esq., Deputy Commissioner of the Sonthal Pergunnahs, dated the 11th of December 1888, 
affirming the decree of F. Grant. Esq., Sub-divisional Officer of Godda, dated 16th of 
April 1688. * , 


101 




I.L.R. 18 Cal. 14? 


HAM CHUUN SING &C. 0 . 


which the clauHc relates; so that the bar to the jurisdiction can take effect on a suit in the 
third of the three classes only when it is both " suit to contest the finding or record of the 
Settlement OiMecr," and involves also the determination of " the rights of zemindars or other 
proprietors as botvrecn themselves." 

The facts necessarv for tliis report are sutliciently stated in the judgment of 
the High Court. 

[147] Mr. R. E. Tu'idale, Baboo Mohini Mohtm Roy, and Baboo Kali 
Eisnen Sen, for tlie Appellants. 

Baboo Ilnin Chunder Banerjee, Baboo Abinash Chunder Baneijea, Baboo 
Tanick Nath Palit, Baboo Golap Chunder Sirkar, and ^aboo Raghoo Nimdun 
Barshad, for the Respondents 

The judgment ot the Court (PiUNSEP and HtIiI., J.l.) was as follows :— 

This appeal is from a decree of the Deputy Conimiasionor of the 
Sonthal Pergunnahs. 

The suit was brought in the Court of the Rub-divisional' OBicer of Godda 
(vested witli the powers of a Sub-Judge) by the present appellants for possession 
of an H annas share of inouzah Duniria Kalun, and the avoidance of a niokurari 
pottah and a kobala, under the former of which the first defendant had held 
the lands in suit from the year 1857, until he, on the 29th January IHBl, sold 
his rights therein by the kobala to the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th defendants. 

Mouzah Dumria former!s' belonged to one Raja Ajil Baram, who died 
many years ago without male issue. He had been twice married, and both his 
wives survived him. By his elder wife he had two daughters—Mussainmut 
Parbutti and Mussammut Padmabutti. The 1st and 2nd plaintiffs are the 
sons, and the 3rd and 4th plaintifis the grandsons through a deceased son, of 
Mussammut Parbutti. The 5th, 6th, and 7tb plaintiff's are grandsons also 
through a deceased son of Mussammut Padmabutti 

The younger wife of the Raja, whose name was Bhulanbutti, was childless. 
She, how’ever, many years after her husband’s death adopted a son to him. 
This son, Chunder Dyal Baram, who is still in his minority, is tho Hth plaintiff’. 

As to tlie facts of the case there is little dispute. In the year 1857, it 
seems Rani Bhulanbutti granted a inokurari pottah of the lands in suit to Baboo 
Dhaturi Smg, the Ist defendant. In the year 1876 she died, shortly after her 
adoption of Chunder Dyal. In the same year these lands were brought under 
settlement, under the provisions of Regulation HI of 1872, and Chunrior Dyal,^ 
who was then under the guardianship of the Court of Wards, was represented 
by it in the settlement proceedings In the record [148] of rights which was 
framed and published in the same year, 1876, the entry made with respect to 
these lands was as follows;— “ Zemindar, Chunder Dyal Baram ; Mokuraridar, 
Dhaturi Sing 8 annas share.” 

Not long after the death of Rani Bhulanbutti. the 1st, 2nd, and 5th 
plaintiffs, and the father of the 3rd and 4th plaintiffs sued the Court of Wards 
as the representative of Chunder Dyal, for recovery of a 12 annas shaie of the 
moveable and immoveable property left by Raja Ajit Baram, and to set aside 
the adoption of Chunder Dyal. Ultimately the'suit was settled on the 
19th January 1878 by a compromise, by which it was agreed that the then 
plaintiffs were to be the proprietors of the Raja's property to the extent of 
12 annas, and Chunder Dyal the proprietor of the remaining 4 annas. 

. It is necessary only to add that oa tl^e 29th January 1881, Dhatur] Sing, 
as already indicated, transferred whatever rights he had in the lands in suit to 
his present co-defendants. 

It was under these oircumstanoes that the present suit was instituteif, and 
the Lower Courts have concurred in holding that it is barred by the provisions 
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of the Begulation referred to above, and have dismissed it accordingly. The 
Court of First Instance has concisely stated its view, in which the Lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court has agreed, in these terms:—“ I dismiss the case simply on the 
ground that it is barred by the special Sonthal Begulation III of 1872, 
section 20.” 

This view 18 , however, in our opinion not correct. 

The fourth clause of the section in question gives jurisdiction to the Civil 
Courts to find and determine the rights of zemindars and other proprietors as 
between themselves in suits which are classed as amts pending when the Regu¬ 
lation was passed, suits referred under section 5; and suits to contest the 
finding or record of a Settlement Officer. • Suits of the third clas.s are, however, 
barred by the operation of the 5th clause of the section if not instituted within 
three > ears from the publication of the record of rights. And it was to this 
last-rnentioned clause, no doubt, that the Courts below referred when they held 
the suit to he barred by section 25. 

[1493 But the bar thus constituted does not operate unless the suit falls 
under the third class of suits dealt with by the fourth clause ; and ho bring it 
within that clause it must satisfy two conditions -one as to the character of the 
pailios, and the other as to the nature of the suit, for aocordingtu the grammatical 
construction of the clujise, the introductory words which impose a personal limita¬ 
tion on the junsdichion oi the Civil Courts must apply to suits of all the three 
classes to which the clause relates, so that the bar to the jurisdiction can take 
otfect only vvlieii the suit is a suit to conte.st the finding or record of a Settlement 
Officer, and involves also the determination of the rights of zemindars or other 
proprietors as between theinsolvea. Now the present suit fulfils neither of these 
conditions. It la not a suit between zemindars or other proprietors, for although 
the plamtitf's may claim in one or other of these characters, vet the defendants 
are the recorded tenants of the land. Noi is it a suit to contest the finding or 
record of a Settlement Officer, the claim being for “ direct ” posse.s8ion of the 
land, and for the avoidance of the-instruments mentioned above. The grounds, 
therefore, on which the lower Courts have disposed of the case are not 
sustainable. 

But while this IS so, we think, nevertheless, that the suit is, with reference 
to the provisions of section 11 of the Regulation, unmaintainable. That 
section is as follows . - “ Except as provided in section 25 no suit shall lie in 
any Civil Court regarding any matter decided by any Settlement Court under 
^hese rules, but tlie decisions and orders of the Settlement Courts made under 
these rules regarding the interests and rights above mentioned shall have the 
force of a decree of Court.” 

Some difficulty arises in putting a construction on the terms “ the decisions 
and orders of the Settlement Courts,” here used, but we think it is to be inferred, 
not only from the nature of the suits which are made exceptions to the rule 
laid down hy the section, hut also from other parts of the Regulation, that the 
“ findings of Settlement Officers,” which ordinarily constitute the basis 
of the record of rights, were intended to be included under the " decisions and 
orders of Settlement Courts,” and that consequently suits “ regarding ” the 
matter of such finding fall generally within the prohibition of the section, A 
reference to section 25 makes it [1803 apparent that suits falling under the third 
class of clause 4 of that section are alone Within the exception to section 11, 
and they are suits to contest the tending or record of the Settlement Officei. 
And th’on turning to those sections which relate to the object and scope of a 
settlement and the machinery for carrying it into effect, the above conclusion 
receives, we think, further support. Section 9 declares the purpose of a 
settlement to be to ascertain and record the various interests and rights in 
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the lands. The 10th section provides for the appointment of officers to carry 
out the settlement, and of other officers who are to exercise over them appellate 
and revisional powers. The 12th and 14th sections deal in detail with the 
matters which fall within the jurisdiction of the Settlement Officer. Then 
again by the 10th section the Lieutenant-Governor is empowered to make 
rules for the procedure of Settlement Officers and their appellate and revisional 
superiors, in the investigation into rights in the land and the hearing of suits. 
And then the 2nd clause of the same section, without discriminating between 
these two classes of functions, gives the Lieutenant-Governor power to revise any 
case decided in any Settlement Court, so that the term “ Settlement Court" 
would here seem to he used in a sense large enough to embrace the Settlement 
Officer, whether dealing with a suit, or exercising his more ordinary function of 
investigating rights in land. If we are correct in this view, then not only does 
the consequence follow to which we have already referred, but these "findings ’’ 
acquire by virtue of section 11 the character of decrees of Court. 

Now in the present instance what we have is this. The 1st defendant is 
recorded in the record of rights as a tenant of the lands in dispute, which 
involves a finding by a Settlement Officer that he fills that character. The 
suit is brought to establish, by avoiding the instrument under which beholds, 
that he is not a tenant and to oust him of bis possession. .\nd we think, 
therefore, that it must be held to “ regard ’’ a matter decided bv the Settlement 
Court in the sense of section 11, and to be consequently unmaintainable. The 
appeal is therefore dismissed with costs 

J. V. W. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

c See also (1895) 92 Cal., 473 , 17 C.L.J., 687 ; 19 C.L.J , 282 ; 20C L.J . 9.31.] 

[151J PRIVY COUNCIL 

Tlie 1st May, 1890. 

Present: 

Lord Watson, Sir B. Peacoi^k. and Sir R. Couch. 
.Togendro Bhupati Ilurrochundra Mahapatra, a Minor under 


Guardianship, and others.Defendants 

verstis 

Nityanand Man Sing.Plaintiff. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Hindu Law — Inheritance—Impartible Estate—Mitakshara Law—Right 
of illegitimate son among Sudras — Survivorship. 

For detei'mining who is to be heir to an impartible estate, the same rules apply which 
also govern the succession to partible estates, though the estate can be hel 1 by only one 
member of the family at a time. 

Under the Mitakshara, among Sudras, wL.ire^^ father left a sou by a wedded wife, aod 
an illegitimate son, the ordiiiarv rule of survivorship incidental to a family coparcenary 
was held to apply, and the illegitimate son, having survived the legitimate, was held entitled 
by survivorship to sailed to the -family estate, which was impartible and appertained to a 
raj, en the death of his brother without male issue. 
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■ Sadu V. Baita (1. L. E., 4 Bom., 87) referred to, ai<d apprqyed. 

Appeal from n decree (2nd .June 1885) of the High Court, affirming a 
decree (29th Match 1BH3) of the Subordinate .Judge of Cuttack. 

The suit vraa hrouglit for a declaration of the plaintiff's title to tlie raj and 
impartible zemindan of Killa Mukuida in the Cuttack diatm'ct, the plaintiff 
claiming as the surviving son of the last Eaia but one, bj a lawfully nierried 
though inferior wife, married according to what wiis known in the district as 
the “ pbulbibahi ” lorin of marriage. (See the third note at page 61 of 
Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, Chapter. V.) 

Both the Courts Itelow found that the plaintiff was an illegitimate son ; and 
the question now laised was, whether among brothers of a Sudra family a 
‘Masiputra ”, or illegitinmto son by a (einale servant, as both the Courts found 
the plaintiff to he. would ho a coparcener with his legitimate hi other iii the 
ancestral estate, and would take bv survivorship. 

1132] The /emiiidiiri of Snkuida was one of several estates, known as 
killa]at zernindaris, tlio owners occupying forts. Bv Regulation X of 1800 
these estates were uxce]ii<Hd from the operation of Regulation 11 of 1793, and 
it was declared tli.it jvhere a eiistniii ot impartihility was shown to have existed, 
they should continue to descend to a single lieir without division. The 
inipartibilitv ol Kukiiida was not in dispute, and the zemindari was nob one of 
those similar estates which wore liv tlie 13th section of Regulation XIIJ of 
1805 excepted fi.im bln* operation ol th.at Regulation, and placed under ” the 
Superintendent of the Tributarv Mehals in zilla Cuttack.” The plaintiff 
claimed that a precept requiring jiassession of the zernindan to be delivered to 
him should ho issued to the Collector, who had attached the raj and zernindan 
nndei Regulation V of 1700, section o, and Regulation V of 1827, on the death 
of the last. Ilaja without male issue. 

The defendants woie at first tlie throe widows of the last Raja who died on 
the 5th Mavcii 187.S, leH\ill'; only a d.iugliter. The three widows set up the 
defence that .logeiulra Bliu|i<iti having been adopted by the late Raja on the 
IHth April 1887 w is the nglitful successor, lie accordingly was made a 
defendant (as also was Miliiti Llo> Singh, another illegitimate son of the former 
Raja), and ho now, hy Ram Koinohi I’ltmadei, one of the three Ranis, v;ab 
appellant. The dolendants also alleged the illegitimacy of the plaintiff, he 
having been horn to the last Rapi hut mu', ol what was termed a dasi or female 
servant, so that, :i<*coi(ling to their case, even if the adoption were not proved, 
the heirs would be tlm widows and d'nigliter of the deceased, and not the 
plaintiff. 

Issues having heeri'fixed on the above .illegations, the Hubordiiuite Judge 
of Cuttack decreed iii /avour oi the piaiutifl As to tlw law, liu gave his 
opinion thus: — 

” Under the Hindu law, both brotheis wore, on the death of their hither, 
jointly entitled to tlie disputed property, and that they did not ther\ so succeed 
was owing onl\ to a sivecial custom, in the family, uiulei which the succession 
was restricted to one The possession, under the circumstances, of the 
legitimate brother could nut possibly make what was joint his separate property, 
nor could itextinguisli the title of the j^lawitiff. The plaintiff’s title was, I hoM,^ 
simply *in aheyamjc during the period of such possession, and [idS] as the 
legitimate brother is now dead, there is nothing, as far as I can see, to prevent 
the lifkintiff fiom asserting that title and claiming the property as his on the 
ground of survivorsliip, mid I would accordingly so find. 


9 CAL.—14 
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“ Subject;, of course, to mv fading on the next issue, the plaintiff certainly 
has that right, for the Mitakshara, I observe, gives one in his position prefer¬ 
ence over all hut the iraniediate male descendants of the deceased coparcener.” 

Tlie next isauo was as to the adoption, which was negatived. 

Tlio judgment of the High Court (GaRTH, G.J., and BeveBLEY, J.), 
vrhich is reported in the Indian Law Bepurts, 11 Cal., at page 703, affirmed 
the decision of tlie Court below. The .Judges held that the plaintiff was so 
far a coparcener with his legitimate mother in the joint impartible estate, 
as to he entitled, on his death without male issue, to succeed in virtue of 
survivorship. 

On this appeal 

Mr. C W Amthnon, for the Appellant, argued that the High Court was 
wrong in deciding that an illegitimate son was entitled to take by survivorship 
under the Mitakshara, winch, he contended, left such a son to take a share 
only hy the father's permission Thus the illegitimate son acquired at birth 
no right to a sh.ire as a legitimate sou did : Mitakshara, chapter 1, section 12. 
The plaintiff had also failed to prove the allegation made in his plaint that he 
lived jointly with his brother, the late Baja, till his death. Indeed, as found 
by the Subordinate .Judge, they lived apart, and by the Hindu law the plaintiff 
would never have been entitled jointly with the late Baja to the family estate, 
even if it had not been impartible. There was no sufficient authority for 
holding that an illegitimate son could take by survivorship He referred to 
Krt'ihnuyyan v. Muttusami II. L. B , 7 Mad., 407) ae showing that the concep¬ 
tion of coparcenershi]) pre-t>upposod sapinda relationship and a legal marriage. 
He also referred to Ni-ua? Murtujah v. Dhvnwunt Roy (Marshall, 609' , Sartaj 
Kimri V. Dforai Kuan (L. B., 15 I A., 51. I. L. B., 10 AIL, 272), Sadu v. Baiza 
(I. L. B„ -1 Bom , 37), Ranoji v, Kandojt (1. L E., 8 Mad., 657), and to Dattaka 
Cliandrika, cliapter 5, section 31. 

rid4j Mr. T n. Covne, Q. C., Mr. R. V. Doyne, and Mr. J IJ. Mayne, for 
the respondent Nityanand, were not called upon. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered ov 

Sir R. Couch.— The plaintiff in this case sued to establish his title to the 
raj and zemindan of Killa Rukinda in the district of Cuttack. The plaintiff’s 
father, B.aja Uiiondra Bhupati, died on the 23rd October 1857, leaving a soijj 
Nundkishore, liy his Bani Nilmoni, a son by a woman called Bamhha, the 
plaintiff , hi-v! a third son, Abhin Boy Singh, by a woman called Asili. He 
was succeeded in the raj by his legitimate son Nundkishore. Nundkithore 
died on the 5lh Marcli 1878, leaving no son, but leaving three widows—Banis 
-- and a daughter hv one of them. The plaintiff claiBc^ to succeed to Nund¬ 
kishore on the allegation that his mother was the lawful phulbibahi wife of 
Upendra It has been found by the Subordinate Judge and by the High Court 
that his mother Rambha was not the lawful wife as alleged hy the plaintiff, 
and that the iJaintiff must he treated as the illegitiinace son of Upendra. It 
has also hqf'n found that Raja Upendra and his family were Budras. 

On the^iP fa'’ts the question, which has been urged before their Lordships, 
arises, viz., whether according to the rules of Hindu law, having regard to the 
fact, ■viiich was admitted, that the law of tho Mitakshara is apidicable, the 
plaintiff’ !•» entitled liy right ol survivotship to succeed to the raj upon the death 
of his half-iirother Nundkishore, the legitimate son. 

Now it may he well first to dispose of a point arising out of the fact that 
this is an irapartiUle raj, which it is admitted to be. According to the division 
in *the Rhivagivuga case (9 Moore’s I. A., 539). which, as their Itordships 
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underRliaDd, is not now disputed, the fact of the raj being impartible does not 
affect the rule of succession. In considering who is to succeed on the death of 
the Baja, the rules which govern the succession to a partible estate are to be 
looked at, and therefore the question in this case is, vvhat would be the right 
of succession, supposing instead of being an impartible estate it were a 
partible one ? 

The case was decided in the pbimtitf’s favoui by the Subordinate Judge, and 
there was an appeal to the High Court, in whioli the [I3ij learned Judges of the 
High Court, after noticing certain decisions that had been quoted, held, ou the 
authority of the case of Sadit v. Baisa (1. L. R , 4 Jiora., 37j decided by the 
Bombav High Court, that the plaintiff was entitled to succeed to tlio laj. 

The case in the Bombav High Court appears to have been very similar 
to the present. There the two sons, the legitimate and tiio illegitinirite, 
survived the father, and upon the death of the legitimate son the question was 
whether the illegitimate son was entitled lo succeed to the whole of the esta.te. 
The Mitakshara in Chapter I, section 12, deals with the rights of a son by 
a female slave in the case of Sudras, which is the present case, and the first 
verse is:—“ Even a son begotten b> a Sudra on a female slave may take a 
share by the father’s choice. But if the father be dead, the brethren should make 
him partaker of the moiety of a shai'e, and one who has no brothers, may inherit 
the whole property in default of daughter’s sons.” The second verse is .— 

“ The son begotten by a Sudra on a female slave obtains a share by the 
father’s choice, or at his pleasure. But after (the demise of) the father, if 
there be sons of a wedded wife, let these brothers allow the son of the female 
slave to participate for half a share; that is, let them give him half (as much 
as is the amount of one brother’s) allotment However, should there he no 
sons of a wedded wife, the son of the female slave takes the whole estate, 
provided there bo no daughters of a wife, nor sons of daughters. But if there 
be such, the sou of the female slave participates tor half a share only,” Now 
it is observable that the first verse shows that during the lifetime of the father, 
the law leaves the son to take a share by Ins father's choice, and it cannot be 
said that at his birth he acquires any right to share in the estate in 
the same way as a legitimate son would do. But the language there is very 
distinct, that “ it the father be dead the brethren should make him jiavtaker of 
khe moioty of a share.” So in the second verse the words are that the brothers 
are to allow him ' to participate for half a share,” and later on there is the same 
expression : —" The son of the female slave participates for half a share only.” 
The learned Chief Justice of the Bombav High Court notices those passages, 
and after observing that the Mitaksliara makes no special provision for the case 
of the death either of the legitimate or of the illegitimate son after the 

death ot their father and before partition, he savs:—“ But tlie effect of what he 
has said “ being, as we think, to create a coparcenary between tbe son of the 
wedded wife and the son of the female slave, we understand him as tacitly leaving 
such a case to the ordinary rule of survivorship incidental to a coparcenary, 
and that accordingly the survivor would take the whole it the other djed without 
leaving male issue.” It appears that in the course of the aigument the question 
was put to the learned Counsel by the Chief Justice as to what would be tbe 
case if, instead of the legitimate son being the one who had Ried, the illegitimate 
son had died, and the legitimate sonigni^vLved. and it was apparently admitted 
chat in such a case the legitimate son would take the share of the illegitimate 
son bv survivorship. If that be so, their Lordships cannot see any reason 
for holding that the illegitimate son would not take by |urvivorahip in the 
c as e of the death of the legitimate son. It cannot be a different right-^in 
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the one osiae a right by^ survivorship, and in the other, no right bv survivorship. 
There is not only the judgment of tlie Chief Justice and two other Judges of the 
High Court of Bombay, liut the ease came before them by appeal, there being 
a difference of opinion between the two Judges before whom it came in the 
first instance, and one of those learned Judges was a Hindu, Mr. Justice 
Nanabuai Hakidas, who carefully examined the authorities, and came to the 
same conclusion. It is not necessarv to quote more of his judgment than this 
passage : — “ T woulil therefore hold that the plaintiff and Mahadu, being male 
members of an undivided Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law, the 
former " —that is, the illegitiinato 8(n]--“u[)on Mahadu’s death without male 
issue, became entitled to the whole of the immoveable projierty of that family, 
tliere being no question .ibout anv niovoable property in this special appeal.” 
Therefore their Lordshijis have before them the weil-considered judgment of 
i.lie High Court of liomba\ up m this question, as well as that of the High 
Court at Calcutta, and it appears to thorn tli it the learned Judges of those 
Courts put a right uonstru :tion upon tlielaw as st<ited in the Mitakshara. 

Their fjordshijis aio of ojiinion in the juesent case that the plaintiff 
was entitled to succeed to the raj by vu tuo of survivor- [157] sliii), and that the 
ludgnient of both the lower Courts sliould be affirmed Thev will therefore 
humbly advise Her Majesiv to dismiss the apjieal. The api'ollants will pay 
the costs of it. 

Appeal (Invmscd. 

Solicitors for the Ajniellant . Messrs. Winuimnie mid iiiniihor. 

Solicitors for the Respondent Messrs. 2'. L, Wilson and Co. 

C. B. - 

NOTES. 

[1. DASIPUTRA— 

A dampiUrn of thv texts, it h.is heeii held won h\ the (JilciUt i Higli Cnurl, (with rt'g.ird 
to tho Mitakshara at aii\ rate) need not he the (ifTspring oi :i sl.ivi - \lUPi) 17 C A’ N., \4‘i, 
as regards the Davabhiign Liiw see (iH9l) It) C.il , 91. 

An illegitimate ->oii of .iii illcg.il 'u fot bidden iiitercnars'’ is entitled to mauitenanvc, but 
not to iiihent.iiice, (1909) .‘I'i Mid , .3(>S. 20 >1 L J , JJftO, 11 A.Ij J . 77H. 

As reg.ird-. the illegitimate children of pjostitiites mid iciiipl''f/oits, see (1914) i27 Jf.lv.J . 
53.3, 19 l.C , 787 ; and the recent Madias Full ileiieh decision lepoited iii The Xetv India 
of 21rd March 1915 of which .i fuller leport will be found in the legal periodicals of a later 
date 

II ILLEGITIHATE SON’S RIGHT OF SUCCESSION- 

Tho rule in this case was eoiihned to cases of joint f.iinilv and survivnrship and was 
held not to extend to cases of cjlhiteral successn ii in (18981 21 All , 99; (1901) ls5 Mad 

In (1901) 25 Mad , <29 uhis decision was treated as declaring the copmcenarv rights of 
the iUogitin.atc son as against the dcsccndanU of his putative father , and it was there held 
that the illegitimate sou was ii'it copaicener with bis fether s coparceners. * 

[a'2.5 Mad ,.')L9 BHVSHYAiVI AYYANtxAU, J. observed that the logic.il result of this case waa 
“ If tho illegitimate son predecease the legitiniati son, leaving male issue, and the legitimate 
son afterwards dies without leaving male issue, the whole propbrty will devolve by survivoti 
ship on the issue of the illegitimate son. ” 

See also (191-2) -24 M.L J., 271. 

The odspniig of illegitimate suns were held to be untitled to shares along with those of 
the legitimate sons (190-2) 4 Bum , L B., 809 , 

See also ‘25 Mad., 519; 84 Bom , 8‘21. • 

In (1909^ -20 M L.J , 859, it was held that the illegitimato son neither excludes (15 
Mad , 807) nor is excluded by (‘20 M.L.J., 859) the widow, the daughter or daughter’s sons. 

As regards the share that au illegitimate son is entitled to upon partition, sue (1010) 34 
Mau., 277. . 

111. IMPARTIBLE ESTATES. HOW FAR JOINT PROPERTY— 

■ As regards the applicabilitv to impartiblc%stig^s of the general law governing aqccossion 
to partible estates, see also (1894) 17 Mad., 816 approved lu (1909) 31 All , 457 ; 36 Cal., 182; 
(1903) 31 Cal., 22i. 

For purposes of succession an impartible estate is regarded as ordinary property-, joint 
or separate as the caR%mav be, (191-2) -24 ‘271. 

^Likewise, for purposes of maiatenanee, (1912) id 79 , (1403) ‘27 Mad., 32. 
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• An regards alienation, it is not. 10 AIL, ‘272 ; {inter vivos) (1899) 22 Mad., 383 (will) 
affirming (1890) 20 Mad . 107 ; (1899) 22 Mad., 

In (1906) 80 Mad., 454 the SucxiesMon Certificate under VII of 1H89 was held nooesaary, 
as for succession to separate property. See also (1906) 29 Mad , 453 ; 32 Mad., 429. 

As regards the extent t*) which an impartible property is treated as joint or separate, in 
execution of decrees against the previous holder, see 32 Mad., 429 ; 12 I. C.. 915 

See, generally, (1918) 83 H.L J , 79 where there is a very full discussion bv SUNDABA 
AYYAB, J. uf the nature and incidents of impartible estates.] 

[18 Cal. 157] 

PEIVY COUNCIL. 

•The ifSlh April anU ‘^5th June, IHOO. 

PRK.StSN'i’ : 

Lord Watso.n’, Sir B. Peacock and Sir E. Couch. 


Madho Parshatl.PlaintilT 

versuh 

Melirbun Singh.Defendant. 

[On a])peal from the Court of t)ie Judicial Commistiioner of Oudli.] 

iliiidn Law—Joint family—Ancrstral estate held jointly hy family 
under the. Mitakshnra — Sale, attempted by one member of his 
, shate -Etf'ect of partition--On death of vnidoi, right 
by survivorship of othri member^ —Equity of 
purchaser In have a hen against survivor. 

A'f to ancestral est-ito under the Mitakshara, so long as the estate is undivided and 
the share of a inemburof lh(‘ f,iniil\ is indehintc, he cannot dispose of it without the consent 
of his eopateeiie|s Ilelil. tliat, in a joint family, a nephew, having taken by survivorship the 
undivided share of an uncle deceased, was entitled to ree,over that share from a purchaser, to 
whom the uncle in his lifetime bad sold it without the consent of his coparceners, and 
without iieccs.sitv . held, also, that the purch.tsor could have no lien on the sh.iro for return 
of the purchase-muiiei 

As soon as partition is made—actual p.irtitioii not being in all eases essential, as for 
instance where the family has agreed to hold their estate in dehuitc shares, or a member’s 
undivided share, iii execution ol his creditor',s decree, has been attached—that will bo 
^regarded as sufficient to support the alienation of a niembei's interest, as if it hud been his 
acquiied property 

Ah regards members of a famil\ living at the time when their alienation was set aside at the 
mstaiiee of another member, the Court, in Mnhabeer Pei sad v Eamyad Stnyk (12 B.L.R., 90), 
justly ordered that tlie property should be tfaenceforth possessed in defined shares, 
and that the nharcs of the members who had joined in the sale should be subject to a lien for 
the return uf the purchase-money. Hut that case must be distinguished from the present. 
Here, the accrued right of survivorship precluded any such course The nephew not being 
responsible for the personal debts and obligations ol his [158] uncle, what might have been 
an enforcible equity against the interest of the latter, while it existed, could not aSect the 
interest which had passed to a surviving copareeuer. • 

Appeal from a decree (26th January 1888) of the Judicial Commissioner, 
affirming a decree (23rd November 1^86) of the District Judge of Lucknow, 
reversing a decree (28th September 1886) of the Subordiftate Judge of Unao. 

The question now raised was whether tlie sale by a deceased member of a 
joint family of his share in ancestral estate, which the Courts below had set 
aside at the instance of a minor suing by his guardian, should not have been 
on tSe terms of this appellant, the purchaser, having a lienton the interest sold 
for the return of the purchase-money. 
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Ancestral shares in. three /emiiidari villages, Farthiawan, Salehnainpar,' 
and Aziznagar, in the Unao distriot, were jointly held by an undivided family to 
which belonged Sobiia Singh, father of Mehrban Singh, plaintiff and respondent 
and /^alim Sing, brother of Sobiia. Madho Parshad, defendant, appellant, aftei 
the death of Sobha, bought from Zalim Ins share in each of the above villages, 
receiving from iiim (and from Mussamat Chitta, described as his wife) three 
register^ deeds of sale, dated 9th January 1885 These deeds stated that a 
share consisting of 1 anna 9 pies 33 i, “ out of the entire 20 hiswas, or 16 annas 
of the zomindai'i hakkiat " of each of the three villages were sold, then being 
m the joint possession of Zalim Singh, and Mehrban Singh, a minor, the latter 
holding an equal share with Zalim, as shown by the khewat of regular settle¬ 
ment The purchase-money for the share in the first was Rs. 6,000, and for 
the two other shaies Ks. 2,000 each. 

Zalim died on the 16th January 1885. This suit was brought on the 2nd 
.January 1886, bv his nephew, Mehrban Singh, through his mother and guardian, 
again.st Madho Parshad and Chitta, for oancellatiou of the deeds of 9th January 
188,5, and for nossession, by right of survivorship, of Zalim’s share. 

Madho Parshad’s defence was that Zalim and the plaintiH were separate 
in estate, and the former had a right to transfer his share. 

ll39'J The Subordinate Judge's decree was in favour of the defendant. 
Zalim in his opinion had been separate from Sobha. He found that the 
village admiuistration papers peimitted transfers by co-sharers of their shares, 
subject to pio-eraption by other co-sharers. 

This decree was reversed by the District Judge, who found that Zalim 
Singh and Mehrban Singh had been joint in estate. Under the Mitakshara 
which goveined the parties, one joint-owner could not sell his share, and the 
administration papers did nob control this, not referring to unpar^tioned estate, 
or shares in it. 

The Judicial Commissioner affirmed this judgment, finding no evidemoe 
that partition had ever taken place between Sobha and Zalirn, who held in 
equal rights, according to entries in the khewat of settlement, the total share 
inherited hy them from their father Newal Sing; and that a sharer in an un¬ 
divided estate could not sell his share without the consent of liis coparceners. 

Mr J. D. Mayne for the Appellant, after referring to other points in the^ 
case, argued that, although the plaintiff might bo entitled, bv survivorship, 
to the share which Zalim had purported to transfer, the purchaser might, upon 
an equitable view, nevertheless receive a charge for the amount of the pur¬ 
chase-money which he had paid upon the share. He cited Muhaheer Persad v. 
liamyad Hnigh (12 B. L. H., 90). Reference V7as alsamade to Dpnndyal Lai 
V. Juydeei) Naram Singh (L R., 4 I, A , 247, 1. L. R, 3 Cal., 198), and Surag 
huiw Koer v. Shea Penhad Singh (I. L. R., 6 Cal., 148; L. R., 6 I. A., 88). 

The respondents did not appear. 

On a snl^^equent day, June 25th, their Lordships’ j^d^ment was delivered hy 

Lord Watson. —In this case, which was heard ex parte, the appellant 
did not impugn the finjiings of fact upon which the judgments he complains 
of are based ; and his‘argument was addressed to a single question of law. 

* The respondent, plaintiff in the suit, asid his paternal uncle Zalim Singh, 
were the members of an undivided, Hindu family, and, as such, were co- 
sViarers oi land in three villages, situated in [<60] the district of Unao, in Oudh. 
Zalim died childleae in January 1885. Seven days before his death hS and 
Mus&mat Chitta, therein described as his wife, executed and delivered three 
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deeds of sale to the appellant of his undivided share and interest in each of 
these villages, at prices amounting in ail to Es. 10,000, which were duly paid 
by the appellant. These sales were made by the deceased for his own personal 
benefit, without the consent of the respondent, and without legal necessity. 

The suit was brought by the respondent in January 1886, for cancellation 
of those throe deeds of sale, with an alternative conclusion foi pre-emption in 
the event of their validity being sustained. The Subordinate Judge held that 
they were valid, upon the ground, now admitted to be untenable, that by a 
village custom each co-sharer was entitled to sell or mortgage his undivided 
interest, and, on pay^ment by the respondent to the appellant of Rs. 10,000 
within a time limited, he decreed pre-emption and possession, otherwise the 
suit to stand dismissed. On appeal, the District Judge reversed his decision 
and decreed cancellation of the sale deeds, holding that the alienation by Zalim 
was void, according to the law of the Mitakshara. The decree of the District 
Judge was affirmed, for the same reasons, by the Judicial Commissioner 

The appellant conceded in argument that the rules of the Mitakshara law' 
which prevail in the Courts of Bengal are applicable in Oudh to the alienation 
of interests in a joint family estate. He likewise conceded that the sales by 
Znlim Singh, being without the consent of his coparcener, and not justified 
bv legal necessity, were according to that law invalid , but he maintained that 
the transactions being real, and the prices actually paid, the respondent could 
only recover the shares sold, subject to an equitable chai'ge in his favour for 
the Rs. 10,000 which w’ere received by Zalim. 

The second poir't ruled by a Pull Bench of the High Court at Calcutta, in 
Hadahoyi Ptasad itahu v. Foolhash Koer (3 B. L. R., F. B., 31), arose in circum¬ 
stances somewhat resembling those of the present case. The facts stated were 
that a member of a joint family had executed an oidinary mortgage in respect 
of his undivided [ 161 ] share of a portion of the family property, in order to 
raise money for himself, and not for the benefit of the family ; and the point 
submitted for decision was, whether, after the death of the mortgagor, a 
surviving member of the joint family could recover possession from the mort¬ 
gagee without redeeming Sir Barnes PEACOCK, who delivered the judgment of 
the Bench, after a full examination of the authorities hearing upon the question, 
held that, according to Mitakshara law, the mortgagor “ had no authority, 
^witliout the consent of his co-sharers, to mortgage his undivided share in .t 
portion of the joint-family property, in order to raise money on his own account 
and not for the benefit of the family ”, but that the facts were not sufficiently 
stated to enable the Court to sav whether the mortgaged interest could be 
recovered without redemption. 

The appellant referred to three subsequent decisions as illustrating and 
supplenienting the doctrine laid down by the Full Bench in Sadabnrt’s case. In 
dealing with these authorities, which appear to their Lordships to be perfectly 
consistent w’ith that doctrine, it is necessarv to keep the iollowing considera¬ 
tions in view. Any one qf several members of a joint family is entitled to 
require partition of ancestral property, and his demand to that effect, if it be 
not complied with, can be enforced by legal process. So long as his interest 
is indefinite, he is not in a position to dispose of it at his own hand, and for 
his own purposes : but, as soon as partition is made, -he becomes the sole 
owner, of his share, and has the sanw pbwers of disposal as if it had been ‘his 
acquired property. Actual partition is not in all cases essential. An agreement 
by the members of an undivided family to hold the joint property individually 
in ^finite shares, or the attachment of a membei’s iindivided share in 
execution of a decree at the instance of his creditor, will be regarded as sufficient 
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to support the alienatiou of a member’s interest in the estate or a sale undet 
the execution. 

Two of the cases referred to were decided by this Board. In Deendyal 
Lai V. Jivgdppp Naram Stngh (L. R., 4 1 A., 247 ; 1. L R., 3 Cal., 198), a judg¬ 
ment-debtor of the father of a joint Hindu family under an attachment of 
his title and share exposed the whole family property to judicial Cl 623 sale, 
at which it was knocked down to a purcliaser who obtained possession and the 
usual certihoate of title The son of the judgment-debtor then brought a suit 
for recovery of tlie estate thus sold against the purchaser, joining his father as 
a defendant. Their Loidsliips, distinguishing between the cases of purchase by 
private bargain and at an execution sale, held that the son was not entitled to 
recovei that portion of the estate which represented the undivided share of the 
father, and declared that the purchaser had the right to take such proceedings 
as he might be advised for having the judgment-debtor's share and interest 
ascertained by actual partition. In Suraj Burnt Koer v. Sheo Pershad Bingh 
(L. R., G I. .V., HH: I L. B, 5 Cal., 148), the circumstances in so far as 
these related to the interest of the judgment-debtor were the same, with this 
important exception, that the latter died before the silo of his undivided share 
took place It was pleaded fur his minor sons that, at the time ol the sale, the 
interest of the deceased had passed to them by survivorship , hut their Lordships 
affirmed the right of the purchaser on the ground that, before their father's death, 
the execution proceedings had gone so far as to constitute, in favour of the judg¬ 
ment-creditor, a valid charge upon the joint estate, to the extent of the undivided 
interest of the deceased, which could not be defeated by that event. At the 
same time, their Lordships held it to he clear upon the authorities that, if no 
proceedings had been taken to enforce the debt in their father's lifetime, " his 
interest in the property would have survived on his death t.o his sons, so that 
it could not afterwards he reached by the creditor m their hands.” 

These two decisions lend no assistance to the argument of the appellant. 
He has not taken, and cannot now take, any jiroceedings against Zaliin Singh, 
whose undivided interest, according to the law expressly laid down in the 
second of these decisions, jiassed on Ins death to the respondent, free from anv 
claim at the instance of peisonal creditors of Zalim. 

The appellant liaidh disputed that the interest of Zaliro passed by survivor¬ 
ship to the respondent, but he relied on the case of Mahahe^r Versad v. liamyadm 
Singh (12 H. L. R, 90), decided bv the High [163] Court of Calcutta in 1873, 
as an autlioiitv for the proposition that the prices paid hy him ought to form 
an equitable cliargc upon that interest, in a question with the respondent. In 
that case, the father of a Hindu family, with the knowledge and acquiescence of 
his eider son, mortgaged the joint property, without legal necessity, and without 
consent of a minor son, who was the other coparcener. The mortgagees 
obtained a decree on their bond, in execution of which they, notwithstanding 
the objections of the minor coparcener and his brother, caused the property 
to he sold, and themselves became the purchasers. .In a suit against them 
at the instance of the two sons, the Court in the interest of the minor . 
set aside the alienation, but directed that, on recovery of the property, it 
should be held and etnoyi-d in defined shares, and that the shares of ihe father 
and bis older son should bo jointly and severally subject to the lien thereon of 
the mijrtgitgees for the suin advancedl-iytihera with interest until repayment. 
The reasons assigned hi l^HBiAK and AlNSLlE, JJ., for ordering partition, and 
making tiie loan an equitable charge upon the shares other than that ^ the 
minpr, wore shortly these, t-hst a decree, without such qualification, would 
have had tne elloci of restoiing their property to the father and son, and leaving 
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them at the same time in possession of the money lifhich they had borrowed 
on its security, a result which the learned Judges justly considered would 
be contrary to equity and good conscience. 

Their Lordships are unable to see that any analogy exists between that 
case and the present It is unnecessary to decide whether, if Zalim Singh 
had ^een still alive, and so entitled to resume his undivided share on can¬ 
cellation of the sale deeds, it would have been possible to order partition and to 
charge Zalim's divided share with the Rs. 10,000 paid to him by the appellant. 
That course is rendered impossible by his death. It might have been 
quite consistent with equitable principles to refuse to Zalim restitution of the 
interest which he sold, except on condition of its being made at once available 
for repayment on the price which he received. But the respondent is not 
affected bv any equity of that kind. Ho took in his own right by survivorship, 
and is not liable f6r the jiersonal debts and obligations of his uncle Zalim ; 
and it appears to their Lordships, that an equity which might have [164] 
been onfoi'ced against Zalim's interest whilst it existed cannot be made to 
affect that interest when it has passed to a surviving oojiarcener, except by 
repealing the rule of the Mitakshara law. 

Their Lordships will therefore humbly advise Her Majesty that the appeal 
ought to be dismissed. 

* Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant Messrs. Young, Jackson and Heard. 

C. B. 


NOTES. 

t I. In Ugpt'r India, a coparcenc’- h.a.'i no right to alienate his share —18 Cal., 157; IS All.* 
839 ; '20 Ml., 325 , 14 O.C., 295. 

The sou’s right to dispute alienations prior to his birth was denied in (1907) 34 Cal., 372. 

As regards the nature and the extent of the right passing to the .ilienee from a coparce¬ 
ner, in Bombay and M.adr.is, lee .also (189«) 21 Bom., 797 ; 25 Mad., f.90, 21 M L.J., 216 : 
26 M L J , 576 ; 27 M.lj J., 419. 

II. PURCHASER'S EQUITY— 

The purchaser'!, equilj was enforced in (1909) 14 C.W.N., 562 , (1909) l;l C W N , 815 ; 
(1892) 19 Cal., 401. 

Survivorship defeats the purchaser’s equity —18 Cal., 187 ; (191,3) 18 I C , 819 

In (1906) 11 C.W N., 163 it was held that where a subsisting attachment was followed 
by an order for sale m.ade in the lifetime of the judgnioiit-debtor, the docroc-holder was 
entitled to proceed with the sale and realise his decree ; 24 l.C , 667 (Mad.) , 

In (1909) 13 C.W.N., 815, the equity w.is enforced when the death of the alienor took 
place after the decree. * * 

In (1914) 27 M.Lj J-, 112 it was held that partition after decree hut before ittachment 
would not render the share of the son liable to be sensed and sold in execution ] 
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[18 Cal. IM] 

' PRIVY COUNCIL. 

Tite ’-iOth and 21st Novsmher, 1889 and 19th July, 1890. 

Present ; 

Lori> Hobhodse, Lord Macnaghten, Sir B. Peacock, and Sir R. CpucH. 


Umfl» Ohunder Sircar.Plaintiff 

vsrsus 

• Zahur Fatima and others.Defendants. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Mortgage—Redemption of ptior mortgage by puisne mortgagee — Sale., at his 
suit, of mortgaged property, on v'hat terms, and with payment of what 
incumbrances —Purchases before and during mortgagee’s suit, and 
after decree therein how affected by it—Interest on mortgage 
debt, when reducible by the decree from its date ; and 
when continuing payable at the contrast rale — 

Execution of decree—Cioil Procedure Code, 
s. 20(i — Attachment of future estate — 

Construction, according to 
Mahomedan law of 
grant of such ^ 

estate. 

Upon a ctiiin by .t pnionc mortgagee tu redeem prior incumbrauooa, and in the allern* 
ativc, fur a decree ordering a male of the property mortgaged, the aale was decreed, with 
application of the purchase-money topav mcuimhrances in their due order; and with redemp¬ 
tion by the plaintiff of a prior mortgagee, who was to have an option to redeem. 

Previously to the mortgage, a fractional interest in the property (which interest was 
purchased by the plaintiff at a judicial sale) had been the subject of a settlement by a Maho- 
/nedan on his wife, under the condition that if he should have no child by her, his two sons ^ 
by another wife should each have an estate therein. He died without other children. Held, 
that the two sons had taken definite interest capable of being attached, within s. 2Gfi of the 
Civil Procedure Code, not being mere expectancies Held, also, that a judicial sale of property 
purporting to be of all the interests of a judgment-debtor, carries with it any enlargement 
thereof that may have occurred after the attachment ^d before <ihe sale , and that, accord¬ 
ingly, the above-mentioned settlor having died without a child by that wife, between the 
date of the jittavhment and the sale, the son''* augmented interests passed thereby. 

[165] The plaintiff in this suit had succeeded to four, out of five, mor^agas, subsequent 
to his own, which had bean executed before a decree obtained by a mortgagee. This decree 
bad been purchased by the first defendant, who also bought the property at the execution 
Sale The plaintiff had also succeeded to several mortgages executed ponding the suit is which 
the decree was made. Held, that a distinction must be made in respect of whether the 
mortgages so transferred the plaintifi had been executed before or after the bringing of 
the above suit. As regards the mortgages execatod^fore it, the plaiutifl, not baving^been a 
party to that suit, was entitled to redeem the first defendant who was purohnsor of the decree. 

As regards the nroriigages executed after that suit was brought, the plaiutifl was bound by the 
decree, and his interest ja the mortgages, transferred pendente lite, passed to the purollaser. 
On tl» other hand, persons who have taken transfers of property subject to a mortgage 
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ownot be bound by proceedings in a subsequent suit, between t]jo prior mortgagee and the 
mortgagor, to which they have not been made parties. 

As regards the Court’s power to regulate the interest, held, that although, in the decree 
for sale, the rate of interest on the debt, payable to the mortgage decree-holder, was reducible 
from the date of the decree from the rate stipulated, to the Court rate, an order to that effect 
could only be made for the benefit of the judgment-debtor as a party to the suit. The plain¬ 
tiff, seeking to redeem a mortgage prior to the suit, must pay the interest at the rate agreed 
upon in the mortgage; there being no authority, either under s. 10 of Act XXIII of 
1861, or under the Civil Procedure Code, s. a09. to reduce it to the Court rate. 

Appeal from a decr^ (10th Septembur 1885) of the High Court varying 
a decree (7fch September 1883) of the District Judge of Gaya. 

The appellant, who was plaintiff, having made all interested parties, claimed 
in the right of a puisne mortgagee of twelve annas of mauza Sirdilla in the 
Gaya district, having also obtained transfers of other mortgages upon the same 
estate, arid having bought at judicial sales fractional parts of it. The defend¬ 
ants had also acquired mortgage interests in the mauza, and they were now 
sued hy the plaintiff, who sought to redeem prior inoumhraucea, so as to make 
‘his own charges the first on the propert> In the alternative, he claimed to 
have A direction made for the sale of the mortgaged property, and an order that 
out of the proceeds the mortgage money due to all parties should be paid accord¬ 
ing to their several priorities. 

The First Court, substantially, decreed the latter claim ; and from that 
decree the only defendant who appealed to the High [1663 Court was Zahur 
Fatima, now one of twelve respondents hero. The questions now raised related 
to jjoints on which the Courts below had differed, and were, in effect, as to the 
ownership, disputed between the parties, of a fractional share, viz., seventeen 
dams, of the twelve annas of Sirdilla, and as to the right to redeem, on the plain¬ 
tiff’s part, another share of two annas. The priority of transfers and the right 
of mortgagees to redeem and to transfer were involved , also the terms on 
which redemption was to be made, and the quantum of interest on the 
mortgage debts. 

By a butwara mode in 1867, Sirdilla was partitioned, the shares amounting 
to nearly twelve annas, being thus distributed, viz., to Saiyed Sultan Ali, five 
annas thirteen dams six cowries; to his two sons Farzand Ah and Farkut Ali, 
*t;wo annas each , to Mussamut Hosseini, wife of the latter, two annas two dams - 
four cowries. On the 26th January 1871 Sultan Ali granted a niokaran lease 
of one anna fourteen dams for life, at a rent of one rupee to his wife Amani 
Begum, step-mother of Farzand Ali and Farkut Ali, with the condition 
that if she should not bear any child to him that share should go to his two 
sons; that if she should have a child living at his death, such child should take 
the share. Soon afterwards a series of mortgages, some executed by the two 
sons and Hosseini jointly, and others by the sons jointly or singly, commenced 
and continued to be made during a period of about eight years, down to near 
the death of Sultan Ali, jvhioh occurred on 29th April 1879, no child having 
been horn of Amani Begum. • 

The mauza Sirdilla being situatad m the Nawada sub-division of the Gava 
district, it was considered necessary, in order to bring the mortgages within 
the registration aiea of the Sub-Registrar of Gaya, to include in each mortgage 
some property within that jurisdictiifci. house at Sahebgunge, belongingtto Ihe 
. family, but undivided at the butwara, answered the purpose. The primary 
objeqt in including a kothri of it in some of the bonds and in mortgaging, in four 
of the mortgages, the entire house, was, as the First Court found, to enable the 
parties to complete the transaction in Gaya. First, were mortgaged on thellth 
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April 1K71 a four-anna share of the twelve annas and a room in the house at 
Sahebgunge to Hossein All to secure Bs. 8,000 and interest thereon. Then 
[1673 followed a mortgage of 29th July 1873 to Arshad Ali by the two brothers 
and Hosseini of two annas of the sixteen annas of Sirdilla; and this was part 
of the title made by Zahur Fatima to her interest in the two annas. It was 
referred to, in their Lordships' judgment, as the mortgage bond marked B2. 

Other mortgages followed; some to Arshad Ali, and others to Sheochurn 
Lai, the interests in all of which came by assignment to the plaintiff. Arshad 
Ali having died, his widow, '\khtar Fatima, became solely entitled to his rights 
as mortgagee, which she exercised by suing the tnortgagqrs on the mortgage of 
29th July 1873, and she obtained an ex parte decree on 23rd June 1875, with 
an order for tlie sale of the mortgaged property. Zahur Fatima, the present 
respondent, inherited the rights of Akhtar , and it was as to the effect of the 
sale under this decree that arose one of the diderenees of opinion between the 
Court ol First Instance and the High Court. A series of mortgages, direct to 
the plaintiff, came after that decree,and on the 15th September lB76,the brothers 
and Hosseini mortgaged to him for Bs. 4,000, to be repaid in 1878, the 
whole sixteen annas of their family interest in Sirdilla. Also on the 16th 
March, 14tli August, and 26tii September 1877, similar mortgages to the plain¬ 
tiff wci'o executed by them , the whole of the tivelve annas share in Sirdilla, 
subject to the mortgages thereon, having become vested in the latter, after tlio 
death of Sultan Ah on the ‘29tli April 1879. 

As to these incumbrances, the following was stated in the judgment of the 
First Court •—" There ivere in all twonty-six mortgages of tlie whole, or part, 
of the Sirdilla estate between the 15th December 1874 and the 25tli February 
1879. Of these thirteen weie to the plaintiff direct, and seven to the inaha- 
jun, Siieouhurn Lai. The plaintiff thus became the assignee, bv purchase, of 
all the bonds ol Sheochurn Lai, and was tlius the holder of twenty mortgages 
on the estate subsequent to the mortgages to Mahomed Hossoin Khan and 
Arshad Ah. On the 24th September 1880, plaintiff also became the assignee 
of a bond, dated 19fch March 1874, by purchase from an heir of Arshad Ali. 
Of ilie remaining bonds, one was given to LaJan, mortgaging a one anna 
share, one to Gonesh Lai, defendant No. 5, mortgaging two annas ; one to 
fswardyal, mortgaging a one anna share , one to Zahur Fatima, [168] one to 
Asgur Ah Khan, defendant No. 6, and one to Muhammad Hakh, defendant^ 
No. 7, each mortgaging a one anna share.” 

On the following dates tlie plaintiff became transferee of the under¬ 
mentioned, on the i5th April 1879, a three annas share. 15th September 
1879, a two annas share , 17th .July 1879, a one anna share; 15th July 1880, 
whole interest of Farzand Ali not transferred at previous sales ; 15th July 1881. 
the share of Furhat Ali inherited from his father Sultan Ali; and I5th July 1881, 
the share of h'arzand Ali inherited from his father, with the exception of seven¬ 
teen dams, excluded on the objection of Zahur ‘Fatima. The other purdiasers 
were—-16th May 1879, Moulavi Fazlvl Uari, two anqas; 15th December 1879, 
Zahur Fatinga, three annas, I5th May 1880, seventeen dams of the inherited 
share of Farzand Ali, as to whicli arose the above questions of the construction 
and priority ; 16th May 1880, the entire house at Sahebgunge; 16th May 1880, 
defendants Nos. 8 and.9, one anna share; 15th March 1880, defendant No. 7, 
ontf anna share. • • . 

The question relating to the seventeen dams contested on this appeal* 
being originally half the share granted in mokarari by Sultan Ali to hi% wife 
Aniani, arose thus. The resixmdunt, Zahur, having obtained a decree 
against Farzand Ah alone on the mortgage which had been executed to her 
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by Farzand Ali alone on the 18th July 1878, vhich vas in the lifetime of 
Sultan Ali, of a one anna share of Sirdilla, caused the attachment and sale, 
not only of that one anna, but also of the seventeen dams, the moiety of the 
proprietary interest which had been retained by Sultan Ali, and which had 
descended on his death to Farzand Ali. The respondent also brought to sale 
the entire house at Sahebgunge. At this sale she became the purchaser of 
the interest of the judgment-debtor in those seventeen dams. 

Iswardyal, who was one of those who afterwards assigned his interests 
to the appellant, obtained a mortgage, on the 27th March 1878, from Farzand 
Ali, of one anna out of^sixteeu annas of the family estate in Sirdilla to secure 
repayment ot Es. 500 with interest. On the 14th April 1879, a few days 
before Sultan Ali died, Iswardyal applied for execution of a decree upon 
this mortgage against one anna mortgaged, and against another seven annas, the 
interest of the debtor which was not mortgaged, i.e., in [169] all tlie moiety of 
the family share in Sirdilla, whioli Iswardyal by his application alleged 
to belong to Farzand Ali. Attachment issued, accordingly, after the 23rd 
April, when the report of the otlice was made, but it did not show W’hether 
'this was before oi after the death of Sultan All. The sale took place on 17tli 
July 1879 after Ins death, and Iswardyal became the iiurehaser of tlie whole 
interest so attached and sold, including the seventeen dams in dispute. This 
was touhd by the High Court in concurrence with the First Court. The 
interest so acquired vras sold bv Iswardyal afterwards to the plaintiff, who 
claimed against Zahur Fatima under this title. 

The other question as to which the Courts differed arose thus. As has 
beon stated, on the 29tb July 1873 the two brothers and Hosseini mortgaged 
two annas of the entire sixteen annas of Sirdilla together with one room of the 
house m Sahebgunge to Arshad Ali, the interest in which passed on Arshad 
Ali“s death Ins widow, Akhtar Fatima, who obtained a decree on the 23rd 
Juno 1H75 against the innrtgagocs for sale of the mortgaged share, the interest 
in which decree on the death of Akhtar Fatiraa passed to the respondent, Zahur 
Fatima, as iior heirosK. The latter took out execution uf this decree, and 
caused the sale by the Court on the 15th December 1879 of what was described 
in the execution proceedings as " two annas out of sixteen annas of Sirdilla 
belonging to the debtors.” 

^ The description by number and amount of revenue m the Colloctorate books 
was the same as that of the twelve annas estate. A question arose as to 
whether Zahur Fatima had purchased two annas of Sirdilla as a whole, or only 
a two-anna sh.no of the twelve-unna share, as well as a question in regard to the 
effect of her purchase of either of these fractional parts, whichever it might 
have been • 

The First Court, as to the whole case, was of opinion that any one who was 
entitled to an equity of redemption had a right to redeem, so as to have his 
own interest released from the nfortgage, on payment of the mortgage debt, that 
the mortgagor, by niortgagjng the property to second mortgagees, mode them 
Ins assigns, and as between him and them, the latter had the preferable right to 
rmleem ; that if there were several successive moitgagees, the right [170] of a 
prior incumbrancer to redeem was preferable to that of a subsequent one; and 
that, where the plaintiff had only a partial interest, a deored had to be made, 
reserving the equities of the other perseJns interested. In applying these prln,- 
cipies to this case, the First Court held tha^, so far as the prior mortgage was 
* coneyned, the execution purchaser stood exactly in the position of the prior 
mortgagee; so far, also, as regards the subsequent incumbrancer’s right to redeem. 
The First Court was not of opinion that the subsequent inoiimbranOer a 
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right of redempti'Dn wtis liable to be defeated by the circumstance that, 
although aware of the sale about to take place in realization of the prior 
mortgage debt, he had neglected to come in and redeem by paying up the 
amount of tlie judgment-debt. It was the main argument on behalf of the 
defendant, Zahur Fatima, that the plaintiff should have done so. But this the 
First Court did not allow to prevail. 

It found that Akhtar Fatima and Zahur Fatima had actual notice of the 
plaintiff’s mortgages. But it held that this did not affect the question, which 
was governed by the following consideration, viz., that whenever a mortgage 
lien passed over to a purchaser in execution of a decree against a mortgagor, 
it passed over subject to the same equities as against ttie purchaser, to which 
the mortgagee hitnself was subject. That being so, the purchaser was 
obliged to take it as liable to the contingency of redemption by persons holding 
outstanding interests in tlie equity of redemption. Neither could he claim a 
greater interest in the equity of redemption than that held by the judgment- 
debtor. Upon the first of the questions now in dispute, viz,, as to the seventeen 
dams, the First Court held' chat the plaintiff’s purchase was prior to that of 
Zahur Fatima, and his title was better than her’a. Upon the second question, 
viz., as to what was acquired by the mortgagee of the two annas share, the 
First Court held that as assignee of the mortgages of the 17th March lS7t, of 
the 11th May 1875, and of the 4th June 1875, !>> which each brother mortgaged 
his entire share, also by the etfect of tho two mortgages of the 16th May by 
which the shares of Hirdilla (as well as the house in Saliebgungo) were mort¬ 
gaged to Sheochum Lai, also under tho mortgages by which the two brotliors 
and Hosseini had mortgaged to the jiiaintiff tlie entire family sliaro, the plain¬ 
tiff Cf 7l3 was a puisne mortgagee of tho two annas purchased by the respond¬ 
ent. The mortgage of the house in Sahohgunge was held to he a valid one, 
and “to confer the legal consequences resulting therefrom." 

Having decided that the plaintiff was entitled to redeem, tiie First Court 
held that an order tor sale should be substituted, that being the usual practice 
when the mortgagor did not apjiear to pav off incumbrances, the net proceeds 
of tho sale being ordered to be divided among them according to their priority. 
It was added that tlie following directions should be observed in taking tho 
accounts ■— 

(1) —Parlies deriving title under an execution sale will lie allow'ed a liei^ 
on the property hypothecated in the bond, and purciiased in execution of the 
decree on that bond. Ihero is no lien in respect of property of tiio debtor, 
other than that pledged in the bond, purchased in the execution of the decree. 

(2) —The lien so allowed will only bo for the amount of the mortgage debt 
for which the property was sold For this purpose it is quite immaterial whether 
the purchase-raoney fell short of, or was in excess of, the amount of the judgment- 
debt. In either case, the purchaser acquired the judgment-creditor’s mortgage 
lien together with the debtor's interest in the d^uity of redemption. A portion 
of the price paid would represent the value of the lafiter; the purchaser has no 
lien for it, hpt as a proprietor to that extent he will have the right to share in 
tho surplus sale-proceeds after paying off all incumbrances. The lien here 
allowed to tho auction-purchaser is only on so much of the sale-proceeds as 
represent the mortgaged shaft. 

(3) -—Where the party has been in^odlessioii of his purchased share of the 
estate, ho is not entitled to interest on the amount secui-^ by his lion, it being ^ 
presumed that tlie mesne profits are a fair equivalent for further interest, ^here 
the party has noUbeen in possession, interest on the amount secured by the 
lien*is only to be allowed at 6 per cent, per annum from the date of purchase. 


118 



I.L.R. 18 Cal. 178 


ZAHUR FATIMA &0. [1890] 

r 

■ (4)—With respect to bonds now sued upon for the first tiine, interest will 
be allowed on the secured debt at the rate stipulated in the bond do%VD to date 
of suit, and from that date to sale at 6 per cent, per annum. 

[1783 The decree that followed, dated 17th September 1883, directed a 
sale of the entire estate, free of all incumbrances. The upset price to be fixed 
at a sum equal to the aggregate amounts of the purchase-money paid by 
defendants, Fazlul Bari and Zahur Fatima, l)eing the value of their proprie¬ 
tary right and moitgage liens, but without interest, they having been in 
possession of their shares, plus costs of suit and costs of sale. Both parties to 
have liberty to buy at the'sale, of which the proceeds were to be applied in 
discharge of the incunjbrances found by the accounts in order of their priority. 
.\ny surplus to go to the proprietors in the proportion of their shares. Of the 
seventeen dams, the right and possession of the plaintiff were maintained 
against Zahur, whose purchase was declared invalid. The purchase by the 
plaintiff of the two-anna sliare on the 15th April 1879 was confirmed, and he was 
declared entitled to a hen on the property, mortgaged in fourteen bonds, with 
interest. The decree directed the taking of accounts, stating the order in 
which charges were to be paid, with regard to tlie above judgment. 

The High Court (PlllNSEP and Grant, JJ.) holding it to he settled law 
that all puisne incumbrances at the time of the institution of a suit on a prior 
mortgage, to enforce payment by sale of the mortgaged property, are entitled to 
ledeem, in a proceeding to which they are properly made parties, adverted to 
the fad that the plaintiff, claiming to he a puisne incumbrancer at the time of 
Zahur Fatima’s suit, decreed in 1875, was no party thereto. He could, 
therefore, in the present suit, claim the right to redeem that mortgage, or to have 
the proportv sold. But they were of opinion that, although the plaintiff had a 
valid mortgage of Sultan .Mi's entire share, which tlio plaintiff was entitled 
to insist upon, in the hands of the mortgagors, the respondent could make out 
her title thus. She was entitled, notwithstanding the above, as a bond fide 
purcliasor for valuable consideration w'ithout notice of the appellant’s mortgage 
over the seventeen dams , and thus she had a titl^superior to that of the plain¬ 
tiff. The High Court, therefore, dismissed the suit as to the seventeen dams. 
It dealt with tfie two annas share in the same way, holding that the plaintiff 
had not satisfactorilv shown that this share had been included in the earlier 
mortgages assigned to him, under which be claimed. 

• [178] In other respects, the judgment of the First Court was affirmed, 

and the decree for the sale remained, except so far as it affected the seventeen 
dams, and the two annas shares of the twelve annas of Sirddla, as to which 
it was reversed. 

The plaintiff having appealed on the points on which the judgment of the 
High Court had been adverse to him 

Mr. B. V. Doyne for the appellant, argued that the High Court should not 
have varied the decree of the First Court. The sale of the house at Saheb- 
gunge had, however, been omitted from the decree, and should be ordered. 
This had been pointed ou^ in the cross-objeetions filed by the plsj^ntiff in the 
High Court In regard to the seventeen dams share, the First Court was 
right in holding that the plaintiff has the prior and better title. On the proper 
construction of the deed of 26tb January 1871, the interest of Farzand Ali 
was a definite one, and on Sultan 4^i’a) death without addition to his family, 
became vested in the judgment-debtors beyifcd the possibility of displacement. 
•He referred to s 266 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1877 and 1882. 
The sftle was after Sultan All’s death, and passed the w^bole interest that 
had become vested in Farzand. Even if the plaintiff had not been entitled as 
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a prior purchaser, his suit should not on that account have been dismissed As 
to the seventeen dams. Fie was at least entitled to treat Zahur Fatima as a 
mortgagee, and to redeem, or to have the seventeen dams sold, with distribution 
of the proceeds according to the several priorities of the incumbrancers. That 
was so, on the understanding that the Courts were correct in ordering a sale, 
but as to this it might bo doubteil whether redemption was not the only 
proceeding wliicli should have been directed. As regards the other question 
upon which the Courts had differed, the First Court was right in holding that 
the plaintiff was a mortgagee, both directly and by assignpent, of the two 
annas share, and of tHe room mortgaged therewith. 

Mr.^ J. D. Mav?ie and Mr. C. W. Arat^mi for ftie Besponddht Zahur 
Fatima 'argued that the High Court had rightly reversed so much of the 
judgment of the First Court as related to the -seventeen dams share, which' 
had er'-oneously decided that the burden of proof that this share had not been 
attached, and had not been sold in execution of Iswardyal’s decree, was on 
[174] Zahur Fatima. The First Court ought to have held that the seventeen 
dams in question were neither attached nor sold to the plaintiff. The purohase 
by Zahur was proved, and took place without notice of any claim by the jilain- 
tiff. His claim, in fact, was an afterthought, and was not made till 1882, after 
the sale to the respondent Zahur had taken place. The seventeen dams had not 
been included in the property attached, the judgment-debtor not having had 
anv definite interest, hut only an extiectancy, not legally liable to attachment. 
Not having been attached, the seventeen dams were not affected by the death 
of Sultan Ali between the date of the attachment and the sale. Extension of his 
interest happening to Farhut on this event would not alter the effect of the 
previous attachment. The claim to redeem set up was supported only by 
analogies taken from the English law of - mortgage But the Indian law, 
found^ on the legislation of 1806, differed from the English in this respect. 
The sale whicli took place in 1879 had the effect of shutting out the mort¬ 
gagees. who at that time had^ notice and stood by. On the other hand, Zahur 
Fatima was a hand fide purchaser without notice, and as against her the 
plaintiff had nn right in respt^t of the mortgage under winch he claimed. 
This applied to the conflicting inteiest put forward in respect of the two annas 
share. The plaintiff )iad notice of the sale at which Zahur Fatima bought, and 
she was led to believe that she purchased the two annas share. Refei-ence waA 
made to— Brajaraj Ktsson Dasi v. Mohammed Salem (1 B. L. R., A, C., 162)<| 
LiitfAb Khan v. Futteh Bahadur (L R., 16 I. A., 129, I. L R,. 17 Cal., 23); 
Shrirujanpure v. Pe.lhe (I, L. R., 2 Bom., 662); Kasandas Laldas v. Pranjivan 
Asharav (7 Pom. H. C., A. C., 1*6), Sheo Prosun Stngh v. Brojoo Shaha (7 
W. R., 232), halwant Singh v, Gokaran Prasad (I. L. R., I All., 433); 
Ttajnaram Singh v. Skeera Mean (7 W R., 67); Emanl Momtazoodeen Mahomed 
v. Rajeoomar Dass fl4 B. L. R., 408); Gupmath Singh v. Shot Sakai Singh 
(B L. R., Sup. Vol. 72 ; 1 W. R., 315). 

Mr. B. V. Doyne replied. 

Ci78l Their Lordships' judgment was delivered on a subsequent day 
(19th July 1890), (a brief statement of their opinion having been given at the 
conclusion of the arguments of counsel) by 

Lord Hobhoase. —Their Lordships are of opinion that the house in, 
Sahebgunge should be included in the direo|ion to sell, and they will now.express 
their opinion as to the question of fee seventeen dams of property as to which 
fee plaintiff and the defendant Zahur each claims to be the absolute owner.* 
The question is acquired the ownership first in point of timef The 
plaintiff’s claim depends on his purchase of the .17th July, competed on the 
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'22nd September 1879. If that is a valid purchase, it is prior to the purchase 
of the defent^ant, which did not take place till the ye*ar 1881 ; and the plain¬ 
tiff is entitled to that share of the property. 

The purchase took place under these circumstances. On the 14th April 
1879 one Iswardval, who for this purpose is identical with the plaintiff, having 
got a decree on a mortgage, apph^ to enforce it by attachment and ‘sttle of the 
immoveable properties owned hv the judgment-debtor” (the judgment-debtor 
being Farzand Ali, the mortgagee), " as specified in the inventory mentioned 
below ” The inventory irientioned below specifies 1 anna out of sixteen annas 
of mouxa Sirdilla, the property mortgaged m the bond , and also seven annas 
out of sixteen annas‘of Hirdilla owned- hv the judgment-debtor, which wras 
property not mortgaged in thd’^bond. That ajjpiication includes eight annas of 
the family property. Eight annas was a larger share than Farzand Ali was 
actually entitled to, because bo and his brother held equal shares in the pro- * 
perty, and their sistei-io-law Hosseini had a shaie also . hut the circumstance 
that the descnjition of the projierty includes more than the judgment-debtor 
was actuallv entitled to would not tend to exclude the seventeen dams in ques¬ 
tion from that descrijition. 

The sale took jihice, and the certificate was granted on 22nd September 1879, 
and it is there'certified that the decree-holder has been declared as the pur¬ 
chaser of the judgineiit-dehtoi's right in one anna out of sixteen annas which 
was mortgaged, and so foith, and by another cert’ficate there is a similar 
declaration as to the seven annas So that it is quite clear that the intention was 
C06] to attach-and to sell whatever right and interest the judgment-dehtor 
Farzand had in the eight annas of the propel ty. The question is, what 
interest had he as rcgaids these seventeen dams. That depends upon the 
construction of the deed ol the 26th .Tauuarv 1871. in that deed there may he 
some obscurity as to M>e exact inteiest that the children ol Sultan Ali and his 
wife Ainani Begum wore to take, hut as apjilied to the events that have 
happened there is n«) obscuriLv about it. Sultan Ah, the then owner of one 

' anna and fcuirleun dams, giants that slrire in mokurari form to his wife Amani 
Begum on this condition, tliat if she has a child by him the graut shall be taken 
as a perpetual mokurari Whether descendible to children oi taken by children 
ill remainder does not matter now (the deed is rather obscure on that point), 
but it is to go to the child of Sultan All and .\mani Begum in perpetual 
f inheritance. In case of no child being horn, then it is only to be a 
hfe-tnokurari, and after the death of Amani Begum the property is to 
come to the jiosscssion of the settlor’s two sons Farzand and Farhut. 
There IS to he jiaul the (Tovornment icvenuo on the share of the estate and 
one rupee to the settlor .At the time of the attachment Sultan AH was still 
living, and at all evuriis in conleniplation of law there mighfbe a child to take : 
but the deed confers upon the sons F.irzand and Farhut a definite interest, like 
what we should call in English law a vested remainder, only that it was liable 
to he displaced by tlie event'ol there being a son of Sultan Ali by Amani 
Begum. Between the att.ichinent and the sale—very soon after the attach¬ 
ment—Sultan All died, and tlien the contingency, such ajj it was. was 
entirely put an end to It is quite true the parties might not know whether 
Amani Begum was with child hv Sultan Ah or not, but the fact was determin¬ 
ed at that time, and there was no longer anv contingenqy in the eye of the law. 
It does not, in their Lordshijis’ vtry much signify whether Sultan Ali 

was'alive or dead at the time of the sa!^, hut they wish to guard themsqlves 
Against being supposed to concur in an argument that was presented at the bar, 
to file eff^t that if between the time of attachment and li)io time of sale events 
should happen which would have the effect of accelerating or enlarging the 
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interest of the iudgment-debtor as it stood at the time of attachment, that 
ri77} augmented interest would not pass by the sale which purports toconyey 
all that the iudgment-debtor has at the time. But taking the case most 
strongly against the plaintifT, supposing that he could get nothing hut that which 
was capable of attachment, and was actually attached on 14th April 1879, 
their Lordships hold that this interest in Remainder is a property which was 
capable of being attached, and which was intended to be attached. It is said 
that by section 266 this property was not liable to attachment, because it is 
there provided that; " The following particulars shall not be liable in attach¬ 
ment ; ” and among them is :—“ an expectancy in succession, by survivorship 
or other merely contingent or possible right or interest.” It seems to their 
Lordships that in all probability the High Gonit, who held that the seventeen 
dams were not attached, must have had this section in their view, though theji* 
do not refer to it, because thev treat the case as if the two sons had no interest 
during the life of tlioir father, but as if, upon the father’s death, thev inherited the 
property from him But that is not the ease, excepting as regards the one rupee 
which for this purpose may be thrcftv'n out of consideration altogether. Except 
as regards that one rupee thev inherited nothing from him, He had in his 
life-time parted with the whola property, either to Amani Begum his wife and 
her children hv him. or to his two sons That interest given to the two sons 
appears to their Lordships not, to fall within the description of an expectancy 
or of a merely contingent or jiossible right or interest. Their Ijordahips tiiere- 
fore hold that as regards the seventeen dams the jilaintifT has the priority, and 
that the decree of the High Court is erroneous to that extent. 

The next question, on which also the Courts below' have diffeied, is 
whether the plaintiff has a right to treat the defendant Zahur as being only a 
mortgagee of the share of the property which was purchased by her in execu¬ 
tion, and on tliat footing to redeem her mortgage. The District Judge thought 
that the plaintiff had that right, and gave him a decree accordingly. The High 
Court thought otherwise, and varied the decree by dismissing the plaintiff’s 
suit so far as re ’ar is the two annas in question 

By the mortgage bond marked B2, dated the 29tli Jul\ 1873, Farzand Ali, 
who owned four annas of {^irdilla, Farhut his brother, who owned four annas, 
and Hosseini their cousin, wlio owned aiiout Cl 78] two annas four dams, 
mortgaged two annas oT the whole mouza to Arshod Ah, the predeces.sor in 
title of Zahur, to secure Rs. 2,000 with interest at 24 per cent. ’ 

On the 26th Mav 1875 tiie then owner of the mortgage brought a suit 
against the tUree mortgagors, and obtained a decree on the 23rd of June 1B76. 
The decree was fur “the amount of the suit ” with costs and interest for the 
period of pendency of the suit, and for future interest at the rate of Rs. 6 per 
cent, per annum, and for sale of the mortgaged property. 

The decree was not executed till the 16th Decemlier 1879, when the 
property described as two annas of Kushba Jurra was put up for sale to realize 
Rs. 3,582-5-1, the decretal amount, and W'as purchased by Zahur, who then 
owned the mortgage, for Rs. 4,700. 

Between the date of Zahur's mortgage and the suit brought to realize it 
five other mortgages were executed, two by the three mortgagors, two by 
FarzAnd and Farhut'.and one by Farhut alone, each mortgaging undivided 
shares (not further identified) in Sird^lla f apd four of these mortgages became 
vested in the plaintiff. Afterwards a number of other mortgage deeds'were 
executed, some by one of the. owners of Sirdilla, some by another, maMng 
altogether about 30 .mortgages of undivided shares, most of which became 
vested in the plaintiff. 
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In deciding that the plaintiif had become mortgagee of the property com¬ 
prised in Zahur’s mortgage, and was therefore entitled to redeem her, the District 
Judge allowed no distinction between the mortgages prior to the suit of the 
26th May 1875 and those subsequent to it, or those subsequent to the decree 
of the 23rd June 1875. He appears to think that because at any time before 
actual sale the mortgagor himaelf a>Qd anybody to whom he mav have 
transferred the property can come in and redeem the property by paying the 
debt, therefore it follows tliat after sale the mortgagor's transferee, if not a 
party to the proceedings, can do the same thing. But if the transfer took 
place pendente hte, the transferee must take his interest subject to the incidents 
of the suit, and one bf those 18 that a purchaser under the decree will get a 
good title against all persons whom the suit binds. 

Their Lordships think that the High Court were right to coniine their 
attention to the mortgages made prior to Zalmr’s suit, [ 1793 for the purpose 
of deciding whether the plaintiff is entitled to redeem Zahur. But the High 
Court thought that it was necessary forjbe plaintiff to show that the whole 
of the two annas comprised m Zaliur's mortgage passed under the subsequent 
mortgages to the plaintiff’, and calculations of great nicety have been entered 
into for the purpose of showing that the wdiole did not pass Their Lordships 
do not follow' the calculations, because tliey are founded on an erroneous view. 
After effecting the joint mortgage, each of the three mortgagors had a right to 
redeem the mortgagee, and each could transfer Ins interest, and with it that 
right. And it is sufficient to say that by mortgage B7, dated the llth May 
1875, Favhut transferred to the plaintiff’s predecessor in title a share in the 
property which he had not got without taking in Ins share comprised in 
Zahur’s mortgage. Probably by earlier mortgages, cevtamlv by that mortgage, 
the right to redeem Zahur in a properly constituted suit v;a8 acquired ; and it 
has never boon lost, because the plaintiff wras no paits' to Zahur's .suit. 

it was indeed argued by Mr. Maujic that the sale in 1879 had the effect 
of shutting out all puitoe incumbrances. But their Lordships consider that 
the right view on this point has been taken in both the Courts below Persons 
who have taken transfers of property subject to a mortgage cannot he hound 
by proceedings in a subsequent suit between the prior mortgagee and the mort¬ 
gagor to which they are never mode parties. 

Mr. Z^oy/ie then contends that the decree is vrrong in directing a sale of 
the whole property, and leaving the rights of the parties to be worked out against 
the purchase-money, and he claims to treat the suit as a redemption suit. To 
this it IS sufficient to answer that the plaint asks for a sale, and tliat the plain¬ 
tiff has not till the hearing of this appeal suggested tliat the Court should deal 
with the property in hjsv other way. The decree is right in ordering a sale, and 
the respective rights of the plaintiff and Zahur in the purchase-mone> must be 
adjusted on the footing that the plaintiff has the right to redaoai Zahur’s 
two annas. 

Next comes the question on what terms the redemption is to be made. 
The District Judge has laid down certain rules to guide the ^ourse of the 
accounts One of them (No. 3) is that a possession T180] of a mortgage shall be 
taken as equivalent to interest. This tyile. which appears to be just and conve¬ 
nient, and is not objected to by either party, will reliev.e Zahur from giving an 
aooog.nt of her receipts, and will daprKve- her of interest, from some time in the 
year 1880, when it appears that she took possession. Under rules 1 and 2 she 
wil4 be entitled to a lien on the property mertgaged to her for the amount of 
the mortgage debt for which the property was sold.,without regard to the 
amount paid by her on the purchase. But nothing is said as to the amount 
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of interest; to which she is entitled prior to her possession, probably on the 
ground that possession was given to her immediately after the salo And the 
question has been discussed at the bar to what rate of interest she is entitled. 
Their Lordships suppose that up to the date of the decree of the 23rd June 
1875 interest was computed according to the rate allowed b> the mortgage deed, 
viz , 24 })er cent, .\fter that date the decree gives interest at 6 per cent. 

The Court's power to regulate interest is given by section 10 of Act XXIII 
of IH61, which answers to the 209th section of the present Civil Procedure 
Code. That power IS given when a plaintiff sues for money due to him, and 
it is a discretionsry powei to give such rate us the Court may think proper by 
decree The deciee can only operate between the parties to the suit, and those 
who claim under them. Tlie plaintiff getting the security of a decree has his 
interest reduced in the generality of cases. But the plaintitf in this case comes 
to take awa\ from Zahur the beneht of the decree It would he unjust if he 
could use the decree to out down her interest, while lie deprives her of the whole 
advantage of it Uis case i*-, biiat as to Inin Zaliui is still but a mortgagee, and 
if so, slie should be allowed such benefit as lier mortgage gives her If Zahur 
had not got a decree, and the plaintiff liad come to redeem her mortgage, he must 
have paid whatever interest her conti act entitled hei to, and the Court would 
have had no jurisdiction to cut ildown , and that is the position in which the 
parties are placed hy the decree in tins suit. There is a penal rate of interest 
(I2U per cent.! imposed by tlin mortgage, but it is clear th.il in iH75 that was 
not claimed. Nor do their Lordships conceive that it can now ho claimed. 
Setting that aside, tliu justice of the case deaiand.s tliat Zaliur should be able 
to claim such interest as her C«8lJ contract gives hoi, up to the timo wlieii she 
took possession of the mortgaged proJ)ert^. 

Supposing the redemjition effected b> the iilaiutitf, wliat is Zahui’a 
position? She was inorLgagee of the two annas of the old mou/a Sirdilla or 
Juna, the tou/i iiutiibei of which was 1013, and the siidder jumnia lis. 797. 
She then purchased the owneislnp, aubject to tbetplamtiff’s mortgage or 
mortgages, of two annas of Kasha Juira, winch bears another touzi number 
and a smaller sudder luiiiina, and which was funned out of t\’elve annas of the 
former mouza Sirdiila or -lurra, belonging to the fainily of the mortgagors. 
She tias therefore a light to redeem tho piauiLifl as regards these two annas, on 
paying such sum as he can ])ro(>erl.v cluim against tliem m respect of the four 
mortgages effected prior to the 2f)tb of .May IH75 What that sum mav be it 
is inipo5.sih1e to tell on the prosenr materials, but it can and should lie ascer¬ 
tained by inquiry, and a reasonuble time should lie alluw'ed to Zahur to elect 
whether or no she will redeem. 

Their Lordships will liumbly advise Her Maiesty to discharge the ordei 
of the High Court passed on the 10th September 18H5, a'nd instead thereof tc 
order as follows 

Declare that the plaintiff is entitled to redeem the mortgage of the 29tli 
July 1S73 upon paymenc to Zuliur of tiie princiiial and interest tnonevs secured 
thereby, reckoning interest at the rate of 24 per cent pei .mnum up bo the day 
on which pmsession of the mortgaged property was awarded in execution tc 
Zahur, and no later. 

Declare that if thq plaintiff exercises such tight of redemption, then on pay¬ 
ment by’ Zahur to him of all moneys paid*by»hiui for redemption of the mortgage 
of the 29th July 1873, and of such costs of this suit, including the costs of the 
appeal to the High Court, and of this appeal, as are properly chargeable on the 
pi’opertv comprised tjierein, and of all other moneys, if any, which are due to niir 
on the security of the property compriswi in the mortgageof the 29th July 187' 
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in respect of the other mortgages which were etfected prior to the 26th May 
1975, and which afterwards became vested in him, Zahur is entitled to rsdeem 
the share of Kusha Jurra which was jiurchased by her under the decree of the 
[182^ 23rd June 1975, and possession ol which was awarded in execution to 
her by the Court in the same suit. 

Let the Court niake such inquiries and take such accounts as are proper 
for carrying the above declarations into effect, and fix reasonable petiods of 
tune within which the plaintiff and Zahur respectively shall exercise the rights 
of redemption hereby deelared to belong to them. 

Declare that if Jthe plaintiff and Zahur respectively do not e.xercise their 
rights of redemption within such time as the Court by its final order in that 
behalf may direct, they shall respectively be foreclosed and debarred from all 
light of redemption. 

In all othoi respects let the decree ol the L7th September 1993 stand 
affirmed 

Order Zahur to jjay to the plaintiff.tho costs of the appeal to the High 
Court Zahur must pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal allowfd. 

Solicitois lor tlie .\ppellant Messrs. Wir.ntmorc and Hunnhoe, 

Solicitors for the Respondent Messrs. T. L. Wilson and Co 

G. B - 

NOTES. 

I A bocDiid nioiigagii as woll as the first, a iiiortgagc of specific iramoveablc property 
within the T P A , 18H-2, sec. .OH ~-i'l Cal., :3a , H All . 105 . '29 All . 385. 

A puisne moitgagoe ma\ bring the propurtv to sale subject to the prior encumbrance .— 
‘iii Cal., 3.1, 1 C L J , 337 sec also 1.3 All . 432 . 1 O 0., 109 

In order <o bind the puisne iiiortgagci'he must be made a par tv —‘21 Cal., 70; 30 
Cal., 599, '2.S Bom . 153 , 1 C L J . 631 ‘2 C. L. J., '202 . 31 Cal , 737. 

As legiiids the creatruiii of vested remainders bv M.ihumedans see also (1907) B'2 Bom., 
17'2, 9 Bom. L U , '2‘)5 ] 

[18 Cal. 182] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

I'ho I5th August, IHfiU. 

Phbsent: 

SiK \V. CoMKK PETHERAM, KT., ChIKF JUSTICE, AM» 

Mr. Justice Ghose. 

Kishen Pershad Panday.Petitioner 

, versus 

Tiluckdhari Lall and others.Opposite Party.' 

Appeal—Letters Patent, clause 1/i—Appeal from order of Judge in Privy 

Council Department rej using to extend time for furnishing security for 
tnsts —“ Judgment," meaning of—Hnlc 33, Buies of 1st Sf^temher 
IbT/—Code of Civil Procedure (Act XIV of 133U), s. tU2. 

No appeal will he Irom an order of a Judge in the Privy Council Department refusing 
to extend the time prescribed bi law wi|bih*which an appcllaut is required to furnish security 
for tlie oobta of the respondent, aud directing the appeal to be struck off by reason of such 
security not h aving been given within the prescribed time. 

• Letters Patent Appeal in Privy Oonnoil Appeal No. 9 of IS’Sa against the order of 
Mr, Justice MaCI’HEKSON, dated the 1th of December 1889. * 
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18 Cal. 183 kishen pebshad pandaY c. 

Such an order is not a “ judgment “ within the meaning of clause 16 of the Letters 
Patent of 18G5. 

C1B8] Held, upon d review of the authorities, that whore an order decides finally any 
question at issue tii the case or the rights of any of the parties to the suit, it is a “ judgment" 
under olause IS of the Letters Patent and is appealable, but not otherwise. 

This was an appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent of 1K65 against 
an order of Mr. Justice Macpheesun sitting in the Privy Council Department. 
The order appealed from was as follows :— 

“ In this case the security bond was admittedly filed some days after the 
expiry of the time specified in section 602 of the Civil (Procedure Code, and 
Rule 33 of the Rules of this Court, dated the 1st September 1877 I have 
undoubtedly the power, upon good and suificient cause being shown, to extend ' 
the time , but in the present case no reasonable cause has been shown. There 
IS no affidavit, and there is nothing but a bare statement on the part of the 
appellant of ignorance or misconception, regarding a Rule which has been in 
existence since 1H77. Under these circumstances I cannot hold that any 
reason foi extending the time has been shown. The ajiplication for leave to 
appeal to Her Majesty in Council must therefore be struck off the file." 

Rule 33 corresponds with Rule 244 of Belchambers’ Rules and Orders 
(p. 433). 

Baboo Mohini Mnhim li.iy for Baboo Nil Kanl Sahai appeared for the 
Appellant. 

Mr. I'uqh (with him Baboo Dunja Mohtin Das and Baboo Tanuck Nath 
Pal*it') appeared for the Respondents. 

At the hearing a prelitninary objection was taken b\ Mr [‘uqh on behalf 
of the resjiondents tliat no appeal would lie under clause 15 ol the Letters 
Patent. The judgment of the Court (I’KTHERAM, C J., and Gho.SE, J.) was 
delivered by 

Ghose, J. -- This is an appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent from 
an order passed 1>\ Mr. Justice Macphekson sitting in the Privy Council Ajipeol 
Department, relusing to extend the time prescribed bv la\y within which an 
appellant is required to furnish securitv for the costs of the respondent, and 
directing that the appeal to Her Majesty in ('•ouncil be struck off the file, by 
reason of such security not having been given within the proscribed time. 

[184] A preliminary objection is raised on behalf of the respondent to the 
’effect that no appeal lies under clause 15 ol the Letters Patent against the 
order complained of. 

Clause 15 of the Letters Patent is as follows :—“ And wo do further ordain 
that an appeal shall lie to the said High Court pf Judicature at Fort William in 
Bengal, from the judgment, not being a sentence or order passed or made in 
any criminal trial of one Judge of the said High Court, or of one Judge of any 
Divisional Court, pursuant to section 13 of the said recited Act, and that an 
appeal shall also lie to the said High Court, ” and so on. 

The question which we have to consider4 b, whether the order passed by 
Mr. Justice MagphebSOE is a “ judgment” within the meaning of clause 15 
of the Letters Patent. 

The question as to .the true construction of this clause has frequently been 
both before this Court and the Judicial CSmifeittee of the Privy Council., In 
the case o*" the Justices of the Peace for^ Calcutta v. Oriental Oas Company 
[8 B. L. P.. 433 (452)] Sir Richard Couch, the then Chief Justice, sitting v^ith 
Mr. Justice Mabkbt expressed himself as follows " We think that ' judgment ’ 
in clause 15 means a decision which affects the merits of the question between 
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the parties by determining some right or liability. It may be either final, or 
preliminary, or interlocutory; the difference between them being that a final 
judgment determines the whole cause or suit, and a preliminary or interlocutory 
judgment determines only a part of it, leaving other matters to be determined.’ 

Then in a subsequent case, Kalimnderi Debt v. Efurrish Chunder Chmvdhry 
(I. L E., 6 Cal, 594), another Division Bench of this Court, in construing 
the same section with reference to an order made by Mr. Justice PONTIPBX 
refusing to transmit an order of the Privy Council to the lower Court for execu¬ 
tion, because, in his opinion, the person applying for execution of the decree 
was not entitled to execute it, held that Mr. Justice PoNTIFEX had exercised a 
judicial discretion, \ind had come to a decision that the applicant was not 
entitled to execute the decree, and that therefore the order passed by him was a 
“ judgment ” within the meaning of clause 15 of the Letters Patent. 

[185] The principle followed in this case was approved of by the Privy 
Council in Humsh Chiihdei Choiodhry v. Kalmunden Debt (I L. R., 9 Cal., 
482). Their Lordships observe as follows (p. 493) : Those learned Judges,” 

namolv, Mr. Justice WHITE and Mr. Justice Mitteb, “ held (and their Lordships 
think rightly) that, whether the transmission of an order under section 610 would 
or would notbe a merely ministerial jiroceeding, Mr. .Tustice PoNTlFEX had infact 
exercised a judicial discretion, and had come to a decision of great importance, 
which, if it remained, would entirely conclude any rights of Kalisunderi to an 
execution in this suit." 

In the case of Manly v Patterwtt (I L. R , 7 Cal., 339) it has been held 
(C AHTH C J , and MC’DoNELL, J.) that no appeal lies to this Court under clause 
15 against an order of the Judge in the Privy Council Department, refusing an 
application for leave to appeal to the Privy Council. 

And in the recent case of Loot/ Ah Khan v. Asqnr Reza (1. L. R., 17 Cal., 
455), whore the question was whether an appeal lay against an order of a Judge 
granting a certificate to the effect that the ease was a fit and proper one for 
appeal to the Privv Council, the learned Judges (WILSON and Pl«OT, JJ ) before 
whom the appeal came on for hearing, held that there was no appeal under 
section 15 : and thjy observed, with reference to the case of Kaltsundert Debt 
V Jlurriah Chunder (jhowdhry ILL R., 6 Cal, 594; I. L R, 9 Cal., 482) 
which was quoted before them, as follows (p 458): That is a very different 

case fr »rn the present, where the order against which this appeal is bi'ought 
is not one deciding finally or otherwise any question at issue in the case or 
the rights of any of the parties to the suit It is merely a step taken to 
enable the parties to go before the Privy Council, and obtain from that tribunal 
a decision on the merits of the case." 

The principle that is to be gathered from the cases which I have referred 
to is this, that where an order decides finally any question at issue in tlie case, 
or the rights of any of the jiarties to tlie suit, it is appealable to this Court, 
otherwise not. 

Now, the order complained of in the present instance is to this effect, that 
the applicant has failed to show,sufficient cause for [ 186 ] extending the time 
within which security is required to be furnished ; and therefore ftie application 
for leave to appeal should be struck off'the file. It should be borne in mind 
that at the time when this order was made the appeal had not been admitted, 
but only a certificate had been gr%nt^ to the applicant, that the ease was. a fit 
one for appeal to Her Majesty in Council. The applicant was bound under 
section 602 of the Code of Civil Procedure to furnish security within six weeks 
frofti the date of such certificate. He failed to do so, an^ he failed to satisfy 
the Judge in the Privy Council Department that there was sufficient reason for 
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extending the time in his favour. The learned .judge in this circ.umstauoe was 
not in a position to allow any further proceedings being taken in the matter. 
He was not in a position to declare under the provisions of section 603 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, that the appeal be admitted; and we think that, prac¬ 
tically, he had no other alternative left to him than to direct that the applica¬ 
tion ho removed from the file—for that is what the order really amounts to. 
It is an order which would follow as a matter ol course upon the order be had 
made refusing to extend the time foi furnishing security. We think that this 
order does not determine any question of right between the parties to the 
suit, and is not a “ ludgment " within the meaning of section 15 of the Letters 
Patent It follows, therefore, that no appeal lies to thisv Couit, and, accord¬ 
ingly, we reiect this appeal witli costs 

A, A. C. Appeal tinmmsed. 


NOTES. 

c See also llSOftl 17 All , 41K . (18515) ‘2-2 Cal , 5128 ; (l'K)(.) I’al . 13‘2:$ ] 


[18 Cal 186] 

CRIMINAL REFERENCE 

The IHh October, lb9(j. 

Present 

Mr. JrsTK’E Prinsep and Mr .Icistick Wilson 

Hiraraan De 
I ersus 

Ram Kumar .\in. 

Practice —liefcrence to High Court—Dintiict MagiUratf, rnmpeteneg of, 
to refer—Cmnnuil Proeeiltire Code (Art X of I SHU), s 

Whina M-.e ha-> Iweu di-Lidi-d b* the SesMiorm Judge ou appeal from .i Sub-diviRioiial 
Magistrate, the Disirict Magistrate should not refer the e.ise to the High Court on the 
ground that the Suh-divisional Magi-drate acted [187] '.vithout jnrndiotif»n. If he desires 
to move 111 the , he should proceed through the Legal Romembraiieer 

Observations of 3TH\rOHT, J , in Queen-JMmpreis v Shete Stngk (1. L. R., 5) All., 802) 
referred to with approval. 

This was a reference bv tlie District Magistrate of Myinensingh under section 
438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. The accused was cpnvicted by the 
Sub-divisioria! Magistrate of Netrokonah, under section 44Hof the Indian Penal 
Code, and sentenced to two months’ rigorous imprisonment and a line of Rs. 10. 
While m jail he Aippealed to the Sessions .fudge, who summ.irilv rejected 
the !t[)peal. Another appeal appears thea tahave been filed through a pleader. 
That appeal was admitted and the Sessions .fudge enlarged the prisoner oil bail. 
A few lias« later the District Magistrate received a letter from the Sessions .ludge, 

• Crinimiil Reforeqee No. 244 of 1890 made In A. T. Clupta, Estj , Itragiatrote of 
MymaiiKingb. dated the 12th of September L890. 
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asking him to re-arrest the accused and commit him to jail, as the appeal had 
been rejected. The District Magistrate, however, considered that the sentence 
passed by the Sub-divisional Magistrate was without jurisdiction and illegal, 
and he accordingly enlarged the prisoner on hail and reierred the matter to the 
High Court under s. 4.^8 of the Criminal Procedure Code, with a recom¬ 
mendation that the conviction should be quashed. 

No one apjieared on the reference. 

The judgment of the Court (Prinsep and Wilson, .T.T ) was delivered by— 

Prinsep, J. —We decline to consider this reference as a Court of Revision. 
The Sessions .Judge as the Court of Ajipeal has rejected the appeal, and the 
District Magistrate lias afterwards, notwithstanding the finality of that order 
by a superior Court, raised the objection as to the juiisdiction of the Subordinate 
Magistrate. An objection ip this form is not sustainable. If the District 
Magistrate is inclined to,move further in the matter, ho should proceed through 
the Ijegal Remembrancer 

We would direct Ins attention to the observations of STRAIGHT, J., in Queen- 
EmprciiH v. Shere Singh (1. L. R , 9 All., 3G2'. 

The District Magistrate not being competent to refer such a case under 
a. 438 had no autjiority to admit the accused to bail. He should there¬ 
fore he remitted to jail 
H. L. B. 


NOTES 

[ See filso (19101 8 M L. T , 88. ] 


[188] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The loth September, 1890. 

PUKSJiNT 

Mr. .IrsTK'K Pkinsep and Mr. Justice Baner.iee. 


Kishorv Mohun Roy and others.Defendants 

I'cnnss 

Mahomed MujalTiir Hossem and another.PlaintiHs. 


Sole in execution of Decree—Effect on snic when confirmed, of the abse.nce of 
attachment — lAb pendens— Suit rcnultiiig in proceed mg a unexpected 
from lin nature*and the relief sought—Possibility of appeal — 
Compromise of siiit —Bona tide purchaser without* 
notice —Estoppel. 

After a s.ilo has boon cimfirmed and a salfe-cortificiite granted to the purchaser, the sale 
is not to be considered as ii nullity, njerc*y by re.won of the Absence of any attacl)rn«nt, 
Shafoda Moyee liwmonee v. M'oojiia Moyee Burmmee (8 W R., 9) followed, Mohadeo Dabey 
V. Bhola Nath Ihchit (I L. E., 5 All , 80) diasonted from. 

*"• Apjilbal trom Original Ilecreo No. 284 of 1887, against the deqjroe of Baboo Beuinit.'.dhub 
Mitter, Ist Subordinate Judge of Dacca, dated the 16th September 1887. • 

9 CAL.—17 129 
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The plaintiSri in execution of decree against the estate of the deceased husbaTid of X, 
attacdied among others certain properties as to which A put in a petition of objeotions on 11th 
July 1872, claiming them as her own by right of purchase from her husband in lieu of her 
dower, and her claim was allowed, and the properties released from attachment on 28th 
December 1872. Subsequently in May 1873, d mortgaged the properties to H. An appeal 
was preferred {but whether before or after the mortgage to H was not clear) against the order 
of 2Sth December 1872, and the appeal was, on BOth May 1874, settled by a compromise 
between the plaintiffs and .4, by which among other conditions time was granted to A to 
pay ofE the decree, and a 1'2-anna share of the properties claimed was released from attach¬ 
ment, the attachment lieiiig continued against the other 4-anna share : the order of the 
Court was simplv th.it “the case be struck ofi ” The decree not being satisfied, the plaintifis 
took out execution, and the properties were put up fur sale and purchased by the plaintiffs 
on 27th November 1882 Subsequently in execution of the decree li held against X,'the 
properties were again put up for sale and purchased by R on I4th November 1884. In a suit 
against Ji and .1 for declaration of the pl.viiitiff’s title and for possession of the properties. 
Held tbeut the order of tht. Court and thucomproinise in the claim suit wore not such proceed¬ 
ings as from the nature of the suit and the relief prayed R could have expected would result, 
and that bo was therefore not bound by them as [189] a purchaser pendente life . Entlash 
Chunder Glwse v Fill Chand Jahari (H B L. R , 474), and Kaseeinnuniam liibee v Nxlratna 
Bose (I, L. B., 8 Cal., 79) referred to. Scmble, neither the possibility of an appeal nor the 
consent decree were proceedings by which li ai a purchaser peruient' Itlc would be bound. 
Held also th.i,t, under the eiicuinstauces, R had a good title as Iona tide murtg.tgec and 
auction purchaser without notice, and that the plaintifis were estopped fiom qin^tioning 
that title. Poresh Nath MukJierji v. Annth Nath Deb (I L. R , 1) Cal., 2(15) followed. 

The suit out of which this appeal arose was brought by the plaititiHs to recover 
possession of two properties, namely, a 4«annas share of niehal C'huck Nokash, 
and a 4 annas share of meh-al .\ga Fuzly All’s Baxar, on the strength of 
their title as purchasers at k sale in execution of decree. It appears that these 
properties originally belonged to their maternal grandfather, Abdul Ali, and 
that along with other properties they were attached in execution of a decree 
held by them against Abdul Ah. Amirunnessa, the widow of .\bdui Ah, 
objected on the ground that they had been purchased from her husband. 
Her claim was allowed by the First Court on the 28th of December 1872, but the 
Appellate Court directed further investigation, and after remand the case was 
settled between the ]iarties on the SOth May 1874, time lieing granted to the 
judgment-debtors to satisfy the decree, and the attachment subsisting. In spite 
. of various objections by Amirunnessa, the decree not being satished, the properties 
were sold and were purchased by the plamtifFs on the 27tli November 1882, in 
execution of their decree. The plamtitTs stated that they thereupon obtained 
svuibolical possession, hut that tliniigh these properties did not belong to Amir¬ 
unnessa, the principal defendants (who may be shortly stv’lod the Boys) 
caused them to be resold in execution of a money decree against Amirunnessa, 
and themselves became the purchasers on the 14th of November 1884, also 
obtaining symbolical possession. The objections raised by the plaintiffs having 
been disallowed, they were compelled to bring this suit. 

The defence of the Boy defendants, eo far as it is necessary for this appeal, 
was that the saje at which the plaintiffs purchased was illegal; that the pro¬ 
perties were not attached in May 1872, nor was any Attachment in force when the 
plaintiffs purchased ' that the properties in^is#ute did not belong to the estate of 
Abdul Ali, at the [1903 date of the plaintiff's purchase, but bad long bdfore 
been conveyed to Amirunnessa in part satisfaction of her dower by two deeds 
of sale, dated the 29tJj of Pous 1266 (12th February 1860} and 26th of Earfick 
] 269 (9th November 1862), and ehe was in possession ; that after they had 
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been released from attachment by the District Judge upon the claim of 
Amirunneasa, she mortgaged them on 14th Joishto 1280 (21st May 1873) to 
the Boy defendants, and that in execution of the decree obtained on this 
mortgage the properties were sold to the Boys, who were consequently put 
into lawful possession. The defendants further stated that Abdul Ali in his 
lifetime had recognized the right and possession of Amirunneasa. and that the 
plaintiffs had also admitted the same 

The further facts, so far as they are material to this report, are sufficiently 
stated in the judgment of the Court. 

The decision of the lower Court was in favour of the plaintiffs, and from 
that decision the Bof defendants appealed to the High Court. 

Mr J. T. Woodroffe, Baboo Doorga Mohan Da'i%, Baboo Sarada Churn 
Mittcr, Baboo Jogmdro Ghunder (Jkose, Baboo Tarit Muhun Dass, and Baboo 
Monmotho Nath Mitter for the Appellants. 

Dr. Ranh Behaiy Gho^e and Baboo Bamnta Conmar Bose for the 
Bespondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Pkinsep and Banerjee, JJ.) was (after a 
short statement of the facts as above) as follows : — 

Amirunnessa, though made a defendant, has made no defence. Her son 
Abdul Hye, another defendant, has set up his own riglit as one of the heirs of 
his brother Wahed All, to whom he states his father Abdul Ali made a gift of 
the properties in suit. Tliis part of tlie case it will he unnecessary to consider 
as no question of Abdul Hye's right has been raised befoi'e us. 

The lower Court has given the plaintiffs a decree, holding that the convey¬ 
ances to Amirunnessa sot up by the Bovs were not real but benamt ; that the 
properties in dispute continued in Abdul Ah’s possession, and at his death 
formed portion of liis estate up to the date of the plaintiffs' purchase, and that 
consequently they passed to the plaintiffs. 

[191] .\gainst that decree the Boys have preferred this appeal, and the 
points urged on their behalf are— 

First, that the plaintiffs have acquired no title by their purchase at the 
execution sale, as that sale was invalid by reason of there having been no 
attachment. 

Seecndly, that the Court below was wrong in holding that the Boys were 
bound by the result of the claim case instituted by .\mirunnessa, or, in other 
words, that the doctrine of lis pendens was applicable here. 

Thirdly, that the plaintiff, on whom lay the burden of proof, has not made 
out the hunavit character of the conveyances from Abdul Ah to Amirunnessa, 
but, on the contrary, it was established by evidence that they were real, bond 
fide and valid; and that in the determination of this mattei the Court below 
has referred to documents which were inadmissible in evidence. 

Fourthly, that even if the said conveyances were benami and fictitious, 
still the Boys, who had advanced money to, and taken the mortgage from, the 
ostensible owner, Aminmnessa, in good faith, without any notice of Abdul All’s 
secret title, are entitled to succeed as against the plaintiffs, who •are the repre¬ 
sentatives of Abdul Ali; and 

Fifthly, that the Court below was iti error in holding that the plaintiffs 
were second mortgagees in respect of^the properties in suit 

•We shall consider these points in the order in which they have been slated 
above. 

* We »do not think there is much force in the first contention of the appel¬ 
lants. To prove the fact of attachment, the plaintiff have put in attested 
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copies of prohibitory orders of the Judge, dated the 3rd May 1872 (Exhibit' 
ITI-A), of an order of the Judge, bearing the same date, directing the aflRixing of 
the notice of attachment in the Collectorato (Exhibit II); and of the reports of 
the serving peons (Exhibits 1 and IV), stating that the properties have been 
duly attached ; and they ba\e examined the serving peon, Dagu Singh. It is 
true that the peon could sav nothing as to the service of the processes from 
memory, and the repoits liaving been neither written nor read by liirn, and he 
being able oulv to attest liis signatures to those documents, he could not be 
allowed, under [192] s. 159 ot the Evidence Act, to refresh his memory 
by referring to them. Hut whatever defect there may be m the evidence of the 
peon is fully cured bv the statement of Aniiriinnessa, the jiiredecessor in title of 
the Roy?, made before the execution of the mortgage to them in her petition of 
objections, dated the lit!) diilv 1H72 (Exhihic E), in which she admitted tJiat 
the properties in dispute had been attached. It is argued, however, that the 
subsequent older of the .ludge, dated the 28th December 1H72 (Exhibit Z4), 
releasing the propei-ties had the effect of removing tlie attachment, and as it 
was never afterwards renewed, the sale in execution of the plaintiffs’decree took 
place without any attachment. But then it should be borne in mind that thoorder 
of the Judge was set aside on apiieal, and the case was remanded for furtlier inves¬ 
tigation , and it was settled between the plaintiff's and tboir judgment-debtors, on 
this amongst other conditions that the jiroperties now in dispute should continue 
under attachment unti! the satisfaction ot the decree. We do not sav that the 
appellants are bound b> that arrangement, that is a point which requites further 
consideration, and we shall come to it presently. All we now sav is that tliat 
arrangement which was certainly binding as between the parties to the execu¬ 
tion proceedings would be a sufficient answer to the appellant's objection, tliat 
the sale in execution of the plaintiff 's decree was not valid even as a sale of the 
right, title, and interest of their judgment-debtors, by reason of want of 
previous attachment. 

Nor are we satisfied that a sale in execution of deciee after it is confirmed 
and after a sale certificate is granted to the purchaser, is nevertheless to be 
regarded as a nullity by reason of absence of attachment In Shaioiia Moyee 
Burmonec v. TFooma J/oye/'iiHnno»ec(8 W.K ,9 ),.JackS()N, .].,he]d that an attach¬ 
ment was not an essential prehniinarv in an execution sale In Luchmtput v. 
Lnkraj Boy (8 W. It., 4151, the Court held that a sale without attachment 
was irregular, but as that was a case of sale of moveable propertv, and the 
suit was one lor damages, the Court was not called ujion to decide whether 
the sale sliould be regarded as a nullity. In Manjaghirn v. Mohubir Vrosad 
(I. L. R,. 9 Cal., 656), the question whether want ol proper service of the 
l'l93J notice of attaciiincnt would affect the sale was rai.sed, hut was not gone 
into, as the point had been given up in the First Courts A Full Bench of the 
Allahabad High Court has, it is true, held in tlie case of Mahaden Duhru v. 
Iffiola Nalh Dtrhit (I. L. li., 5 All , 8(>) that a regular attachment is an essen¬ 
tial preliminary to a sale in execution of a money decree , hut with all respect 
for the learned .fudges who decided that case, w'o think we ought to follow the 
view taken by this Court in Hharoda Mnyee Bjihnonec v. Wooma Moyee 
Bnrmatn’e {ti \V, R., 9). Wo quite agree with Jackson, ,J., in thinking that an 
attacliment is a measure resorted to for the protection of the decree-holder and 
the purchaser against lutorinediate alienations, and we see no sufficient reason 
why its absence should render a sale void a^er it has been duly confirmed and 
a sale certificate granted to the purchaser. 

The second contention of the appellants, that they are not bound by the . 
compromise entered into between the plaintiffs and Amirunnessa in the claim 
case,.i8, we think, perfectly sound. The facts hearing upon it stand thus : The 
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’ plaintiffs having inexecution of the decree holdby them against AbdulAli’s estate, 
attached the proj)erties now in dispute along with other properties, Amirun- 
nessa, the widow of Abdul All, and one of his heirs, put in a petition of objec¬ 
tion, on the 11th of July 1872, claiming those properties as her own, by right 
of purchase from her husband in heu of her dower; and her claim was allowed 
by the District Judge, and the properties ordered to be released from attachment 
on the 2Hth Dccomher 1872. After that order was jiassed, Amirunnessa, oti 
the 14th of Joist corresponding to some time in May 1873, by a registered 
deed rnortgageci tim properties ni dispute to the Roys. An appeal was pre¬ 
ferred against the order of the 28th December 1872, hut whether before 

or after the mortgage fcu the Roys it is not quite clear. In the view we take 
of the matter, as will appear presently, the exact date of filing the appeal, how¬ 
ever, becomes iminateria! On the hearing of the appeal the case was, on the 
10th of July 1873, remanded ti the First Court for further investigation {see 
Exhibit 35) , and aftei umiaiid the case was, on the 30tli of May 1874, settled 
bv a compromise lietwecii the plaintiffs and Amirunnessa, by which, amongst 
other £1943 conditions, t-nie was granted to Amirunnessa to pay off the decree, 
a 12 annas share of tlic piojieitios claimed was released from attachment, and a 
4 annas share thereof^'iiichulitig the properties, now in dispute) was continued 
under attachment and declared to be liable under the decree , the properties, 
however, being described both hv the plaintiffs and by Amirunnessa in their 
respective ije.titions as having h‘*eii obtained by Amirunnessa from her husband, 
under the two kohalas, daL<.‘d the 2!)th Pous 1266 and the 25th Kartick 1269; 
and tlio order of the Court wii-, simplv that the case be struck off. Tiie decree 
not being satisfied, the plamtifis took out execution, and after some fruitless 
opposition h> .Amirunnessa, tti*' lu-ojicrties now iii dispute wore on the 27th of 
Noveinlior 1882 sold and pmehnsed by the plaintiffs. It is worthy of notice 
here that in the sale prochuii.ition jirepared at the plamtifif's instance and 
pursuant to which the properl'rs wcue sold, those properties were described as 
subject to the mortgage eiiMU'd hv .Vmirunnessa in favour of the Roys (see 
Exhibit Z2). 

Upon these facts it was con tended for the plaintiffs that the Roys, whose 
mortgage! was created during tlio pi'iideiicy of the claim case, were hound by 
the tesult of that case . and conseiiiieiitK by the execution sale which eventually 
took ])lace and at which the pl.imUlK have become the purchasers. On the 
othe r hand, it was urged on hehjill' oi tlie Roys that they were not so bound, 
first, because at the date of tlieii inoilg.ige tlio claim case had terminated l>y 
the release of the proiieities liv tlie Fust. Itiurt, and there was nothing to show • 
that anV appeal against tho First Comt’s order was then pending ; second/t/, 
because the proceedings terminateil 1>\ a compromise and not by a decision of 
till! Court; and thirtUy, because the final older of the Court was that the case 
be struck off, and the ccinpromise. if it is to be regarded as the result of the 
claim procoedings, was not such a icsiilt us might ho expected to take place 
from the nature of the case. 

There is some conflict of authority imicliuig the soundness of the first two rea¬ 
sons ; see [nderjeei Koer-y, Poott Bci/ion 119 W K., 197). Chunder Kumar Lahort 
V. GojH'tt Knsto Gossamee (20 W. R , 204). Golnnd Chunder Roys^ Guru Char an 
Karmokar (I. L. R., 16 Cal., 94), and Siigdes on Cl98] Vendors and Purchasers, 
page 758, upon the question whethov tlio possibility of an appeal is a si||fficient 
Its fjendeus so as to bind a transf^eeJivtlio result of th5 appeal; and t^adarun- 
nessA liiher v, Aehur Ali Chow3iutv (7 W R., 103): Baj Kissen Mukerjee v. 
Badha Madhuh Haidar (21 W. J{., Honohur Chowdhury v. Hurryhur 
Dufl (3 Shome, 23); and Vithonadanyn v Subramanya (I. L. R., 12 Mad., 
439) upon the question whether a purchas«>r pendente Itte ts bound by a consent 
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decree. If the matter had been untouched by authority, we should have felt 
inclined to answer both these questions in the negative. As, however, the 
appellant’s contention is, in our opinion, fully borne out by the third reason 
advanced in support of it. we do not think it necessary to pronounce any 
decision as to the correctness of the other two reasons. In Katla^th Chunder 
Ghose V. Ful Chand Jahan (8 B. L. R., 474), CorCH, C.J., in considering 
the liability of a purchaser pendente, hte.^ observed:—“Then the question 
is by what proceedings in the suit is he hound ? Is lie bound by the proceed¬ 
ings which arose from the nature of the suit, and from the case set up, and 
the relief prayed in the hill, or is he to be bound by any order which 
the Court mav be induced by the parties to make in the course of the suit? 
I can find no anthoritv winch goes to the extent of saving that because he 
does not think fit to become a party to the suit, he is to he boiitid by any order 
whatever that may be made. It seems to me that he ought onl> to be hound 
by proceedings which from the nature of the suit, and the relief prayed, he 
might expect would take place.” These observations were followed in the case 
of Kaseenmnmssa v. Nibatna Bose (1. L. R., H Cal., 79), and we think they are 
applicable to the present case Here tlie final order of the Court was that the 
case he struck off , and that in itself was perfectly harmless so far as the rights 
of the Boys were concerned. The uonipromise did not contain any admission 
that the 4 annas share of certaii' properties that was to continue under attach¬ 
ment, and to be answerable for the decree, formed part of the estate of ‘Abdul 
Ali ; on the contrary, it proceeded upon the basis of the said properties being the 
properties of Amirunnessa by purchase, and being liable to be sold in satis¬ 
faction of the plaintiff's decree only Cl9Sj bv virtue of Amirunnessa's consent. 
Amirunnessa,*who claimed the properties in her own right, was also, as one 
of the heirs of Abdul All, a judgment-debtor under the decree; under the 
compromise she obtained time to pay off the decree; and in consideration of 
that and upon the immediate lelease fioni attachment of a 12 annas share of 
the properties claimed by her, she consented to the remaining 4 annas share 
being made liable under the decree. Such being the nature of the arraugement 
bv which the claim case was settled, we do nut think that the Boys as alienees 
pendente hte are hound by it. 

[Their Lordships then considered the facts necessary for the decision of 
the third question which are immaterial to this report, and continued ] 

Upon all the foregoing grounds we think the conclusion arrived at by the 
Court below, tnat the kohalas in question are he.naim documents, is correct. 

It remains now to considet the last two grounds urged on behalf of the 
appellants, and upon those two grounds we think they are entitled to succeed. 
It is not dented that the mortgage bond, dated the 14th /aista 1280, in favour 
of the Boys (Exhibit G), was duly executed by Amirunnessa; and that the 
money for which they obtained the decree, dated the 28tli March 1878 (Exhibit 
Z5), was really due. Amirunnessa was the ostensible owner of the properties 
in dispute. Her name was registered in the Collectorate in respect of one of 
these properties (see Exhibit T), and Abdul Aii by a pe^bion (Exhibit 2) admit¬ 
ted before the\!!ollector that she was the owmer of it. And she mortgaged them 
as properties which she had acquired by purchase. There is nothing to show 
that thjiy had any notice of the hmami character of the conveyances in Amirun- 
nessa's favour or of the secret title ofc A^ul Ali. On the contrary, the 
plainliffsin the sale proclamation, prepared at their instance (Exhibit *Z2), 
caused to ho inserted a notice that those properties were subject to the 
mortgage in favour of the Boys; and this affords the strongest possfbie 
evideqpe of the fcontf fidei of the mortgage. On the 28th March 1878, the 
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Boys obtained a decree on their mortgage; and in execution of that decree 
they purchased the properties in dispute on the 14th of Novemlser 1884. 
The decree was clearly a mortgage decree declaring the liability of the 
Cl97] mortgaged properties for the satisfaction of the ]udgment debt. It waa 
argued that as the plaintiff's had become second mortgagees of the same 
properties, under the compromise of the 30th May 1874, made in the claim 
case, they were necessary parties in the suit of the Bovs upon their mortgage, 
and not having been made parties to it, they were not bound by the decree made 
in it. This argument would have been correct if the compromise had been duly 
registered or embodied in the decree. As tiiat was not done, the plaintiffs 
cannot claim the position of second iijortgagees ; and as they had acquired no 
other interest in the properties before the date of the mortgage decree, the 
decree is not defective b\ reason of their not being parties to it. 

That being the state of facts, as against Abdul .\li, who allowed 
Amirunnossa to hold herself out to tlie world as the owner of the properties 
in dispute and against persons claiming through him, the Boys have a good 
title, as /j(}n/i fida mortgagees, and auction purchasers, in execution of their 
mortgage decree (see Ram IJoamar Koondoo v. McQueen (11 B. L. E., 46, 18 
W E., 166 ; L K. I.-A , Sup , Vol., 40) and Luchmun Chunder Qeer Gossain v. 
Kah Churn Sini^k (19 W.R , 292)]. 

It has been aigued tiiat the plea of homJ tide purchase for value without 
notice has neither been raised in the defence, nor made the subject of an issue, 
and so the appellants are not entitled to succeed upon it. But this objection 
IS siifliciently answered by tlie case of Luchmun Chunder Geer Gossain v. 
Kail Churn Hin^h cited above. In that case the Judicial Committee observe :— 

" Now, the defendants liad purchased under a deed represonting^that this pro¬ 
perty had been purcliasod out of tliu wife's sttidhan. Thev knew nothing as to 
the real facts of the case, they stated wliat they believed the facts to be, 
taking the facts as thev ware represented at the time of the purchase. They 
believed the deed which represented that the purchase money was the wife’s 
sUidhan, and they believed the representations which had lieen made by the 
husband 111 his life time ' * Thev stated in their defence what they found 
represented upon the purchase deed of the wile. Thev merely stated what 
they were led by the representation to believe, namely, that the property [1983 
was purchased by means of the sttidhan funds of the wife; and that, 
consequently, it did not pass to the sons upon the death of their father; but 
that the wife, having purchased the projierty out of her stridhnn, was entitled , 
to sell it. It appears then to their Lordships that the pleadings were sufficient * 
to raise the question.” And then, after noticing the issue raised in the case, 
which was, whether the property belonged to the liusband or to the wife, their 
Lordships go on to S&y “ If the defendants were entitled to avail themselves 
of the estoppel in consequence of the misrepresentation of the husband, they 
are entitled to use that estoppel as matter of proof, and they use it to prove 
that the durputiieo was not purchased out of the father’s own property, but 
that it was obtained by the mother Ulpa with her own stridhnn, and that she 
herself held possession of it. So they prove tlie issue on theiispart by means 
of the estoppel.” We think these observations are fully applicable to the facts 
of this case as given above. 

But then it was further contejjdej that the plaintiffs-, as execution piflrchasefS 
of Abdul All’s interest, were not Ins representatives and that an estoppel 
that would bind .Abdul All would not necessarily bind them ; and in support of 
thte contention Richards v. Johnston (4 H. & N., 660) and Lain Parbhu Lai v. 
Mylne (1. L. R, 14 Cal., 401) were relied upon as autliority. On the other 
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hanl, the case of Paresfi Nath Mukherji v. Anath Nath Deb (I. L. R., 9 Cal, 
265) was cited for the appellants, to show that a mortgagee who had purchased 
in execution of his decree on the mortgage was bound by an estoppel that 
was operative against the mortgagee. We may observe that Richards v. 
Johnston was cited in the argument before the Judicial Committee in the last- 
mentioned case, l}ut their J^ordships did not apply the rule there laid down to 
that case. Now in the present case, though the plaintiff's were not mort¬ 
gagees from Abdul Ali or his heirs, yet astheir right to hold the properties in dis¬ 
pute liable for the decree resulted from compromise between them and Amirun- 
nessa, we think their position is more analogous to that of the auction-purchaser 
in the case of I'arcsh Nath Mukherji v. Anath Nath Deb than to the position of 
the execution purchaser in Lala Parbhu Lai v. Mylnv , and we therefore hold, 
upon the authority of Pare.sh ri993 Nath Mukherji v Anath Nath Deb, that 
the plaintiffs are estopped from questioning t.he title of the Rovs in this case. 

That the application of the doctrine of estoppel in this case does not lead 
to any injustice will be further seen from the following considerations. The 
heirs of Abdul Ali are uudouhtedlv estopped from denying the title of the Roys. 
As for the plaintiffs, thev not onl^ allowed Amiruniiessa to state in her petition 
of conjpromise in the claim case, that the properties in dispute had been obtained 
by her from her husband hv purchase, and accepted the compromise upon the 
basis of that statement , but in the sale proclamation jjursuant to which they 
made their purchase, they caused a notice to he inserted that those jiroperties 
were liable under the mortgage to the Ro\ , and that a decree liad be<‘n 
obtained under that mortgage They had the benefit of that notification, which 
obviously enabled them to purchase pioperties yielding, according to tlieir own 
witness, .Anand Mohun, upwanls ot Its 1,200 a vear for the grossly inade<iuate 
sum of Its 900 , and thev cannot now be heard to sav that the mortgage is not 
binding on them. Thev cannot be alloweil to aflirm and disaffiim tbe same 
transaction just as it suits their )>nt])ose. 

The result is that tins appeal must be allowed, and the decree of the lower 
Court reversed, and tlie plaintiff’s suit dismissed, witli costs in liotli Courts. 

J. V W. Appeal aUmt'ed 


NOTES. 

[ Tln^ case was atliniied the I’rivv Coinif il in (ises) 22 Cal . 909 
The .'ilisenec of att.aebiuf*nt dries not vitiate the sale —21 Cal., tiO , 21 t'al , 6.K) , 
C. L. J . SO, ri C L J,. 21,S ; 30 M.id , 2.5.^-, 34 Cil , 71^7. 

As regards Iik penden't see also 2K Cal . 23 , 29 Mad . 420 J 
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c 18 Cal. 199 ] 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 6th Januunj, 1891. 

Present; 

Mr Jjstice Wilson 

lJro]olal] Sen 
vcr.su n 

• Mohendro Nath Sen and others,"’ 

Practice—Paitilion pioceechnqs—Fonn of order for costs - - Order foi execution. 

Whore one of the parties to a partition suit heiirs all the costs of the 
proceedings subsoquent to dueree, and the other parties make default in payment to 
him of their respective sharc.s of the e,osl», he is not entitled to 12001 embody in his 
order iig.iinst them for payment an order for execution, fie must first obtain an order for 
payment, and, if payment be not obtained, appliu.itinn for execution may be made. 

This was an a]>plication in a partition suit. On the 26tli July 1886 a decree 
was made m tlie suit for the partition of the loint family estate which formed 
the suhject-inatter of the litigation. By tins decree it was declared that the 
plaintiff and the three defendants were each entitled to one equal fourth part 
of the [iropertv, and it was oidered that a commission of partition should 
issue and the costs of the conmiibsion, etc , lie liorne by the parties in proportion 
to the value of tlioir resnoctive shares. The plaintiff took no further steps 
in the matter, hut at the instance of Miitt\ Lull Ken, one of the defendants, 
the coniini-sston w.is issued and the estate jiartitionod. Mu tty Lai 1 Ken had the 
conduct of tlie iiartition iiroceednigs, paid all the costs, and had the allocatur 
tiled and seivecl on each of the other parties to the suit. He then demanded 
from them payment of tlicir respective shares of the costs incurred by 
him, and, as thev made default in payment, obtained from tlie Court a rule 
calling upon them to show cause why they should not pay to him then 
propoitionate shares of the costs, or wli^ execution should not issue for the re¬ 
covery of these sums. 

• ^Ii. Aveifio/u lov Muttv fial! Krn- Tlie rule is correctlv drawn up. 
Mr. Bolchanihers, at page 361 of liis ‘ Practice,' lays down, on the authority of 
an unreported decision, that in such a case as this tha mode of proceeding to 
coiuiiel iiaymont is liy execution, preceded by a rule n/si, in which the amount 
claimed is specitieil. This must mean that the rule should be made absolute and 
execution should J3sue«,t once 

The other parties wore not represented. 

Wilson, J.— You are entitled to an order absolute for payment of the 
moneys mentioned in vour affidavit, and for payment of the costa of this appli¬ 
cation. You cannot now*get an order for execution. There must first be an 
order of Court lor payment, and, if payment be not obtained, aflplication for 
execution may be made. 

Attorney for the Applicant: Baboo Okhoy Chnmler (Jhowdhry. 

Jl. L. B. • • 




9 OAti.—18 


Application in Suit No. 423 of 1885. 
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[301] PEIVY COUNCIL. 


I'he ‘2nd, ‘ird. 4th and 2Gth July, 1890, 
Present: 

Lobi) Watson, Sir B. Peacock and Sir R. Couch. 


Kali Kishore DuLt Gupta Mozumclar.Plaintiff 

vprsn:> 

Bhusan Cliunder aha^ Bopin Chuuder Dutt Gupta.Defendant. 


On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta 


Evidence- Durden of proof—lught to begin—Ptoof of loss, and tuhniifsion of 
secondary evidence, of a document alleged to have been executed - Evidence 
of execution of documents—Ciril Procedure Code, ss. 141,1 i‘2 and bOH 

A suit for posseHSion bv right of inbentranco was brought by a alleging himself 

to bo the heir, agaiust the alleged adopted son of the last in.ilo owner, dciivuig that an adop¬ 
tion, purporting to bo made by the widow, had been duly authorised bj the deceased. Thu 
Court of First Instance called upon the defendant to prove his title as a son by adoption, not¬ 
withstanding that the plaintifE was out of pussi-hsioti, and cnuld not have succeeded, in the 
event of the defendant's failure to prove it, without first proving hisowu title as collateral 
heir by debcent: thus, in effect, proposing to make the establishment of file plaintiff’s title 
depend upon the failure or suci’cbs of the defendant in ]>roving the adoption. 

The High Court pointed out the error of this proceeding, and the Judicial Committee 
affirmed its judgment, concurring also m its finding that the adoption had been proved. 

It was found also th.it the loss of the anumati-patra had been established; so that 
secondary evidence of it was teccivablc. 

.\PPEAL from a decree (13bh August 1887) of the High Court, reversing a 
decree (27th July 1886) of the Subordinate Judge of Goalpara. 

The question on this appeal was as to the right of the plaintiff, appellant, 
to succeed, as the nearest collateral heir, to a five-anna share in the zemin- 
dan of parganna Taria, in ths Goalpara district. The last male owner of the 
estate, Jagat Clmnder Dutt Gupta, died childless on the 0th April 1867, leaving 
as his heiress his widow Bamasunderi, who till her death on the 7 th July 
1877 was in possession of his estate. Under an alleged power from him, she 
had adopted J.he respondent, who was originally named Bhusan Chunder, but 
on adoption received the name of Bepin Chunder Dutt. 

[202] A pedigree table was appended to the plaint, and on it the plaintiff 
relied, as showing that Mukhtaram Dutt^ w^s the paternal great-grandfather of 
both the plaintiff and Jagat Chunder. The defendant, then a minor, defend¬ 
ing by his guardian Gunga Haram Dutt Gupta, denied its correctness ; alleg-^ 
ing also that he had been validly adopted by Bamasunderi on 28tb June ]IB77, 
under a power exootfted by her busband on 17th Match 1867. In addition 
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to alleging the execution of an anumati-patra on that date, the written statement 
alleged that the power was fully stated in, and evidenced by, Jagat Ghunder’s 
will executed two days after, on the 7th Cheyt 1877. The minor became of 
full age while this appeal was pending. The Courts below came to conclusions 
directly opposed, the one to the other, on the questions raised, which were - 
first, whetlier the plaintiff was or was not thenext reversionary heir, and as such 
entitled to challenge the title of the defendant, who was in possession ; secondly, 
whether the adoption was valid or not in regard to the authority for it. As to this 
last, the Subordinate .ludge found the execution of the anumati-paira, said to 
have been executed by Jagat Ghunder to Baniasundori, when be was about to 
depart on a pilgrimagb to Benares, had .not been proved. He refused to allow 
to remain on the record a copv cendered, and also rejected the evidence of 
the will. 

As to this the Higli Court (Tottenham and Bevebley, JJ.», in one of 
two interlocutory ordeis of 21&t July 1887, said ;— 

“ There is sufficient oral evidence on the record, if believed, to show that 
•lagat Ghunder did execute an aiumiati-patra There is evidence to show that 
after the death of Jagat Cliunder, amongst the papers found m this house 
and taken pos lession of by the Police under the direction of the Magistrate, 
there was found an nmiviati-patra purporting to be signed by Jagat Ghunder. 
There is evidence that this paper came into the possession of the Civil Court, 
and the copy in question is proved by the*witne‘)8es examined before the 
lower Court in 1880 to have been made from an original then in Court. 
That an original did exist, and that it was returned to one Pudma Lochun, 
who was Manager of the estate leit bv Jagat Ghunder, there is also evidence 
to show. The case sot up by tlie defendant is that the document was 
stolen. On this fact the evidence is deoidedlv vague and inconclusive, but 
[203] wo think that there is sufficient evidence that search had been made for 
it, and that the document is not Pow forthcoming. 

“We think tliat, in a case apjiealable to a higher tribunal, the Court 
ought not to reject evidence essential to the case of either party, if it can 
possibh admit it We tliink that the Court below was wrong in excluding 
some of the evidence hearing on the present question, and that if that evidence 
bad not been excluded, the Court below probably wou'd have been satisfied 
» that secondary evidence of the animiati-patia ought to be received. At any 
rate, when the Court has doubt upon the matter and its decision is open to 
appeal, it is better to admit than to exclude doubtful documents.'' 

The conclusion of the judgment of the same Judges on a subsequent day, 
l.'Uh August 1887, was that the adoption of the defendant was in every way 
valid; and they were not satisfied that, if it were not so, the plaintiff would 
he entitled to succeed to tiie property as heir to the last owner, Jagat Ghunder. 

On this ap|)eal, 

Mr. J. RiQby, Q.C., Mr. Boydell Houghton^ and Mr. Herman ftobmson, for 
the appellant, argued tha't there was no sufficient evidence to show that .lagat 
Ghunder executed an annmati-patra in favour of his wife Baroasunderi. The 
finding of the High Court that there was a valid adoption of the respondent by 
Bamasnnden was against the weight Pf the evidence. The evidence also 
showed that the appellant was th^ reyersionary heir. 

Tor the respondent, Sir Horace Davey, Q. C., Mr. B. V. Doyne,' and 
»Mr. J. D. Mayne argued that the plaintiff had failed to prove his relationship to 
Ja^t Ghunder as alleged, and his consequent right to disturb the respondent’s 
possession. The evidence for the respondent, on the other hand, had established 
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that he was validly adopted under due authority from Bainasunderi’s 
deceased husband. 

Mr. J. Bighn, Q.C., replied. 

Their Lordships' judgment was delivei'ed by 

Sip B. Peacock. —This is an appeal from a decree of tl)e High Ck>urt at 
Calcutta rever.sinfi a decree of the Subordinate [204] .Judge of Goalpara. 
who was also Deputy Conirnissioner of that district, and from two interlocutory 
orders of the High Court m the appeal to that (Jourt from the Subordinate 
Judge. 

The plaintiff is tiie appellant, and the defendant the ~e8pondent. Each of 
the parties claims to be heir at law of .Tagat Chunder Dntt Gupta Mojsumdar, 
deceased, who was an inhabitant of Khagrahari, in the station of Dhuhri, in 
the said district. 


Jagat Chunder died on a iMlgrimage in t)ie year 18G7 without issue, leaving 
a widow, Ramasunderi Gupta, as his solo heiress. The precise date of his 
death is disputed, the plaintitf’s contention being that he died on a day in 
Falgoon 1273, corresponding with the 7tli of March 1867, whilst that of the 
defendant is that he died on 21th of Cheyt 1273, corresponding with the Ath of 
April in the same year 1867. 

The parties were not agreed as to the age of Ramasunderi at the time of her 
husband’s death. The plaintiff aoakes her out to have been about 9 years of 
age, whilst the defendant puts her age at that time at 12 or 13. The point is 
not very material, and it m.av therefore bo taken at 9, in accordance with the 
plaintiff's view. 


Raniasiinden died on the 14th of Ahs.u I‘284, corresponding with 7tli of 
.Tulv 1877, and that would make her about 19 at the tune of the alleged adop¬ 
tion. The plaintiff’s claim is that upon her death he succeeded to the proiierty 
of Jagat Chunder as his second cousin and heir liy collateral descent. The 
defendant claimed as an adopted son of Jagat Cliunder, and in that capacity 
obtained, by means of his guardian and manager, possession of property in 
suit which belonged to Jagjit Chunder at tlie time of his death. On the 27th 
of June 1883 the piamtiff, then a nimor, by his guardian and next friend, filed 
his plaint, and, after alleging that he was in possession of curtain portions of 
Jagat Chunder H jiroperty, claimed that tlie remainder, being tliat specified in 
the plaint, might be awarded to him after the establishuiont of his right thereto ' 
by inhontarre The 5th patagraphof h’s ))laiiit contains thefollowing allegation - - 
Gunga Narain Gupta was the manager of the properties loft by Jagat 
Chunder. the deceased husband of the minor, Ramasunderi, on lier behalf, till the 
time of her death, and did manv fraudulent acts even during her lifetime 
with the vain hope of [20d] becoming the malik of the*properties in dispute. 
Havirig failed in this he at last, after the demise of Ramasunderi, entered into a 
conspiracy and fraudulent combination with Ramanund Mozurnd*ir, the brother 
of his father-in-law. and falsely set up his minor son. the defendant, as the 
legally adopted son of Ramasunderi, with a view to kftepin his own hands the 
properties leffrhy the deceased Jagat Chunder and Ramasunderi, dejiriving the 
real heir, the minor plaintiff. Jn fact, the minor defendant is not the adopted 
son of Jagat Chunder, and Ramasunderi never took him as her adopted son ; 
nor, indeed had she imy authority or ryghLto adopt, nor had Jagat Chunder 
given her an> iiermission to adopt." 

The defendant, by his guardian, put in a written statement, in which, < 
amongst ether things, he denied the plaintiff’s right of inheritance, and set up^is 
own tjtle as an adoptibd son. 
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The iraportaat issues recorded for trial were— 

Ist.—Is the minor plaintiff Kali Kishore Dutt Giipta the heir of the 
late Jagat Chunder ? 

2nd.—Is the minor defendant Bhusan Chunder alias Bepin Chunder 
thu legally adopted son of Bamasunderi, the deceased widow of 
the late .lagat Chunder ? 

At the trial the defendant was called upon to prove his title as a son by 
adoption, notwithstanding the fact that the plaintiff was out of possession and 
could not have succeeded m the event of the defendant’s failure without prov¬ 
ing his own title as collateral heir by descent. As remarked by the High 
Court:— ’ 

From the judgment of the lower Court it aiipears that the Subordinate 
.Indge almost assumed the first issue in the plaintiff’s favour, for, after setting 
out tlio facts of the case, he says'- ‘The whole question, therefore, turns upon 
the inquiry, was Bepin Chunder, defendant, really adopted by Bamasunderi 
under a legally valid power to adopt, conferred upon her bond fide by her hus¬ 
band Jagat Chunder, or not ? If there was such a bond fide adoption, based upon 
a power to adopt duly and formallv confoi red bydagat Chunder on his wife, then 
clearly the plaintifl IB-at once out of Court. But if no adoption of the kind 
alleged ever took place, or if the form or outward ceremony of an adoption 
([206] .took place without the indispensable basis of a formally conferred power 
to adopt emanating fiom Jagac Chunder Mozuradar, then tlie defendant is at 
once put «nit of Court, and tfie direct consequence is the establishment of the 
plaintiff's right and title ' In other svords, he proposed to make the establish¬ 
ment of the plaintiff's title depend upon the failure or otherwise of the defendant 
in proving the validity oi Ins adoption.” 

Five witnesses deposed to the fact of Jagat Chunder’s having given his 
wife an anuniafi-jiafra. ihseswari Gupta stated that dagat Chunder read it 
out and placed it in a ho\, and ’ handed it to hn-wife. The witnesses stated 
that the nnumati-patra was executed in the month of Cheyt 1273, before 
Jagat left honte on his pilgrimage. 

It was clearly proved, and m fact it was not disputed, that Jagat Chunder 
in the \ear IHO? loft home on a pilgrimage to Gya and Benares, and that he 
died in the distiict of Monghyr prior to arriving at his destination. 

Soon after the death Chunder Nath Gupta, who had a small interest 
as it co-sharer with Jagat Chunder in tlie zotnindari pargauna Taria, 
gave notice ol the death to tlie Government authorities, as ho was legally 
bound to do. whereupon, in the inoutli of May 18G7, the pro^ierty of Jagat 
Chunder was nttaohed, and on that occasion a closed tin box containing 
documents, which wa.s then m the lesidonce of the deceased at Khagrabari, was 
taken possession of bv the Suh-Insiiector of Police of Gauripur and placed in 
an iron safe in his custody. The box and its contents remained in the custody 
of the Police until the <>th of September 1807, when, acting under an order of 
the Civil Court made upon the jietition of Bamasunderi, a document purporting 
to be an signed by Jagat Chunder and attested^ by, amongst 

others, Chunder Mohun Das, found m the box was sent by the Sub-Inspector 
of Police to the Deputy Commissioner, with a return under the seal of the 
Sub-Inspector to the following effect; — 

“ Incarnation of justice' ^ 

“ In obedience to the order received, Chunder Mohun Sen, the uncle of 
“BaAiasunderi Gupta, was brought (to the station), [207] and in his presence 
the closed tin box, which was attached, was opened, and •on an inspection of 
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the papers which it contained a closed cover to the address of the Registrar 
Baheb Bahadur was found. The Ben aforesaid stated that the cover contained 
the anumati-paira authorizing the adoption ; but ns I could not believe his 
statement, I opened the cover in the presence of Bahu Biseswar Roy, the 
Court Inspector entrusted with the charge of the sub-district, and found the 
anumati-patra signed bv the deceased zemindar Jagat Chunder Mozuindar, 
engrossed on a stamp paper, authorizing the Gupta aforesaid (Bamasunderi) to 
adopt. 1 sent it to the Court along with this report after re-sealing the covet 
containing it with sealing-wax.” 

On the 11th of Septemher 1867 the said document was sent by the 
Deputy Commissioner to the Civil Court, where it renr^ined until the 6th of 
February 1870, when it was returned to Pudma LocUun Goswami, the then 
manager of Bamasunderi, a copy, proved to have been examined with the 
original by the raoharrir in the Collector’s office and the mohafez in tiie 
ordinary discharge of their duties, having been filed in the Court. 

^ Thus it appears that the document found in the box which wa'* seized at 
the residence of Mie deceased remained in the custody of officers of Government 
from May 1867 to February l.s70, when it was returned to the manager of 
Bamasunderi. 

The witnesses above referred to who spoke to the anum-tti-pnlra were 
examined in the time of the predecessor of tiie Subordinate -ludge, arxd were 
believed by the Judges of the High Court, who had as good an opportunity as 
the Subordinate Judge himself of forming an opinion as to their cradihility. 

The defendant proposed to prove the anumaU^piitra bv a copy of the 
document which was filed in tlie Civil Court, and by proving the loss of the 
original by a certified copy of a deposition of Gunga Narain Gupta made in a 
former proceeding between the same parties. , 

The copy had been filed by the defendant in the Court of the Buhordmate 
Judge on the 2ith of .4prLl 1885, and on the same day two witnesses had been 
examined on the part of the defendant to prove that the copy was a true copy 
of the original. This [208} was in the time of a predecessor of the Subordinate 
Judge who decided the case 

The copy of the deposition of Gunga Narain was tendered by the plaiutitl' 
on the 17th of .\tinl 188fi, as evidence intended to be used on his behalf. On 
the 1st of June the plauitiif's witness Chunder Mohuii Das deposed to the * 
signature of Gunga Narain to the original, and the document was then marked 
as an exhibit, and was admitted to the record as part of the plaintiff's evidence. 

On the ‘21st of June 1886 the defendant put in a petition to the lower 
Court, stating that the original anumati-patra executed by the deceased had 
been stolen, and praying that an authenticated copy might be used as evidence. 
In support of the petition the defendant relied upon the above-mentioned 
deposition of Gunga Narain, which stated that, on the death of Pudma Loohun, 
the said Gunga Narain was apixiuited manager of the said estate, that on taking 
charge of the said estate after the death of the said Pudma liochun he received 
the original ofiumati-patra, and that, on searcli amongst the papers of the said 
estate, the said anumati-paira could not bo found, and that since that 
time he had searched in different ways for the said document, but that 
from credible sources he came to know that the said document had been stolen. 

The Buhordinate Judge refused to ailo4 the deposition of Gunga Narain 
to be used as evidence of the loss of the origiaal anumati-patra, as Gunga 
Narain was living and ought to be called, and he afterwards allowed the eopy'^ 
of the deposition to be withdrawn from the record by the plaintiff. He alw 
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rejected the copy of the anwmati-mlra, upon the ground that there was no 
evidence of the loss of the original, and it was removed from the record. 

It would have been much better if, when the Judge rejected the copy of 
the deposition, Gunga Narain had been produced as a witness on behalf of 
the defendant, but that was not done. It is true that Gunga Narain was 
afterwards tendered for cross-examination, but it was held to be then too late, 
as the defendant's case bad been closed. 

Before the rejection of the anumati-patra, Chunder Mohun Das, who was 
in the employ of Jagat Chunder up to the time of his death, had b^n examined 
before the Subordin^e Judge as a witness on behalf of the plaintiil, 
and deposed that one month l 2093 after the property was attached he was 
told by Chunder Gupta to sign his name to the anumati-patra and refused to 
do so, and that Chunder Mohun Son, Mritunjov Bose, and Pudma Goswanii, 
who were then present, told him that they would cause his name to be writ¬ 
ten. This is a most improbable story, and is not at ail in accordance with the 
plaintiff’s case as stated in the nth paragraph of the plaint. Jf this statement * 
were true, Chunder Gupta, Chunder Mohun Sen, and Pudma Goswarai must 
have been conspinrfg together, when, m fact, it appears from other parts of 
the evidence that they were hostile to each other. 

The witness was disbelieved hy the High Court, and their Lordships con¬ 
sider that his evidence was wholly unworthy of credit. 

.\mongst other things the witness swore that "when Jagat Chunder went 
on pilgrimage he did not, either at that time or before it, execute any will or 
avimiati-patm, nor did he grant any,” and further. “ that he had heard that as 
there was no anumaii-ijutra Chunder Nath, Mritunjoy Bose, and Pudma Lochun 
consulted together to fabricate one.” Their Lordships cannot but remark 
upon the fact of the Subordinate Judge's having recorded as evidence such 
worthless statements. It is also worthy of notice that the document which 
the defendant attempted to prove by the copy which was rejected was that 
which was seized by the police in the closed box and forwarded to the Civil 
Court, and wliicli was in the custody of Government officers from the time of 
the attachment of the property in May 1867 to February 1870. and that the 
time at which Chunder Mohun Das states that ho was requested to attest an 
xinmtati-patra was about one month after the property was attached, or m 
other words, whilst the document relied upon by the defendant was in the cus¬ 
tody of tlio police. 

.Another document, namely, a will of Jagat Chunder was tendered in 
evidence by the defendant and rejected by the Judge without referring to the 
evidence on the record in support of it. His reason for rejecting it, to use his 
own words, whatever may bo the moaning attached to them, was, “Jagat 
Chunder's will was also put in, but refused admittance to the record on the 
ground of its inadmissibility under any definite section of the Evidence Act. 
It contains an allusion tef an intention on the testator's part to fZlOj proceed 
on pilgrimage after having executed, or after executing, a deed of power to 
adopt: but worded as it is, there is nothing to show definitely that such a deed 
of power ever was actually executed as a matter of fact. 

• 

The will was as follows• 

"To— 

^ The abode of all bliss, Srijut Chunder Nath Gupta, a co-sharer zemindar 
of parganua Taria, hissa half anna, inhabitant of Khagraba'ti. ^ 
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“ I, Jagat Ghunder Dutt Mozuuidar, son of Batnkant Mozumdar deceased, a 
co-sharer iieniindar of parganna Taria, inhabitantof Khagrabari station Gauripur, 
in the district of Goalpara, do execute this will to the following effect:— 

“ I am starting for Gya and Benares for the purpose of performing the 
necessary sradhs of my ancestors, of offering pindas to them, and of doing 
religious acts on my own behalf, after giving v^u the power to realize the rents 
of my zennndari in the said parganiia, of my invalid lakhera] property in 
kisrnut Uchita and others, and of my purchased brahmottur and muurasi jotes 
and other immoveable and raoveahJe properties, to perform the sheha of the 
ancestral deities, to jireserve the lumses, to pay the debts and to collect the 
dues, to institute suits against any persons and to register rny name in the 
sudder and riiofustiil and to sign the same. No son or daughter has yet been born 
unto me The Imm.m body is transinoiy , no one can tell what may happen 
at any time. God forbid, but as I may die after going to the place of jiilgnmage, 
1 leave behind mo nn nwHinali'/ifiiirt to mv wife, to adopt a son in order to 
the preservation of the pindas of niy aneestoi'.s and my.self. You are also the 
husband of mv uterine sister and have always lieen living with ^our family in 
the same mess with me, and for a long time have been doing me good service by 
way of caring for my zcmindai i, etc And there is also an unmarried niece 
(sister's daughter;. As it is necessary for me to maintain them and you, 1 execute 
this will of my own accord and in a sound mind, to the effect that shcnld 1 die 
after reaching tlie place of p.lgnmage, you will take possession of a 1-anna share 
out of the 6 annas share which I have in the zemindari, and of a 1-anna 
C 2 II 3 siiare out of the 9 annas share which 1 have in the invalid lakhera] 
kisrnut TJchita and others, bv registering your name in place of mine, and 
you shall enjoy the same down to son, grandson, daughter's son, etc , your 
heirs. With respect to inv remaining i annas share in the zeuiindaii and the 
H annas share in the invalid lakhoraj, and with respect to the 3 annas share of 
the zemindari and the 3 annas share of the invalid lakhera] which 1 have 
obtained as a gift from mv maternal grand-aunt Hnjuta Hhuirabi Chowdhrani, 
altogether with respect to the 7 annas share in the zeinindari and the 11 annas 
share in the invalid iukheraj, and with respect to my purchased brahmottur, 
inourasi jotes and others wliich are in mv possession and enjoyment, you shall, 
on my demise, cause a fit bov to bo adopted from a good family or from out of 
my gvantis, by my wife Bainasunderi Gujita, and getting him recognized as 
heir, you shall manage the zemindari and all other projierties till the minor'' 
attains his majonU. If you or your sou, grandson or daughter's son, etc., be 
not liviiig, 'lie 1-anna share of the zennndari and the 1-anna share of the 
invalid lakheraj and others, which J have given you, shall he obtained by me, 
or by my son, grandson, wdioever may ho in existence If I or my wife, son, 
grandson be not living, then the zemindari, etc., loft by me shall he obtained by 
yon, or hv vour son, grandson, and daughtei's son, etc., whoever may be in 
existence. To the above effect 1 execute this will. 

“ The 7th Cheyt 1273 B.R.” 

The will, if genuine, w’as a very iinportunt document, for it not only sup¬ 
ported the evidence as to the anumaO-paira, but amounted to an assertion by 
.Tagat Ghunder, through whom the plaintiff claims, that he had given power to 
bis^wife to adopt, which, in the absence,<of Qvidence to prove the revocation of 
the’power, would, in their Tjordships' opinion, have been suflBcient to support 
the adoption. Further, the direction to Ghunder Nath to cause a fit boy to be 
adopted by his wife would in itself, in the absence of an anumaii-paira, aiffdunt 
by ifaplicKlion to a \jower to his wife to adopt a fit boy from a good family. 
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Jfc is very improbable that if the will had been forged by Chunder Nath 
after the death of Jagat, he would have made the devise to himself of a 
One-anna share in the zemindari and a one*anna share of the invalid iakeraj 
dependent upon a condition which C8123 ho must have known had never been 
performed, namely, the reaching by Jagat Chunder of the place of pilgrimage, 
Jagat Chunder having died on the journey to that place in the district oi 
Monghyr. That condition is also an answer to the objection made on behalf 
of the plaintiff that the will was never acted upon. 

The Subordinate Judge then, having no evidence before him either of the 
original or of the copy of the alleged anumati-paira, or of the alleged will, pro¬ 
ceeded to deal with the whole case, and in the result expressed himself in the 
following terms. He said ' — 

“ Upon a review of the whole of the evidence I must confess that my 
faith has been utterly shaken in the evidence of the witnesses adduced on the 
defendant’s side, whereas 1 see no grounds whatever for discrediting those much- 
maligned Mymensingh witnesses, on the plaintiff’s side, who w'ere examined by* 
commission upon the subiect of the plaintiff’s genealogical claims to inberitanee. 
They are apparently permanent residents bf the Mymensingh district, and 
to all appearances unbiassed by any personal interest m the results of the 
present suit. 

" Of course, either of tiie genealogical tables might be a forgery and false 
concoction, witiiout difficulty. But I see no good or reasonable grounds for 
condemning the Mymensingh table as such, whereas 1 do believe that the 
defendant’s table is a fabrication in its suspicious brevity. 

In bne, I find no difficulty in arriving at the conclusion that the defend¬ 
ant's claims are absolutely ml, and that they are based, from first to last, upon 
fraud and forgery. That some sort of a mock ceremony, to act as a quaat 
adoption, actually did take place,.I am quite willing to believe. But that what 
took place was really an adoption of the defendant (then about nine years of 
age) by Bamasundon, or that any real bond fide adoption by her would have 
been attended by no more respectable a concourse of the surrounding zemindars 
and other native gentry than the few who had any pictensions whatever to the 
claim of respectabilitv, who are said to have been present on the occasion, is a 
most significant circumstance 

* “ My belief is that the unfortunate Baraasunderi was for a long time past 

utterly crushed, and made bo live a living, lingering death by the iron rod of 
restraint wielded by Gunga Narain so pitilessly . [213] and that, as far as the 
sham adoption is oonoorned, the unfortunate creature was^ wholly unconscious 
of what was going on around her, being in her last collapse, and about to 
breathe her last. 

“ There being no reason, therefore, for doubting the genuineness of the 
plaintiff’s claim in this suit, I decree the suit in plaintiff’s favour, with all costs.” 

The Subordinate Judge was silent as to the jaersons whom he considered 
to have been implicated m the fraud and forgery, or the witnesses upon whose 
evidence he relied in support of that finding. The judgment of the Subordinate 
Judge is very unsatisfactory. ^ 

There was no evidence to justify the belief which the Judge avow^, 
" thsit the unfortunate Bamasun^ri Vas for a long time past utterly crushed, 
and made to live a living, lingering ileath by the iron rod of restraint wielded 
■ jjunga Narain so pitilessly ; and that, as far as the sham adoption is con¬ 
cerned, the unfortunate creature was wliolly unconscious of what was going on 
around her, being in her last collapse, and about to breathe her last.” • The 
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Sabordinate Judge did not even oonSne himself to the ease before him, but went 
out of his way to declare his suspicions and throw out insinuations without 
the slightest evidence to warrant them. He said : It is difficult to prevent 
one’s suspicions of foul play from carrying one back as far as the time of Jagat 
Chunder’s death, and suggesting to one’s mind that very possibly he did not 
die a natural death. The ever-convement cholera was at once put forward as 
the cause of liis end, and this might or might not have been so.” The Judge 
does uot condescend to particulars; Gunga Narain Gupta, described by him as 
an utterly unscrupulous character, was not with Jagat Chunder on his pilgrimage 
or at the time of his death, nor was he the person who reported that the death 
was the result of cholera. Upon whom could his suspicions be supposed to 
rest, except upon those, or some of those, who were with the deceased at the 
time of his deatli, and who retried that he died from cholera Again, speak¬ 
ing of Baniasunderi, he says. ‘ 1 do not feel^ much in the way of scruples myself 
ill suggesting auotlier aud mure probable cause of her illness and death, and 
that is slow poison, resulting from her olxluracy in ret using to adopt the defend¬ 
ant.” Again: ‘ It is curious what a high rate of mortality appears to have 
been amongst vitally esseutial personages, such us the late manager, Pudma 
Lochun, in t8l4} whose time the alleged unfortunate theft of the box said to 
coutaiu the all-irnpoitant deed of power tu adopt is stated to have occurred; the 
attesting witnesses also bu the iinpuitant deed aic all dead.” and so on.. 

Hasty, uncalled for, aud indiscreet expressions like these, caslitig suspicions 
of grave cniiies against unnamed ahsuut persons, witiiout one tittle of evidence 
to support them, are wholly unwarrantable, and cannot but destroy respect for 
the judgment and discretion of the Judge, aud lower tlie confidence which might 
otherwise attach to his decision upon the questions really before him. 

The case was appealed tu the High Court, and by two mtorlocutory orders 
of that Court made m the appeal the copy of the anumati-patni and of the 
deposition of Gunga Narain winch was put in as part of the evidence for the 
plain tilt were restoied to tiie record Those orders ax’o also included in this 
appeal. Tlieir Lonisliiph consider tliat the High (kmrt was rigiit in making 
them, and also in their finding that the aaamati patru was executed by Jagat 
Chunder, and that the cui>y pro<luced was a copy of the original which found 
its way into the Civil Court in the manner already stated. 

The will of Jagat Chunder, whicli was rejected b\ the Subordinate Judge, • 
and as to the genuineness of winch he expressed no opinion, w'as produced, and 
proved to the satisfaction of the High Court. They gave credit to one of the 
attesting witnesses, Krishna Nath Surma Roy, and other evidence in support 
of It, and their Lordshilis see no reason to disturb their finding. 

The High Court appear to their Lordships to have dealt very properly with 
the arguments urged on behalf of the plaintiff, and the documents produced in 
support of the contention that both the will and the anumati-patra were 
fabricated after tiie death of -lagat Chunder. With regard to the contention 
that the anumati-patra and will were dated on days subsequent to the death of 
Jagat Chundgr, it is imjxissible to believe, in the face of all the evidence in the 
case, that Jagat Chunder died in the month of Falgun 1273, and noton the 24th 
o^ Cheyt in that year, as alleged on the part of the plaintiff in the plaint. It 
was inconsistent on thb part of the Subordinate Judge to admit evidence to 
prove that Jagat Chunder died in*Fa^un 1273 after leave to amend the 

idaint had been refused. 

On the argument before their Lordships much reliance was placed 
account at page 93a of the record, dated ISth Bhadro 1274, or 30th of August 
I867*]n which a sum of Bs. 48-14 was charged for the expenditure for the half- 
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yearly &radh of Jagat Gbunder. It was contended that, if Jagat died on the 
5th of April 1867, the time of the performance of the half-yearly sradh had not 
arrived on the 15th Bhadto 1274, whereas, if he died on the 24th Falgun 1273, 
or 7th of March 1867, as alleged by the plaintiff, the period for performing the 
half-yearly sradh was on the very day of the date of the account. Their Lordships 
donotattacii any importance to that document. It seems tliat the half-yearl) 
sradh may be performed at any time during the sixth month after the death, and 
calculating by lunar months five months and four days bad elapsed since tiie 5th 
April 1867. The account is signed by Chunder Mohun Hen, but he was not the 
manager of Bamasunderi’s estate, nor had he been appointed her guardian. 
The reason for his rendering an account is not explained. The account is also 
signed by the Extra Assistant Commissioner, but it does not appear what he 
intended to vouch by Ins signature 

It is impossible to believe thatf, if the will and anumati-patra were forged, 
any of the persons interested in the forgery could have been ignorant of the date 
of the death, or would have forged documents dated a month later. Such an 
account as that now under consideration could never induce their Lordships to 
believe that Jagat Chunder died in Falgun, in the face of tlie statement in the 
plaint that he died 'on the 24th of April, and ot all the other evidence in the 
cause to which the Judges of the High Court have adverted. 

The High Court referred to a genealogical table produced in support of the 
plaintiff’s title. Thev considered, for the reasons given, that it was not entitled 
to any credit. The original document is not on the record transmitted to this 
Board, and their Lordships are unable, therefore, to form any opinion respecting 
it, or to say that the High Court came to an erroneous conclusion respecting 
the plaintitl’s heirship. They concur generally with the High Court in their 
findings upon the facts, and they will humhly fZlBj advise Her Majesty to 
affiim the judgment of the High Court and the interlocutory orders before 
referred to. The appellant must pay the coats of the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors lor tho Ajipollant • Messrs. Tatkam, Son, tf‘ Lousada. 

SolicitoiH for tlie Respondent. Messrs T L. Wilson tf Co. 

C. B. 
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PBIVY COUNCIL. 

The 8th and 23rd July, 1890. 

Phksent: 

Lord Watson, Sir B. Peacock and Sir R. Couch. 

Bishambar Nath and others.Petitioners 

versus 

Iiudad Ali Khan.Objector. 

tOn appeal from the Court of the .Tudioial Commissioner of Oudh.] 

Attachment — Cw/l Procedure Code, s. 266, sub-section (g)—Political 
pcnsum—Payments due under the Oudh loans of 1838 and 1842 — 
Exemption from hahility to attachment for debt. 

Although it IS probable that thu enauLmenta of section 2B6. Civil Procedure Code, 1882. 
wete not meant to cover psusiunH payable by a foreign State when remitted for payment to 
their poneioncr in India, they certainly iiicludn all pensions of a political nature payable 
directly by the Covornment of India. A pcn.sion guaranteed payable by the latter by a treaty 
obligation contracted with another snvi-roign power is in the strictest sense a political pension. 

An allowanee, payable by the Government of India under an arrangement made between 
the King of Oudh and the Gcivcruor-Oonoral in 1842. for the benefit of members of the King’s 
family and household, and their respective heirs in perpotuitv, and payable to one of such 
heirs, \vho has inherited it, is hi*- share in the interest m the Oudh loan of 1842, is a poli¬ 
tical pension within the meaning of section 26G, sub-section (j;), Civil Procedure Code, 1882. 
The arrangement of 1842 cannot be treated as merely a provision out of the King's private 
estate for the maintenance of members of bis famih, there having been in a State like that 
of Oudh no distinction between State property and private property vested in the sovereign. 
Six appeals, consolidated by order (.Srd April 1889), from orders (2nd 
September 1887), of the .Judicial Commissioner, reversing orders (14th March 
1887) of the District Judge of Lucknow. 

The appellants, who were all judgment-creditors, respectively, of the respon* 
dent, raised the question whether a sum of money [317] receivable by him 
from the Government of India, in the form of an inherited share in the interest 
of the Oudh loan of 1838, augmented in 1842, was liable to be attached by a 
decree-holder in execution for his debt, or was a political pension within the 
meaning of section 266, sub-soetion ({;). The latter enacts that stipends and 
gratuities allowed to railitaiy and civil pensioners of Government, and political 
pensions, shall not be liaUe to attachment or sale. 

The share was inherited t>y the judgment-debtor from hie grandmother, 
Nawab Malka Jehan, principajl consort of Mohammad Ali Shah, formerly a 
King of Oudh. With the latter, Colonel Low, on behalf of the East India 
Company, eittered into the engagements of 1838 and 1842 referred to in their 
Lordships’ judgment. 

The first engagement ^ 'stipulated that the loan should bear interest at 
the 1 ite of fou" pjer ’cont. per annum,^ that, out of the total iuterest 
Rs! 68,000, there " should he paid as pension in perpetuity, in four equal instal¬ 
ments, to the i^rsons named in the 3rd Article, and to their heirs m perp^uity, 
on tlieir receipts under their seals, the amounts set opposite their 

- --— -«- --- —___ 

** Aitchison’g Tnatieg, Enfsgementa aud Banads, Vol. H, p. 141, of edition ot 18T6. 
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The first named of these persons was Malko Jehen, Queen of Mohammad AH 
Shah, to whom, and her heirs in perpetuity, Ba. 400 per month, or Bs. 4,800 
per annum, were thus made payable. 

Qf the proposal to the King in 1842 to advance to the East India Com¬ 
pany a further sum of 12 lakhs, the result is thus stated by the Judicial Com- 
n^sioner:—"The King readily acceded to this proposal, and sent in 12 lakhs 
0* rupees to the British Minister, who issued promissory notes to the extent of 
2 lakhs of rupees in favour of persons designated by the King. A few days 
afterwards the King proposed that instead of an ordinary subscription to the 
public loan, his twelve lakhs should be treated as a special loan, and that a 
paper of acknowledgnwnt therefor should be drawn up, and that the Govern¬ 
ment note should not be negotiable, and that the interest accruing upon the 
loan should be paid as pension to his favourite Queen, Nawab Malka Jehan, 
and to her heirs for ever, and that the same should be treated as an augment¬ 
ation of the small pension of Bs. 400 per mensem secured to her by the loan 
and treaty [818] (XLVlfl) of 1838, and that the said pension should he payable 
monthlv, at the Eesident’s Treasury, at Lucknow.’’ 

The promissory note was in the form of an ordinary Government Promis¬ 
sory note, payable on demand, after three months' notice, to Muhammad Ali 
tihah, his executors, pi administrators, or order. The margin of the note con¬ 
tained a statement that " tlie interest on this note is to he paid to Nawab 
Malka Jehan, and her issue, under order of Government, Financial Department, 
dated 9th February 1842.” 

A suit w as brought in 18H4 by the heirs of Malka ,Tehan to obtain a deci¬ 
sion as to the shares in which they were entitled to receive the pension inherited 
from her on her decease. This having been brought before the Judicial 
Committee in appeal iMfrr/ftm /Jflguni v. Mirza (I. L. B., 17 Cal, 2.34 ; L. B., 
16 I. A., 17.'5)| their Lordships were of opinion that it was the intention of 
the King that, in the e%’ont of the death of any ot the pensioners having issue, 
his, or her, heirs according to the>Mahomedan (Shia) law of inheritance should 
receive payment of the pension in the proportions regulated by such law. 

The interest pav able on the note was paid to Nawab Malka Jehan until 
her death on 4th July 1881. She left four grandchildren, her heirs under the 
Imamiya law, of whom the present respondent was one. The shares of these 
descendants were hnnlly settled by the decision above referred to. Fending the 
litigation, these appellants, as decree-holders, applied to have the respondent’s 
share attached. An order was made accordingly attaching Bs. 14,354, then 
in the Government Treasury at Lucknow, and said to be this respondent’s 
share. On the 15th January L8K7, the latter filed his objections which were 
dealt with under section 244. Civil Procedure Code. Notice was issued, and, 
on the appearance of the decree-holders, issues yrere recorded. Of these the 
first, which applied to all the decree-holders, waS whether the pension fell 
within the provisions o' section 4, Act XXI^ of 1871, the Pensions Act *. 
The District Judge made his order {14th March 1887) [219] in favour of these 

* This Act piovidcB in fidbtion 4, " except hr hereinafter provided, no Civil Court shall 
entertain aiiv buit relating to any pension, or grant of money, or land revenue, conferred or 
mn de by the British in- an\ former O^overnment, whatever may have been the consideration for 
any such ponbion or grant, and whatever may haw been the nature of the payment, claup or 
right for which such pension or grant may have been substituted.” And m section 11, “No 
pension granted or continued by Governnynt gn political canHideratioiis, or on account of past 
services or present infirniities, or as a compassionate allowance, and no money due Or to’ 
due on account of any such pension or allowance, shall be liable to seisure, attaoh- 
or Hequestration by process of any Court in British India, at the instance of a oreditmr, 
for any demand against the pensioner, or m satisfaction of a decree or order of any sud), 
Court." • 
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appellantiB. He considered that paymeniis issuing as the result ot the loan 
of 1842, were not pensions within the meaning of the Act of 1871, and he 
pointed out that they were not referred to in the Oudh Wasikas ' Act, 1886. 

The present respondent appealed to the Judicial Commissioner, resting his 
case for exemption upon section 11 of the Pensions’ Act, 1871. The order of 
the District Judge was reversed by the Appellate Court, and the attachments 
were removed. The Court held that the claim did not fall within the prohibi¬ 
tion of the Pensions' Act, 1871, any more than it did within the Wasikas’ 
Act, 1886. 

The Judicial Commissioner, however, considered that, as far as the settlor 
Mohammad Ali Shah was concerned, the payment to^he respondent and to 
his grandmother before him was a pension pure and simple made on political 
grounds. He therefore w'as of opinion that the sum lying in the Treasury and 
now in dispute was a “ political pension ” within the meaning of section 266, 
Civil Procedure Code. 

On this appeal, 

Mr. J. D. Mayne, for the Appellants, argued that the order of the District 
Judge ought to be restored. The payment in question [220^ was neither a 
pension within section 11 of the Pensions’ Act, 1871, as contended by the 
present respondent when appealing below, nor was it a political pension within 
^tion 266 of the Civil Procedure Code, as the Judicial Commissioner had held 
it to he. Act XXI of 1886 bv imiJication excluded money payable under the 
loan of 1812 from those pension.-i which wore by that Act exempted from the 
ordinary civil process. The payment was in virtue of a settlement of the 
Sing's private estate, he hav’ing made tlie Government of India the instrument 
for carrying out an arrangement wheroh\ he provided for his relations. This 
was not a political [lension. 

Mr. i?. V. Doym, for the Respondent, argued that the construction already 
put by their Lordsliips on the agreement of 1842 was that the loan of that 
year was by way of augmenting the loan ot 1838, and was brought, in effect, 
within the terms of the previous engagement. Tins at all events gave the sums 
paid under the latter as well as under the former loan the character of a 
political pension, with the meaning of soction 266, sub-seotion (tj), of the Civil 
Procedure Code. 

Mr. J. D. Maynti was heard in reply. • 

On a subsequent day, 23rd July, their Lordships’ judjllltllt was delivered 

by— 

Lbrd Watson.— These are consolidated appeals at the instance of judgment- 
creditors of the respondent, Nawab Ali Khan, one of the heirs, according to 
Mahomodan law, of the late Malka Julian, who was Jhe principal consort of 
Mohammad Ali Shah, the last King of Oudh. In all of them the same question 
is raised for decision,—WhetheA monthly allowance payable to tlie respondent 
by the Indian Government, under an arrangement made between the King of 
C3^dh and the Governor-General of India in the yearl842, is liable to betaken 
in execution*for his debts ? 

* Thus Act (XXI of IS86> cttuitea the ureati';!! of nertaiu peutuiiUH aridiijg out of loans 
made by members of the Oudh Royal Fi^unl/ to the East India Compaay m 1818, 1814, 
1885, and 1688, which wOeJrnown respectively as ^ Amanat, Zamaoat. andLoui, wasikas, 
and'that doubts had ani>eu whether such wasikas were pensions within the meaning of the 
Btnsious’ Act, 1871. It then proceeded (section ■!) to declare that they were pensions within 
the meamng ot the I'ensioiis’ Act, 1871, and that that Act should apply to them as ifjbmw 
WPie pcasiousof classes referred to in cnotions 4 and 11 of that Act. No refotenoe wasl"^ 
is thf Act to the loan dl 1842. 
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Mohamed Ali Shah had, in 1838, advanced Bs. 17,00,000 to the Government 
of India, in pursuance of a formal treaty, by which the latter undertook to apply 
the interest of that sum in payment of allowances to certain members of the 
Royal family and household, including his spouse Malka Jehan, and their 
respective heirs in perpetuity. In the treaty, these allowances are described as 
taai] ‘ ‘ pensions," and the persons entitled to them for the time being as 
" pensioners.” and un the failure of an otiginal {.lensioner, and his or her heirs, 
the Government undertook to devote the lapsed pension towards the maintenance 
of a mosque selected hv the King. 

Mohammad Ali Rtiah subsequently advanced on loan to the Indian Govern¬ 
ment Rs 12,00,000, which he intended to settle as an additional provision for 
Malka .Tehan and her heirs. Being apprehensive that the lady or her heirs might, 
if the note or acknowledgment of the loan were issued m her name, be ” per¬ 
suaded at some future period, by evil advisors, to sell the note and squander 
away the money,” Ills Majesty, by letter dated the 4th January 1842, requested 
the Governor-General, instead of issuing a promissor\ note in name of 
Malka Jehan, to “pay to hor, and her issue in perpetuity, the interest at the 
rate of 6 per cent, per annum, that is, Rs. 5,000 a month, so long as 5 per 
cent, interest may be allowed, and afterwards such reduced interest as may be 
paid from time to tiiiie'hy tiie British Government." The letter made special 
referenco to the guarantee or treaty of 1838, and the pensions thereby settled 
on the ladies of the Royal family, and represented that compliance with the 
loqaost which it preferred “ will prevent any new guarantee being entered into, 
but will merely be the payment of a large sum of interest instead of a small one.” 

In rej)iv to tiiat communication the Govornor-Gerieral, by a letter, dated 
tlie loth Felnuai'V 1842, intimated his pleasure “ in concurring with the hearty 
desire and wishes " of Uis Majesty, and gave tiie assurance that an order would 
be duly passed (or their execution. 

\ jirornissorv note for repayment of the loan was issued in the name of 
Mohammad .Ali Shah, which apjiears to have l>een renewed, in .similar terms, 
as of date the 30l.li .Inne 1854 The letters which constitute the arrangement 
between Ills Majesty and the Government of India, with respect to payment 
of the interest to Malka Jehan and her heirs in perpetuity, contain no provision 
for disi) 0 ".al of the capital of the loan, in the possible event of their failure. 
Wbethei tlie capital would, in that event, he payable to the representatives of 
the King, or belong to the Indian Government, appears to their Lordships to 
ho a question the decision of [222] which, one way or another, cannot 
adect the character of tlie right conferred on Malka Jehan and her heirs 
hy the arrangement of 1842, under whicli the fund is at present held and 
administered by the Government. 

The Civil Procedure Code of 1882, section 266 (<;), enacts that “ Stipends 
and gratuities allowed to military and civil pensioners of Government, and 
political pensions,” shall not be liable to attachment and sale in execution of a 
decree. If the share, inherited hy the respondent, of the interest on the loan 
,of 1842, originally payable to Malka Jehan, be a “ political pensipn” within 
the meaning of that enactment, the case of the appellants necessarily fails. 

The appellants argued, in the first place, that the allowance payable to the 
respondent by the Indian Government is hot a pension i and, in the second 
place, tjrat, assuming it to be a pension, ft is not a political pension in the sense 
of the Civil Procedure Code, inasmuch as it is not a pension bestowed by the 
IMsm Government in respect of political services, or for political considerations* 

In support of the first of these propositions, it was m&intained that the 
arrangement of 1842 was in its nature akin to a deed of settlement, by which 


151 



t.IliB, f8 Cal. aS3 BISHAMBAB BAtiaflSo. 37. Ajftl-KHAK {l€l9dl} 


Ibe King made a provision, out of his private estate, in - of membefn* nf' 

his family who had a natural claim upon him for tnaintehanoe. .'The argument ^ 
ignotes the fact that, i^er a despotic goveromene, like that of Oudh in .1842, ‘ 
there was really no distinotiou observed between State property and private 
inoperty vested in the Sovereign, and that all the estate of which he was 
possessed passed, on his decease, to his successor iu the throne. 

♦ ^ ' 

Their Lordships had occasion in a recent case [Mariam Begum Mima 
(I. L. B., 17 Cal., 234 , L. B., 16 1. A., 175)J to consider the character and yiwet 
of the arrangement constituted by the letters passing between the King of Ondh' 
and theGovemor-General in 1842. Sir Baknes Peacock!', who delivered the judg¬ 
ment of the Board, there said .—“ Their Lordships concur with the Judicial Oom- 
mlMioner in the opinion that the King intended in 1842 to provide an additional 
pension for Malka Jehan £2333 of the same nature as that which he had already 
provided for her in the year 1838." Notwithstanding the argument addressed 
to them for the appellants, their Lordships see no reason to alter or modify the 
views thus expressed by Sir Babnes Peacock on their behalf. The Governor- 
General, in assenting to the King’s letter of the 4th January 1842, expressly 
agreed to apply the interest arising upon the new loan in augmenting the 
pensions already secured to the Queen and her heirs by the Treaty of 1838, 
such augmentation being subject to the same conditions and under the same 
guarantee as the original pensions. In that view, it is impossible to'say that 
the increase is not a pension, or that the heirs of Malka Jehan. the present 
recipients, have not been recognized as pensioners by the Government of India. 


Then it is said that these payments bv way of increment, although they 
may be pensions, are not political pensions within the meaning of the Code. 
The following passage, in the judgment already referred to, appears to their 
Lordships to be conclusive against this branch of the appellants’ argument 
"It should be remarked that although a settlement in the terms of the King’s letter 
of 1842, creating pensions in perpetuity, could not under tiie Mahomedan Law 
be validly made by a private individual, the arrangement of 1842 takes effect 
as a contract or treaty between two sovereign powers.” 

‘t 

It is probable (although the point is not one which it is necessary to 
determine in this case) that the enactments of section 266 (y) of the Code wei|^ 
not meant to cover pensions payable by a foreign State, when remitted for 
payment to their pensioner in India, hut these enactments certainly include all 
pensipns of a political nature payable directly by the Government of India. 

A pension which the Government of India has given a guarantee that it will 
pay, by a treaty obligation contracted with another .Sovereign Power, appears 
to their Lordships to be, in the strictest sense, a political pwsion. ■ The obliga¬ 
tion to pay, as well as the actual payment of the penmon, must, in snob 
circumstances, be ascribed to reasons of State policy. * ‘ 

Being of opinion that the respondent’s pension ns protected from epceoution','* 
by the provisions of the Code, their Lordships consider it unnecessary to exji^ress 
any opinion with regard to his [3243 pleas founded on " the Pensions’ Aol,' 
1871,’’ and the "Oudh Wasikas’ Act, XXI of 1886." 

In one of these appeals a plea of res judrcaia was taken, upon the ground,. 
apparently, that a ruling by the Judge in one application for execution ought 
to be held conclusive against the judgment-debtor in every other HppIioajtiw(rM)r • 
execution of the sgtne decree.' The plea requires no further notice, becauSsJl^i. 
decree or order upon which it is rested has not been produced, , « 
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.. TtvBivXordshipg theMi|onC"hnmbl^ advise Her Majesty to affinn the^^ 
jadgaarifo appealed froga. ThS costs of the respondent in these appeals most 
be pat^ by the appellants. ^ 

* Appeals (mmissed with cosia. ' 

‘ dolioltor for the Appellants: Mr. W. Buttle. , , 

Solioitors for the Bespondents: Messrs. Young, Jackson and Beard, 

t ^ 0. B. , 

' ’ . . . 

^ ^ NOTES. 

rf As ragards foreign political pensions see also (1898) 1 0. G., 170; (1902) 26 Mad., 69 
26 Mad.. 428; (19041 36 All., 617. ] 
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PBIVY COUNCIL. 

The loth and 26th July, 1890. 

Present; 

Lord Watson, Sir B. Peacock and Sir R. Cooch. 


Jarao Kamari.Plaintiff 

versus 

Lalonmoni and another.Defendants. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta. 1 

Evidence —Admission m a mortgage as to amount of land excepted from tts 
. operttiton — Evidence Act [1 of 1H72), s. 83—Takbast survey map — 

Statements recorded on such map. 

^ Debutter land within the limits of a revenue-pacing mouzah, which had been mortgaged 
by the defendants to a predecessor m title of the plaintiil, was exempted from the mortgage, 
• the deed specifying the number of bighas making the area of the debutter. Against a plaintiff, 
who made title to the mortgaged mouzah and claimed possession of all of it that had passed 
by the mortgage, the mortgagors set up that there was more debuttor in the mouzah than the 
deed had specified, the intention of the p>irtios to tho deed having been to exempt whatever 
debt)tter there actually was;— Held, that the statement in the deed as to the quantity of the 
dehutter was a delibenlte admission, imposiag upon tho mortgagors who had madeit, the 
;^rdeD of proving that it was untrue, or that they were not bound by it; also that the Sub- 
^tdinate Judge's finding that tho defendants bad not given proof sufficient to disc harge 
^bumaalvea^if this, was correct. ’ 

Among other evidence, adduced to counteract the effect of this admission, was a 
K^'mijlfibbaBt luap made at a revenue survey. The amin who made it had no authority to deter* 
rtoine what lands*weeb debutter, but only to ISy down, and to map, boundaries :—Eeld, that 
“ ^ map could not be treated as raising a V^sUbiption of correctness 'within s. 63* of tbe^ 

ill ' •* * [Sec. 63 .—Tho Court shall presume that maps or plans pur- 

maps made for 'porting to be made by the authority of Governmaot were so 
of any cause. made, and are accurate, but maps or plans made for tbe<purpott8 
1 ' of any cause must be proved to be aocuratdf] 
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Indian Evidence Act, 187^, on the question as to the amomit of debutter land in one of the 
villages mapped. 

Statements, also, ns to what lands were debatter appeared on the face of the map to 
have been made according to the pointing out of the agents of the proprietors of the mouaah, 
and the principal tenants iii the presence of the agents of the holders of estates in the 
'lieighbouring inousahs ■— f/e/d, that these statem nits were not evidence on the issue 
now raised. 

Appeal from a decree (24:th .Tuly 18R5) of the High Court, modifying 
a decree (2Jst December 1882) of the Second Subordinate Judge of the Hooghly 
district. 

The question was whether the lands, of which thh plaintiff', now appellant, 
claimed po.sscssion, wore included in a raorfcgnge of the 6th October 1871, or 
were excluded bv the terms of the mortgage deed, whieli exempted a certain 
nuinhei of highas of debutter land from its operation. The ancestors of the 
defendants, respondents, were formerly zemindars of a ten-anna share of 
Mahomed Aiumpore in the Hooghly district, and had dedicated to the main¬ 
tenance of the woi'shii) of several Hindu deities a yearly sum of Bs. 7,824 out of 
the zemindar! rents. 

Before the decennial settlement, lands yielding about that sum were set 
apart from the malguzari villages of the zotnindari, and in 1770 a chhar ohitta 
was given by the officer representing the revenue authorities to thc^ zemmdar, 
stating the jilots of dehutter. In 1787 the settlement of the zemindari took 
place, excluding the lands which, according to that document, were dehutter. A 
resumption .suit claiming 9,141 highas, as liable to assessment and not assessed, 
was brought in the year 1839, lasting till 1845. In that suit, which was 
brought against .logendia Chundor Rov, who was the husband of the first, and 
father of the second, of the present defendants and against his brother, the 
chhar chitta of 1770 was produced, and f.he jirocoedings ended in the confir¬ 
mation of the dehutter, and its release from all claim by the Government 
to assess it to the revenue. This same diicument was produced in a suit for 
rent brought in IHHO bv the present appellant in which £2261 the respondents 
intervened, hut It was not forthcoming in this suit. Default having b^n mside 
in payment of the mortgage debt, the mortgagee obtained, on the 10th April 
1877, a consent decree for Rs 2,27,o89, in execution whereof the mortgaged 
lands were sold, on the 9th Decemiier J87H, to Luchrniput Kingh, in the name 
of his son Gliutturnuc Singh They were then, on the Ifith Novemlier 1880, 
with other estates, sold to the second plaintiff, the Maharaja Sir Jotendro 
Mohun Tigoie, K.C.s.l , whogranteil a putni ijara of eight annas of the twelve 
annas of Mahomed Aminpore to Sriraati Jaruo Kumaii, the first plaintiff, the 
present appellant, who was hound liy the conditions of the ijara to protect the 
estate against encroachment 

This suit was at first brought to obtain possession of 39 plots, but no ques¬ 
tion reiiiHined on this appeal as to any parcel except the first, which was 
described in the schedule to the plaint as the Heoraphuli h4t, or market, togethei^* 
with land belonging to it. The mortgage deed of 6th October 1871, whieb^ 
was in Esglish, sot forth Die exception upon which tne present litigation 
turned, which was., “ save and except the dehutter lands therein comprised, 
nameh ” then followed the names of the villages, with the amount of debutter 
land in each. Vgainst .Seoraphuh w^s down the area of 87 highas, that 
extent of dehutter land being thus excluded. The plaintifiTs conteption was 
that Seonipnuli iiaving been mortgaged, le.s8 its debutter lauds, those lands 
wore pxpii s'-ly limited to the area of 87 highas, and that the rest of the vd^e, 
over and ahove that total, was comprised in the mortgage,, such having he sft 
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the intentioa of the parties thereto, and also passed at the sale in 1878, and 
the Etabsequent sale. The defendants, on the other hand, alleged that their title 
to the debutter land in this village was not limited to the 87 bighas, but that 
they were entitled to have excluded from the mortgage all the debuttor land, 
whatever its area, that the limits of Seoraphuli contained. 

The Subordinate Judge, Babu Bhubanchunder Mukerji, coasidei*ed tb^ 
evidence on which the defendants relied to be insuiliciunt to outweigh the 
presumption raised by the admission in the mortgage deed of 6th October 1871, 
that the debutter land in Seori^huli was only 87 bighas. He went through 
all the defendants’ proofs, by [227} which they showed that the land in suit 
was part of their estate, hut held these proofs insudiciqnt to alter the alleged 
area of debutter land in Seoraphuli, or establish it as any more than the 87 
bighas, admitted in the mortgage deed, a careful document By the takbast 
survey map made in 186U, it appeared that the lands, measured as debutter of 
Seoraphuli, were 192 bighas. But that map was evidence of possession, mot of 
title, and to report on the question now raised, the quantity of debutter was not 
within the amin’s authorization. He referred also to the non-production of the 
chhar ohitta of 1770 

Both parties appealed to the Eligli Court, of which a Division Bench(MiTTEK 
and Norris, .1 J ) in part allowed, and in part dismissed, tlie appeals of both 
parties, witii the result that the judgment was in favour of the defendants, as to 
the area of the dehutter in Seoraphuli being the 192 bighas mentioned in the 
takbast map of 1869 The High Court held tiiat, on the proper construction of 
the mortgage deed, the intention of the paities was to mortgage only the zemin- 
dari lands excluding the debuttor, and Dial “ the specilication of the quantity of 
the debutter land did not enlarge the actual area of the mal lands agreed to be 
hypotliecated.” In deciding what was debutter, the Judges were of opinion that 
the measurement chittas made m the course of the resumption suit of 
1840—45 would, if thov had been iirocutablo, have been the most satis¬ 
factory evidence. But, as thev could not bo found, the next best evidence 
was the takbast survey map of 1869. Tins they hold to have been wrongly 
rejected by the fiist Court, and they considered it to be presumably correct, 
under s. 83 of the Indian Bvidenco .\ct, 1872, it not having been shown 
to be inaccurate. As to the non-production of the ohliar chitta of 1770, there 
was nothing to show that it was intentionally Withheld by the defendants. 
Thus they arrived at 192, being the number of excepted bighas in Seoraphuli. 

This appeal was preferreil b> the first plaintitt alone. 

Mr. T. H. Cowie, Q.C , and Mr. ££. V. Doyne appeared for the Api)ellant. 

Mr. J. II. A. Bran&on appeared for the Bospoudents. 

The principal points urged for the .ippellanl were that the High Court was 
wrong in its construction of the mortgage deed, [228} and also in not giving 
the right effect to the evidence The true construction was that all of 
mouzab Seoraphuli, except 87 bighas of dehutter, was included m the mortgage. 
'The High Court had not attributed due weight to the defendants’ admission 
in the deed, and had erred ib holding that the takbast map of 1869 was wit hin 
s 83 of the Evidence Act. The statements appearing on the map* had been 
wrongly admitted as evidence on tlie issue between the parties. 

For the respondents, it was argueef that the High Court had riglitly treated 
the mortgage deed as excluding the tebutter in Beoraphuli. ‘ The insertion of 
the num^r of bighas forming tlie area was open to correction in a decree, upon 
evuienpe o^its inaccuracy. The order in the resumption suit, the takbast map, 
anoWb othei: evidence, on wliich the juc.gment of the High Court had 
based, supported the oonclusion. * 
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Mr. T. H. Coivie, Q.O., replied. ^ 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Sir R. Couch. —By a mortgage dated the 6th of Ootober 1871 to secure 
the ropayment of Bs. 1,50,000 and interest, Srimati Lalonmoni Dasi conveyed 
.'lUl her share and interest, and Girindra Chunder Boy released, conveyed, and 
.. assured all his share and interest, as well as confirmed the share and interest of 
Lalonmoni Dasi, unto Doorga Churn Law, his heirs and assigns, according to 
the nature and tenure thereof, of and in an undivided moiety or eight acaas 
share of and in a laige number of raouzahs, of which the names were stated, 
which taken collectively were said to compose the zen)indari called and known 
as kismut pergunnah Mahomod Aminpore, in the zillah or district of Hooghly, 
save and except the debutter lands therein comprised, namely (this word being 
followed by a list of the mouzahs), and against the name of each the quantity in 
bighas and cottahs of land excepted, making a total of 4,992 bighas 3 cottahs. 
Amongst the mortgaged raouzahs is one called Sarapuli or Seoraphuli, and the 
quantity of debutter land set against its name is 87 bighas. A suit having been 
brought by the mortgagee against the mortgagor for realization of what was due 
to him, and a decree obtained, the ]jroperty was attached and sold by auction, and 
was [8293 purchased, in the name of his son, by Bai Luchmiput Singh, who 
obtained a sale certificate, and possession was given to him. He afterwards 
sold the property to Maharaja Jotendro Mohun Tagore, who granted a putni 
thereof to the appellant. The suit was brought by the appellant and the 
Maharaja, who has no immediate interest, against the mortgagors, to recover 
possession of part? of the mortgaged property, including Seoraphuli, of which 
the defendants were in possession, and the defence was that the properties 
claimed and mentioned lu the schedule to the plaint were not mortgaged, and 
that certain of them, including Seoraphuli, were rent-free debutter properties. 

The present appeal relates only to Seoraphuli, and the question in it is 
whether the debutter land in Seoraphuli exceeded 87 bighas. The mortgage 
deed conveyed all the land in the mouzahs which was not debutter, and the 
statement of the extent of the debutter land comprised in the mouzahs was a 
deliberate admission by the mortgagors, the defendants, which imposed upon 
them the burden of proving that it was untrue, or that they were not bound 
by it. It was admitted on behalf of the defendants that they had no original 
deed of endowment, and they relied on a resumption decree dated the 6th June 
1845, from which it appeared that 5,618 bighas 16 cottahs debutter lands, situate 
in Burdwan, resumed by the Deputy Collector by his decree, dated the 26th June i 
1837, were .^leased .as debutter to the ancestors of the defendants, on 
condition of their appropriating the proceeds thereof to deb-sheba. The decision 
in the resumption suit mainly rested on a chhar chitt^ of William Lushington, 
£sq., in 1770, and a latter of the Collector of the district of Nuddea in 1791, it 
appearing from the decision that the quantity of debutter lands of each village 
was mentioned on the back of the chhar. This had been filed m 1880 in a suit in 
the Small Cause Court at Serampore, and there was evidence of its having 
been returned to one of the defendants' servants in that year. The plaintifis 
gave the ^fendants notice to produce various papers, including the chhar. It 
was not p|pduced, and the Subordinate Judge held that, in its absence, he must 
adopt the area of the debutter lands asidescribed in the mortgage deed as the real 
quantity of debutter lands exoludedrfrotfl its operation, and made [8803 hJb • 
decree accordingly The decree included many properties, and both parties ap¬ 
pealed to the High Court. That Court allowed the defendants’ appeal^as redded 
Seoraphuli, called plot No. 1, and modified the decree of the lowelCot^^^d 
the present apped is against this decision. The jodgmentof the* High Couiit 
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appaarg to be founded upon a ta^ast map made in a survey in 1869, which 
the learned Judges said they were of opinion " should be taken as the basis of 
the decision" of the question of the identity of the debutter lands, unless it was 
displaced by any better evidence, and they apppear to have held that it lay 
upon the plaintiff to rebut the evidence of the map. The statements in this 
map'of lands being debutter appeared on the face of it to have been made as”. 
pointed out by agents on behalf of the proprietor of the mouzah and the prin¬ 
cipal tenants in the presence of the agents of the holders of estates in the 
neighbouring mouzahs. The amin who made the map had to lay down boun¬ 
daries, but had no authority to decide what lands were debutter. The value 
of the map must depend upon the inquiry which was made by the amin, and 
«the statements of what lands were debutter may have been and probably were 
given by the defendants* agents, no one being present to question the accuracy 
of them. Section 83 of the Evidence Act has not the effect, which the High 
Court gives to it, of making those statements evidence. Their Lordships agree 
with the Subordinate Judge in the view which he took of the takbast map, and 
are of opinion that it was of no weight against the admission in the mortgage 
deed Nor do they see that the decision of the Subordinate Judge proceeded 
upon an erroneous construction of the recital in the deed. The entire mouzah 
Smraphuli. except debutter land, was conveyed, and it lay upon the defendants 
to prove that the 87 bighas set against Sebraphuli was a mistake, and that 
there was a* greater quantity of debutter land in that mouzah. Whether 
or not they could have produced the chhar chitta and purposely refrained 
from doing so need not be inquired into. The evidence was not sufficient 
to show that their admission ought not to be taken as proof of the plaintiffs’ 
case. Huch an admission as that is entitled to great weight and should be 
met by satisfactory evidence. Their Lordships will humbly advise Her 
Majesty to reverse the decree of the High Court so far as it modifies the decree 
C8S1J of the Subordinate Judge,.and dismisses the plaintiffs' suit, and orders the 
plaintiff's to pay costs, and to order the defendants to pay the costs of the 
appeal to the High Court and the costs of the suit in the Court of the Subordi¬ 
nate Judge as ordered by his decree. The respondents will pay the costs of 
this appeal. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant; Messrs. Barrow atid Rogers. 

Solicitors for the Respondents; Messrs. Watkins and Lattey. 

• C. B. 

N0T£8. 

[ As n^rda thakbust maps, see also (1902) 7 C. W. N., 612; (1903) J C. W. N., S49 ; 
(1914) 24 I.O., 618. As regards eutries in the ordinary course of business see also (1908) 18 
0. W. N. 71.] 


167 



LL.Ik. is Cftl. SSS SHOOSHBE BHUSAN RBDBO &C. V. 


[18 Cal. 281] 

CIVIL EULE. 


Th/} 15th December, 1800. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice O’Kinealy anh Mr. Justice Ghose. 

Shooshee Bhusan Rudro and another.(Judgment-debtors) Petitioners 

versus 

(irolund Chunder Roy (Decree-iiolder) and'others (Auction 
Purchasers).Opposite Parties.* 

Lnnitatian—Bengal Teiuincy Act (VlJl of 1HH5), s. 174 — 

Evtenswn oj time when Court is closed. 

Whore a tenure is sold for aric.ir« of rent under the Bengal Tenancy Act of 1S85, the 
judgment-debtor, under section 174 of the .\ct. may applj* to have the sale set aside on his 
depositing in Court for payment to the decree-holder the amount recoverable under the decree 
with costs, and for payment to the purchaser a sum equal to fi per cent, of the purchase- 
money ; and if the Court be dosed on or before the lant dav of the period limited, the judg 
ment-debtor may pay the said sum into Court on the lit dav the Couri rc-oiteiih, notwith¬ 
standing the absence of express provision to that effect. 

The facts of this case were as follows .— 

On the 20th of June 1890 a sale took place under the Bengal Tenancy 
Act of lH8d, and the judgment-debtors on the 2Ist of July (mure than 30 days 
after) applied to the Muttsif to have the sale set aside on depositing in Court 
for payment to the decree-holder the amount recoverable on the decree with 
costs, and for pavment to the purchaser a sum equal to 5 per cent, on the 
purchase-money, in accordance with the piovisions of section 174 of the Act. 
They contended that they wore allowed 30 [232!) days under tlie Act, and as 
the 30th day happened to fall on a Sunday, that they were entitled to come 
in on the first day on which the Court was open, i.c., on the 21st July. The 
Munsif refused the application on the ground that there was no power to extend 
the time under section 174 , for if the Legislature had intended to give such 
power it would have expressly mentioned it as it had done in section 66. 
.Against this order the judgment-debtors moved the High Court under 
section 622 of the Civil Procedure Code. * 

Baboo Cfri/a Surskar Mvzumdm for the petitioners.—The Munsif should 
not have refused to set aside Lins sale, as we were entitled to make our appli¬ 
cation under t^e ciicumstances on the 3lsld‘iy attoi'the sale. The Legislature 
gives us 30 days, and we are entitled bo make our application at the end of 
the 30th day, and if on the 30th day the Court is closed, then we may make 
the application on the first day on which the Court re-opens. This must be so. 
For instance, if a sale took place on the 8th of September and the Court closed 
on the 10th for one month for the Doorga Pooja holidays, the judgment-debtor 
would only have one day in which to make his application, and he would thus 
be depriv^of the privilege given him by section 174. The Legislature has 
expressly laid it down in section 6^ wimre the limitation is 15 days, that if 
the Court be closed on the 15th day, then payment of the amount and costs 
of the suit may be made on the day on which the Court re-opens. but as it has 

• Uivil Rule No. I60:i of ISiK), agaiast the order of Baboo Atsl Behary Ghoae, IlInniBif of 
Goolundo, deltd ihS 4th August 1690. 
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sot expressly laid it down in section 174, the Munsif holds that we are out of 
time: The general principle is that if the delay be not caused by any fault of 
the parties, but by some act of the Court, such as the Court being closed, then 
the parties are entitled to come in on the first opening day [Mayer v. Barding 
(L. B , 2 Q. B., 410) and Hossein Ally v. Dome lie (I. L. B , 5 Cal., 906)]. 

Baboo Jogai Chunder lianerjee for the op)K>sibe parties. —The judgment- 
debtors are not entitled to come in on the 31st day after the sale and ask to 
have the sale set aside ; they had 30 days to make their application in, and it was 
entirely their own fault that they could noi utilize the 30th day. The section 
must be construed strictly. Had it been the intention of the Legislature to extend 
C238] the time, they wo^d have done so expiessly as they have done in s. 66. 
Section 174 has bron very strictly construed in Rahim Bvx v. Nundolal 
Oossami (I. L. B., 14 Cal., 321) and Bajetulro Naram Boy v. Bhudy Mcmdul 
(1. L. B, 15 Cal., 482), and should be so construed in this matter. The 
extension should not be given to the petitioners. 

The judgment of the Court (O’KineALY and Ghose, J J.) was as follows:— 

In this case a rule was issued calling upon one of the parties in the case 
to show cause why an order of the Munsif of Goalundo, dated the 4th August 
last, should not he set aside. The facts are shortly as follows. A sale took 
place under the Bedt Act, and after the sale the judgment-debtor applied to 
the Munsif *to have the sale set aside. He deiiosited in Court for payment to 
the decree-holder the amount decreed with costs, and for payment to the 
purchaser 5 per cent, on the purchase-money That application was made on 
the 2l8t July The sale took place on the 20th June. So that more than 
30 days, the time allowed by section 74 of the Rent Act, had elapsed between 
tbe sale and the application. The application was made one day more than 
the lav allowed, hut the delay was not due to the applicant himself, but to the 
fact that the 30th day fell on a Sunday, and the Court was closed. The 
question, therefore, that arises for decision is, whether, when a fixed period is 
given to do a certain act, and the person hound to perform it is, from no act of 
his own, but from some act or order of the Court, jirevented from carrying it 
out, he gets the advantage of the next open day. The same point has been the 
subject of frequent discussion both at home and here. In the case of Mayer 
V. Raiding (L. R , 2 Q. B., 410), the same question arose. There the Courts 
were closed from Good Friday until the following Wednesday, and it 
was held that the transmission of the record on Wednesday was a 
•transmission within the period required h\- the Act, although the period 
had expired. That case was followed in the case jof Waierton v. Baker 
(L. B., 3 Q B., 173), and this has since been considered as the leading 
case in regard to these .questions The broad principle there laid down 
is that although the parties themselves cannot extend the time for doing an act 
in Court, yet [234] if the delay is caused not by any act of their own, but by 
some act of the Court itself—such as tbe fact of the Court being closed—they 
are entitled to do the act on the first opening day. This, then, is the general 
principle; and it has been followed in this Court. In the case of Hosgein Ally 
V. Donzelle (I. L. B., 5 Cal., 906) a tenant was sued under Act VIII of 1869, 
and a decree obtained against him in the terms of s. 52 of that Act, which 
provides that if the amount of arrears, interest and costs be paid within 15 
days from the date of the decree, exScution shall be stayed. Owing to the 
Court being closed it was impossible to carry out the express terms of the Act; 
but the amount was paid on the first opening day, and this Court, in confor- 
mity^th the rules laid down in Mayer v. Harding (L. R., 2 B., 410), held 

that the payment was good. That principle has now been expressly 
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inoorporated in the new Aot, and one of the guestione we have to deoide is, 
where there is an express mention of such a right in s. 66, and no'express men¬ 
tion in 8. 174, there was any intention of the Legislature to change the law as 
it was understood at the passing of the Act. We think not. Section 66 made no 
change. The law.is the same now as it was before. Therefore, we think there 
is no intention on the part of the framers of the law to make any change in 
the general principle. The applicant will get the benefit of that provision of 
the law. 

The rule is, therefore, made absolute with costs. 

C S. . Buie made absolute. 


MOTES. 

( This was followed m 18 Cal., 631; 21 Mad., 386, 23 Mad., S89 i 22 Mad. 
Mad., 469; see also 10 C.W.N., 635 , 9 I.C., 181. 12 I.G., 810; 14 I.C., 178.] 
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CIVIL REFERENCE. 

The 2nd January, 1H91. 

Pbbsent: 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mb. Justice Trevelyan. 


Secretary of State for India in Council.Defendant 

versus 

Fazal All and another.Plaintiffs.” 


Limitation Act (XV of 1877), s 10, and sck. II, arts. 02 and 145 — 

Act XI of 1859, s. 31—to recover surplus sale-proceeds 
of a sale for arrears of Government re^renue. 

Where A instituted a suit in November 1889 to recover from the Becrctarj* of State foe, 
India in Council the surplus nale-proceods of three [285] taluks sold lor arrears of OoverU' 
ment revenue on the 3rd of October 1877 and which were in the hands of the OoUeotor, 
/isld, that the suit was governed by art. 62,1 scb. II, of^the Limitation Act, and was 
therefore barred. 


* Civil Reference No. ICA of 1890, made by R. H. Anderson, Esq., Judge of Chittagong, 
dated the 15th August 1890. 

t( Art. 62 


Description of suit. 


Period of Time from which period begins 

limitation. to run. 


For money payable by the defend- Th^ years When the money is reeved.] 
ant to the plaintiff for money 
received by the defendant for the 
plaintifi's use. « 
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Held also, that a. 31 of Act XI of 1659 did not vest the surplus sale-proceeds in the 
Collector AS trustee, that a deposit did not necessarily create a trust, and that therefore 
8. 10“ did not apply. 

//eld further, that the Collector was not a depository of the money within the meaning 
of art. 145 t of sch. II. 

This was a reference by the Ofliciating District Judge of Chittagong under the 
provisions of s. 617 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The facts of the case 
which gave rise to the reference were as follows : — 

The plaintiffs instituted a suit in the Small Cause Court to recover from 
the Secretary of State fol* India the surplus sale-proceeds of three noabad taluks 
which had been sold for arrears of Government revenue on the 3id October 
1877, The suit was instituted m November 1889, that is, more than 12 
years after the money had come into the hands of the Collector. The Secre¬ 
tary of State contended that the suit was barred by article 62, schedule 11 of 
the Limitation Act. The plaintiffs maintained that article 145 governed the 
case, and that they were in time The Munsif was of opinion that “ the 
Collector is the depository of the sale-proceeds ” and that article 145 applied, 
and decreed the suit. Against this decree an appeal was preferred to the Dis¬ 
trict Judge by the Secretary of State, wdio contended, as he had done before 
the Munsif, that tlie suit was barred by article 62. As the question was one 
of ditliculty as well as of great importance to the Secretary of State and the 
public alike, the District Judge, entertaining reasonable doubts regarding it, 
and as no further appeal would he from his decision, referred the case to the 
High Court for its decision on the question “ whether the suit was barred by 
limitation or not ” with tlie following opinion :— 

“ First, does article 145 apply Is the Collector a ‘ depository ’ within the 
moaning of that article? Is it true that section 31 of Act XI of 1859 enacts 
that ‘ the Collector shall apply.the purchase-money, etc., holding the residue, 
if any, lu deposit on account of the late recorded proprietor, etc. ? * But the 
rulings on article [236] l45 are conflicting. In Madha Nath Dose v. Dama 
Churn Mookerjee (25 W. R., 415) it was hold that the corresponding article of 
the earlier Limitation Act applied ‘ to a deposit which is recoverable in specie.' 
In Upendro Lai Mukhopadhya v. The Collector of Rajshahye (I.L R., 12 Cal., 
113), aditterent view appears to have iieen taken. In Jssur Chunder Bhaditri 
v Jilmn Kiimari lithi (I L. B , 16 Gal., 25), it is decided to be ‘ clear from the 
contexts that the deposit ineanC is a deposit of goods to be returned in specie.' 
1 submit the last ruling is correct Therefore the Collector is nob a depository, 
and article 145 does not apply- 

• C Sec. 10 :—Notwithatauduiguii> thing hereinbofore contained, no suit against a pursoii in 

whom property has become vested in trust for any specific pur¬ 
suits .igainst express pose, or against his legal representatives or assigns (not being 
trustees and their reprosen- assigns for valuable cotisideration) for the purpose of following 
tatives. in his or their hands sucb property, shall be barred bv any 

length of time.] ' ^ 


tCArt. 145 — 


Description of suit. 


Time from which period 
begins to run. 

Against a depository or pawnee 
to -ligeover moveable property 
deposited or pawned. 

Thirty jears... 

Tho date of the deposit or pawn.] 

• 

• 
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“ But it has further to be considered whether or not s. 10 of the Limita¬ 
tion Act saves the suit from being barred. In the Tagore Law Lectures for 
IbHl, page 16, a trust is defined as ' an obligation i^iposed upon some person 
or persons iiaving the ownership of property, whether moveable or immoveable, 
to deal with such property for the benelit of some other person or persons or 
for charitable purposes.’ Then hi page 17 it is said that ‘ it is not necessary 
that the confidence should be expressly reposed by the author of the trust in 
the trustee, for it may be raised by implication of law, etc ' lu my opinion 
the suiplus sale-proceeds of an estate sold for arrears of revenue are by the 
operation of section 31 of Act XI of lHo9 vested in the Collector in trust 
for the specific purpose of paying them to the late fbcorded proprietor, and 
consequently section 10 of the Limitation Act governs tlio present suit ” 

Tlie Advocate-deneral (Sir (Jiuiilfs Paul), Baboo Ilrm Chitniler lianeiji,, 
and Baboo Rum Churn Miffer lor tlie Secretary of State. 

Moulvie Sprajnl /s/.iwi for the IMaintitfs. 

Moulvie Serajitl [slum took the pTehminary objection that the .Judge had 
no power to make the leference under section 617 of the Code, tnasniuc'n as 
the suit involved tlie determination of title to interest in immoveahlo property, 
and vras excepted from tiie jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court either liy ai tide 

11 or 13 of schedule II of Act JX of 1HH7, and an appeal would lie to the High 
Court from the decision ol the .Judge This ohieetion was ovoiruled by the Court. 

[237] The Advocati*-Gimi‘i al —Tins suit is barred hv limitation, as it is 
governed by article 62 of schedule li of tlm Limitation Act. It is a suit for 
money had and received, BulJen and Leake, Uh Md , Part 1, p. 2H0, Hmuson 
V. Paynier (6M. it V\’ . 387) : anil tliree years’ limitation liars it. Kven if the 
limitation he six years, the suit is still barred, it is contended that it is 
governed by article 14.0, and that the Collector i.s a depository of the moneys in 
his hands , that is not so. In the case of lladha ±^ath v. Rama Churn 
yiookerjee (2.0 W. U, 41.0) it was held that article 14.5 applied to deposits 
recoverable in specie This decision of .) ACKSON, .1 , lias not been departed from. 
The cases of In\ur Chunder Bhaduri v. Jihun Kmnan liihi (1 L K , 16 Cal., 
2.0) and Ujunulru Lai Mukhopeulhya v The Collector of Rajshahye (I L. R., 

12 Cal., 113) are distinguishable. The case of (ioUnid Chunder Setn v. 
Collector of Dacca i\\ W R, 491) does not apply to this case, as in that 
case the money w'us deposited by the puicliasers. Article 60 does npt 
govern the present case, as it refers to a different matter. This case does 
not come under section 10 of the Limit.i,tion Act, as that section only 
apphe: v ben there is a trust for a specific puriioso, that is to say, an express 
trust . the section excludes implied trusts or such trusts as the law would 
infer merely from the existence of particular facts or fiduciary relations, 
Khciodamoney Dam v. Dootgamuney Van (I.L, R., 4 Cal., 450), Greender 
Chunder Ghose v. Mackintosh (I. L R , 4 Cal., 897). The trust must be one for 
a specific purpose, i.c., an express trust, not upon any reference of layv 
imposing a trust upon the conscience , Cunningham v Foot (L. R , 3 Ap. Ca., 
974), p. 9,^4, and Sand'> v. Thompson (L. R., 22 Ch. D.. 014). If “ deposit " 
means deposit in the sense of “ to the account o( " A. B., the Collector is not 
a trustee; Poti v Clegg (2 Cl. H L. C., 28) and Foley v. £fi/f (6 M. & W. 387). 
This suit IS not against any particular (Collector, but against the Secretary 
of State. S. Collector is not a corporation, and his liabilities are not handed 
on to his successors in office ; Harrison v. Paynter (6 M. & W.,«387). It 
has been held that the Secretary of State is not a trustee ; Kinlock v. Secretary 
of State (L. R., 1-0 Ch. D., 1 ; on appeal L. R„ 7 Ap. Oa., 619). The words 

-on demand "in [238] section 31 of Act XI of 1869 mean " at once." or 
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“immediately,” The terms of this section arc very loosely drawn, and 
certainly do not vest the funds in the Secretary of State as trustee. Therefore 
s. 10 cannot possibly apply. This case is the same as a case of a first 
mortgagee holding surplus sale-procee<l8 belonging to subsequent mortgagees , 
he is not a trustee of the monies in his hands ; Banner v, Berndgc (L. R., 18 
Ch. D., 2G'l), nor is the Collector in this case. This is simply a case coming 
under the Common Law action of money had and received, and the claim is 
barred after tliree years; Harrison v. Pagnter (ti M & W., 387). 

Moulvi Serajul Islam for the Respondents. — .Article 62 does not apply. See 
the cases of Giirudas Pymev. Ram Nurain Sahii (I. L. R,, 10 Cal, 860, L. R., 11 
I. A. 59), which deals with the corresponding article of the Limitation Act of 
1877 . Upendro Lai Miikhopadhyn v. I'he Collector of llajshahye (I. L. R , 
12 Cal., 113) and Muhavimad llalnUah Khan v. Safdar llusain Khan (I. 
L. R, 7 All., 25). The case is governed by s. 10, as the monies are 
vested in the Collector as trustee Section 31 of ,\ct XI of 1869 makes the 
Collector a trustee fora specific purpose It fixes on the Collector a statutory 
obligation to hold the money on account of tlie recorded proprietor and to 
apply it to a specific purpose He is therefore a trustee for the recorded 
proprietor Koilock v Scctclanj ot State was decided on the warrant, and does 
not toucli this case*. A trust can he inferred fiotn the circumstances under 
winch the deposit was made . Doonja Pei sad lioi/ Chowdrij v. Tarra Persad Hoy 
Chawdry (4 Moore’s 1. 152), k Collector luiibt keep the money m deposit, 

he may not use it, and thus differs from a banker Tiie case of Radha Hath 
Bose V. Bama Churn Mooker/ee f25 W R , 415) was nut one of deposit, but of 
simple over])a\iiiont and is distinguishalile. Oohuid Ch under Sein v. CoUecto'' 
of Dacra (11 W R, 491) has nothing to do with this case. The 
English authorities cited are not applicable , Banina v. Bvrridge (L. R, 18 
Ch. D, 254) IS in my favour. If this case comes within any article, it 
comes within article 120 Mv right to sue accrues when demand is made and 
C239] refused . Ham Sukh lihuujo v Uiohmoyi Dasi (6 C. L R , 470). ” On 

demand” does not mean “ immedi.itely.” Wo are therefore within time, and 
this suit is not barred. 

The Advocate-aeneraJ in reply —It is said that there is a statutory 
obligation. There is also another statutory obligation to sue when the cause 
of action accrues. You cannot have one without the other. This is not a 
case of agency. Therefore it comes under article 62 for money had and received, 
and is barred. 

The judgment of the Court (Totienham and Trevelyan, JJ.) was as 
follows: — 

In this matter it w'as first objected that the Judge had no power to make 
a reference under s. 617 of the Code. This question depends upon 
whether the suit might have been brought in the Small Cause Court. It is 
undoubtedly a suit for money; and as the pleader who raised the objection has 
been unable to suggest undet which article of the schedule to the Small Cause 
Act a suit of this kind is excluded from the jurisdiction of the Small Cause 
Court, we cannot allow the objeotic^, *and must proceed to determine the 
reference. • 

• 

The plaintiff in this suit seeks to recover from the Secretary of State the 
surplus sale-proceeds of three taluks which w'ere sold for arrears of Government 
revenue on the 3rd October 1877. • 
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This suit was instituted in November 1889. i.e., more than 12 years after 
the money came into the Collector’s hands. The question which we have to 
determine is whether the suit is barred by limitation. 

The residue of the purohe^e-money of the taluk has remained in the 
hands of the Collector m accordance with the provisions of s. 31 of Act 
XI of 1859, which provides how the purchase-money of estates sold for the 
arrears of Government revenue is to be applied. That section runs as 
follows :—“ The Collector shall apply the purchase-money, first, to the liqui¬ 
dation of all arrears due upon the latest day of payment from the estate or 
share of an estate sold ; and secondly, to the liquidation of all outstanding 
demands debited to the estate or share of an estate in the public accounts of the 
district, holding the residue, if any, in deposit on account of the [240] late 
recorded proprietor or proprietors of the estate or share of an estate sold or 
their heirs or representatives to be paid to his or their receipt on demand in 
the manner following ; to wit. in shares proportioned to their recorded interest 
in the estate or share of an estate sold, if such distinction of shaves were 
recorded or, if not, then as an aggregate sum to the whole body of proprietors 
upon tlieir ]oint receipt. And if before payment to the late proprietor or 
proprietors of any surplus that may remain of the purchase-money, the same 
be claimed by any creditor in satisfaction of a debt, such surplus shall not be 
payable to such claimant, nor shall it be withheld from the proprietor except 
under precept of a Civil Court.” The words of this section whicti are important 
to the present case are'—" Holding the residue, if any, in deposit on account 
of the late recorded proprietor or proprietors of the estate or share of an estate 
sold or their heirs or representatives to be paid to his or their receipt on 
' demand in manner following.” It is ujion this provision that the determination 
of the case mainly depends. The Judge who has referred this case considers 
that the Collector is a trustee of the iponey for the parties interested and that 
under the terms of s. 10 of the Limitation Act the suit is not barred. 

It has been contended thac the monies were deposited with the Collector 
in the sense intended by article 145 of the Limitation Act. The Crown 
contends before us that the right article applicable is article 02. 

It has further been suggested that the limitation applicable is to be found 
in article 120'" which provides for cases to which the other articles do not apply. 

We think it clear that s. 10 of the limitation Act has no application to 
this case. We do not think that the money was in any sense vested in the 
Collector. He has no control over it personally. He is merely an officer of the 
Government who is required to deal witli or retain the monies in his charge in 
accordance with the provisions of the law and the lawful directions of his 
superiors in office. The money is not vested in him* in any sense, and unless 
it be so, we can give no effect to the section in this case .\part from this 
objection, we think that for many [241] reasons it would be impossible to 
hold that 8. 10 of the Limitation Act applies to this case. A deposit does 


not necessarily create a trust. 


• 

• [Art. 120 



Description pf suit. 

Period of 
lim^tatiQ|i. 

Time from which period 
begins to ran. 

Suit fo> which no prnod of 
limitation is provided elsewhere in 
this schedule. < 

Six years 

When the right to sue accrues.J 
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The next question is whether the Collector is a depository of the money 
within the meaning of article 145 ; that article is as follows:— 

“ Against a depository or pawnee to recover moveable property deposited 
or pawned, 30 years. The date of deposit or pawn. ” The article (147)* of 
Act IX of 1871 which corresponds with thi8%rticle was held in the case of 
Radha Nalk Hose v. Barna Churn Mookerjee {25 W. R., 415) to apply ouly to a 
case of a deposit which is recoverable in specie; and we see no reason to differ 
from that view. The same view was taken by a Bench of this Court in 
Issur Chunder JJhaduri v. Jtbun Kumari Bihi (I L. R , 16 Cal., 25); and we 
think that the learned .Judge who has referred this case is wrong in considering 
the case of XJpendro Lat Mukhopad-hya v. The Collector of Rajshahye (I. L. R., 
12 Cal., 113) as an authority for the contrary proposition. 

Article 60 I has clearly no application, as there is no agreement in this ease. 
Article 62 does, we think, applv. There is authority [Raqhumoni Audhi- 
cary v. Nilmony Binqh Deo (I. L. R., 2 Cal., 393)1 for the proposition that this 
article was intended to cover the cases to which the English form of Common 
Law action for money had and received applied, but it is sufficient in this case 
to accept the more contracted view of the article taken by a Bench of this 
Court in the case of Nund Lall Bose v. Ahoo Mohamrd (I. L. R., 5 Cal., 597). 
The surplus proceeds come into the hands of the Collector for the use of the 
proprietors of the estate sold and are retained by him for such use. This is, 
we think, within the words of the article. 

We answer this reference by holding that the plaintiff’s claim is barred by 
limitation. We make no order as to costs. ♦ 

C. S. 


NOTES. 

[This wfth overruled in (1892) 20 Cal., 51. See also {1907) 6 C.L.J . 635.1 


• [ Art. 147 — 


Description of suit. 


Against a depository or pawnee to 
recover moveable property &epo.sited 
or pawned. 


Period of 
limitation. 


Thirty years 


j Time when period begins to run. 

I ____ 

j The date of the depomt or pawn, 
■ junle.ss where an acknowledgment 
|of the title of the depositor or 
jpawner, or of his right of redemp- 
Jtion, ha> before the expiration of 
jthe prescribed period been made in 
'writing signed by the depository, 
or pawnee, or some person claiming 
under him, and, in s&oh case, the 
date of the acknowledgment.! 


j_C'Art 



h'or money deposited under anj 
agreement that it shall be payablei 
on demand. 


Three years. 


When the demand is made.] 
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[2433 CIVIL RULE. 


/ 


The ‘^Tth January, 

^ PliESKNT : 

Mil Justice Toti’enham anij Mu. Justice Tbevelv4N. 


JJafez Malioinerl Ah Kluin and anotUor. (Ohiycfcors) I’efcitionere 

versus 

Daiiiodar ParaniaiucU.(Decree-holder) Opposite I’arty ' 


C’toil Ptocrthne iUuh' (.If/. A'/T tif IS'i'j), s . “ Whenevet rtsvN ate realizeil, 
nicaninq of—Sale in l•x^Tlltli)n of a decree - -Dejxisit of tuenty-jive ' 
per rant of pniefinse-inoney —.l.wf.v. 


11 


Till worils ■* wliriu‘Vi '1 .i-.-S'-t-. .iri’ riMliiCi>d ” in s. 'in') of tlio C'-mli' of CimI l^riiofilure 
rc.ill^ miMii ‘' whciioiiir i.^si-'ts nn* k i ro.ili/od as to Ix'a\ail<i))lo for distrilmtion amon^ the 
decroe-holdiTs " 

The t«out}-five iiei eon t. of llie puroli.is •-iii'iiioi dep isited .it :i sale in exeeuiioji of .i 
decree is not "assets " within the iniMiiini; of sci tioii J'.l.S hut a more deposit, and theiefore 
not immodiatoly iivinlahle for paj luont to the fleeie ‘-huldt r 

Vii/irtinath Mahesufn \ Virikand I’-innehand (I L U . <i Jhnn . Ph distm(;iiished 
JiMjfndrti Nath Svcar \ ('hniidi’r Addi il Ij. K, V2 (J.il , lol) distinguished •lihI 

commented upon. 

« 

The petitioners, Hafez Maliomed .\li Khan and .Nms.i Khaiiu, had each 
obtained .several decrees against one Mouhie .\bdul live . and in execution of 
two of these deciees certain properties hulongin;; to Abdul IHe were sol.l on 
the Kith Juno 1890 in the Munsif a Clmut of Seraj.^unge twentv-ftvo jier cent 
of the purchase-money was deposited in Court on the dav of silo, and the 
balance paid on the Ibt July 1>^90 Dainodar I'aranianick (the opp('sit(« party), 
who had also obtained a decree against .\hdul llte on the‘2did dune 1890, 
applied for rateable distribution of the .sale-proceeds. Tlie petitioners objected 
to the application on several grounds, iiut especially on the ground that it was 
not in t'lne On the 2Ji'd Septenibor IHIK) tlie objections wore all overrulcil by 
the Munsif, vvho held that the pincbaiie-tnonev had not been realized at the time 
the opposite party had put in his application, and that therefore it was 
in time. Accordingly, the Munsif passofl an order under section 290 of the 
Code, allowing the opposite partv a ratoahio diKtnbntion in the entire purchase- 
monej. 

[243] Thereupon the petitioners moved the Fli^'h Court and obtained a 
rule calling upon the opposite party to show cause why the order of the 23rd 
September .should not be .set aside. 

On the rule coming up for argument. 

Baboo Si math Das and Baboo Joqe.sk Chunder Roy for the Potitioiiern. 

Baboc\ Mohim Mohun Hoy and Baboo Dehendia Nath Ilanerjee for the 
(Ijjposite I’arty 

The Court (Tottenham and TllEVELY.tN, JJ.) delivered the following 

judgmentB^ 

Tottenham, J.- Tbis was a rulJ to show cause against an order passed 
by the Munsif of Serajgunge allowing rateable distribution of the'pi^oceeds 

(i\ l Hull' No JSl-iof 1890, ag.iinKt tbi* order of Baboo Naliiii Nath 3titra, Munsif of 
Hcrajgung.-, dated the ilrdof September 1890. 
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of a sale held in execution of decree to the opposite party under s. 29>!3 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure. 

The petitioners, having obtained a decree against the judgment-debtors, 
caused certain properties to be sold in execution thereof. Tweutj -live per cent, 
of the purchase-inoney vsras deposited at the lime of the sale. Before the balance 
of the purcliase-inonoy was paid in, the opposite party, who had also obtained 
a decree against tlie same judgment-debtors, applied fm' rateable distribution 
of the proceeds. and the present petitioners ob)octod to bis bcMUg allowed to 
participate, upon tlio ground that he had not applied in time. The,Court 
below held that the application of the opposite party was in time, inasmuch 
as it lieltl that the piU'clftise-nKinev had not been realized at tlie tune he put 
in his application, and it allowed liim rateable distribution in respect of the 
whole of the puicliase-iuonev. 

The rule was gianted because the Bench before w'hom the motion was 
made had some, doubt as to whethei the oi)]»osite party was entitled to a sbaie 
in the twenty-five per cent of the purchase inonev deposited before the jieti- 
tion for rateable distribution was filed As to the balance of the purchase- 
inonev, the Uidges, who granted Ihe rule, had not much doubt that the 
opposite jinitv was entitled to a sbaio in that, but the whole matter has been 
argued at tlie heariug of this rule. 

[2443 The pleader foi the petitioners has asked us to read the first clause 
of s 29/5^13 if the w'oids “prior to realization” meant prior to the sale, 
and to liold that any petition for rateable distribution not filed before the sale 
took place would bo too late We do not tiiiiik that we should be justified in 
construing tlie words of the section as suggested bv the leirned pleader. It is 
true that m a subsequent jiortion of tlie same section, which relates to a different 
state of oircuinstances, the words are, " ratealily among the holders of decrees 
for money against the ludgment-dehtor, who have, jU’ior to the salo of the said 
piopeit\, applied to the Court,” &c We were asked to hold that the words in 
the two parts of the same s'ection, altiiough diflerent, mean precisely the 
same thing. We do not feel at lihert% to hold that this is so. As regards, 
therefore, the three-fi.ui tlis of the purchase-money paid in after the filing of the 
petition of the opposite party for rateable distribution, it is quite clear from 
the words of the section tliat he was entitled to participate m those assets. 

The question still remains whether the opposite party was entitled to 
participate in the twenty-five per cent of tlie purchase-money paid in before 
his petition v\as filed. 

Our attention has been called to the case of Vishvanath ifahesxar v. 
Vnehand J'atuirhand (I. L. Ji., G Horn., Ifi) decided in tho Bombay High 
Court, in wdiich it was hold that a decree-holder, who had filed an application 
under s SJ)”! after the safe had taken place, was not entitled to take a share in 
any of the sale-proceeds. In that case, however, the whole of the sale- 
proceeds had been realized before the application was made. The application 
was made before the sale was confiimed, and upon that ground the First Court 
in that ease had allowed tlve second decree-liulders to participate. The High 
Court held that he could not participate in any. • 

The question before us seems to depend in a great measure upon what is 
meant by the words in section 29o : “ Whenever assets are realized by sale 
or otherwise in execution of a deereS.”—^f the deposit of tw'enty-five percent, 
upon thp date of sale is a realization of assets within the meaning of s. 296, 
then no doubt the ojiposite party in the present case would not be entitled 
[249] to a share in it, his petition having been filed after it. The Bombay case 
already mentioned and a case decided in this Court, the casif of Jogendro Ntith 
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Sircar v. Gohtnd Chunder Addi (I. L. B., 12 Cal., 252) were cited as showing 
that the deposit in question should be regarded as assets. The case of Jogfeudro 
2>iath Sircar v. Gobind Chunder Addi did not raise the same point as that now 
before us; but incidentally the Judges expressed an opinion that the sale- 
proceeds might be paid away to the decree-holder beiore the sale was confirmed; 
and in that view it would appeal that the .Judges were of opinion that the 
purchase-money, or any part of it, as soon as paid into Court, became assets 
within the meaning of s. 295. That, liowever, was not the particular point 
upon yrbich that case turned , and, as I have already said, the Bombay case 
was different in this respect, that all the purohase-money had been paid in, at 
any rate, before the second decree-holders had a])plied*for rateable distribution. 
We think that the words “ whenever assets are realized " in s. 295 really mean 
“ whenever assets are so realized as to be available for distribution among the 
decree-holders " It appears to us clear upon the reading, not only of s. 295, 
but also of the other sections of the Code, that the twenty-five per cent, 
deposited at the time of the sale is not immediately available for payment to 
the decree-holders, because it is merely a deposit, and by s. 30H it is provided 
that should the purchaser not pay the balance w'lthin the time allowed, that 
deposit, after deduction of the expenses of the sale, shall he forfeited to Goverii- 
raeut. Until, therefore, the balance is paid in, and the sale confirmed, the 
deposit is not at the disposal of the decree-holder in any sense. 

In this view, we hold that the lower Court was right in saying that 
inasmuch as the other decree-holders had tiled their petitions before the 
purchase-money had been paid into Court, they were entitled to lateable 
distribution in respect of the whole sum 

We, however, note that by the last clause of s 295, if all the assets he 
paid to persons not entitled to receive the same, any person so entitled may 
sue and obtain a refund of the assets. 

We think, therefore, there is no ground for interference by this Court 
under s. 622. We accordingly discharge the rule with costs. 

C246J TreYelyan, J.—The only difficulty 1 have felt at any time during 
the argument of this case, arises from the decision of the Bombay High Court, 
Vishvanath Mahc<tvar v. Virchand Panachand (I. L. B., 6 Bom., 16), and the 
decision of this Court, Jogeiidro Nath Siicar v« Gohtnd Chunda Addi (1. L. R , 
12 Cal., 252). Both these cases are, there is no doubt, authorities, 
on tile question argued before us, although the cases arc nut exactly ' 
the same, and the point argued is not exactly the same. If the point 
were the barnp, I feel it would be necessary for us to refer the matter ^ 
to a Full Bench; hut the pouit being somewhat different, it is not > 
necessary to do so. It is unfortunate that our decision is to some extent 
inconsistent with the decision of this Court, although not so inconsistent as to 
justify a reference. I think that in the Bombay case there is the distinction 
which Mr Justice Tottenham has pointed out, namely, in that case the whole 
purchase-money was paid; so that there was no question there under s. 308. 
Section 308 seems to me to bu the real difficulty in tlie way of the petitioners in 
this case. Although we may be inclined to hold, and although' in another 
case I have held, that the “ assets realized ” within the meaning of 
8. 295 mean assets available for distribution, it is unnecessary in this particular 
case to go quite so* far* In the Boml^y dlse s. 308 did not apply. But in the 
Calcutta case, speaking with the greatest possible respect, it seems to me that 
the learned Judges, who decided that case, omitted to consider the effect of 
s. 308, to which t^sir attention does not seem to have been called, and which 
is not referred to in any portion of their judgment. As is frequently the case 
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in the Law Beports, the absence of a report of the argument and of the cases 
cited inconveniences us in consideration of the decision, but we must take the 
decision as we find it. If the learned J udges had fully considered the effect of 
s. 308,1 cannot help thinking that they might have arrived at another conclusion. 
Be that as it may, the view I take is, that the effect of s. 308 is to show that 
until, at any rate, the whole purchase-money is paid in, neither the decree- 
holder, nor any other attaching creditor, has any interest whatever in the twenty- 
five per cent. It is paid in as a mere deposit, and if the rest of the money 
[2473 is not paid in within the time allowed, this one-fourth does not go,back 
to the person wht» paid it, but is forfeited to Government. That section seems 
to me to conclude the cadb. 

The rule is discharged with costs. 

G. D. P. Huh discharged. 


NOTES. 

C 111 the C P.C 1!K)8, ^cc. 73, the words, ‘ assets held by a Court' were substituted. See 
also (1902) 26 Mad., 179. ] 


[18 Cal. 847] 

CRIMINAL MOTION. 

'Ihe 6th January, lS91. 

Present; 

Mr. .liTSTic’K Macpiierson and Mr. Justice Banerjee. 

In the matter of the i>etition of J. Wilson.'' 

Southal Pergunnahs—European British subject—Jurisdiction of High Court to 
transfer—Grounds for transfer—Criminal Procedure Code (X of 1882), 

s. 626—Act XXXVII of 1865. 

The Court of a IMaginitr.ite in the £onthul I’orgunnahs is, as regards the trial of a 
European British 'lubjocL, subordinate to the High Court, and the High Court has power 
Under 8. 526 of the Criminal Procedure Code to direct the transfer of a case in which such 
asubjoot 18 couccrucd. 

The transfer of a eabu should be ordered when there are circumstances which may rca- 
non.ibly lead the petitioner to believe that the Magistrate has to some extent prejudged the 
case against him, and will in (ipiisequciico be prejudiced in the trial. 

This was an ^application for the removal of a case from the Court of 
Mr. Ainslie, Sub-divisiotial Officer of Rajmehal, in the Bonthal Pergunnahs, to 
that of some other Magistrate. The applicant, a European British subject, 
was charged under s. 447 pf the Indian Penal Code and with abetment of 
offences under ss. 352 and 426 of the same Code, alleged to have been committed 
by his co-accused. He alleged in his petition that the Sub-divisional Officer 
was prejudiced in favour of the prosecutor, and had himself instigated the 
institution of tiiese pioceedings, and t^at he would in consequence be unable to 
obtain a fair trial in Mr. Ainsiie’s Court. KThe Magistrate denied the applicant’s 

• Critiiinivl Miscellaneous Case No, 34 of 1890, against the order passed by W. R. Bright. 
Ksq., Oftlciating Deputy Commissioner of Southal Pergunnahs, dated the 28rd of September 
1890, affirming the order passed by E. F. Ainslie, Esq., Sub-divisional Officer of Rajmehal, 
dated the 8th of August 1890. , 
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allegations and stated that C24SJ in his opinion the High Court had no 
jurisdiction over any Criminal Court in the Sonthal Pergunnahs. 

Mr. Tlill appeared for the Petitioner. 

No one appeared for the Crown. 

Mr. Jfjf/. --The Sonthal Pergunnahs are a sclieduled district under Act 
XIV of 1874, but, as no notification with regard to them has been published 
under s. 3 of tliat .\et, .Vet XXXV11 of 1855 is still in force there. The ajipli- 
cunt is an European British suhiect, and in the latter Act there is an express 
saving of the criminal laws rulnting to European British subiects. Till 1813 
the East India Company’s Courts had no jurisdictioil} to try European British 
offenders. They wuie amenable only to the Siifirenie Court or to Justices of 
the Peace appointed by the Crown under 33 Goo. Ill, c. 52, a. 151 : and wiiose 
proceedings wore open to revision bv the Supremo Court under a writ of cerlio- 
mr/, the Supreme Court possessing undei its Charter all the common law luris- 
diction of the King’s Bench. In 1813 the Coiiipanv’s Courts were empowered 
bv 53 Geo. Ill, c 155, s. 105, to try Europt'an British subjects for certain 
offences On conviction they could appeal to the Cnmpanv’s Couits, hut bv so 
doing they waived their right to a certiotmi, whicli right was expressly reserved 
if thev did not so appeal. see also .\ct VII of 1853, The Criminal Proce¬ 
dure Code of 1801, S..42, saves the above jurisdiction, but provides tliat it shall 
only be exercised by Justices of the Peace. A bimilai provision is to he found 
in Act XXII of 1870, s. 4. Tt is onlv hv virrue of his powers as a Justice of 
the Peace that Mr Ain.slu! can trv Mr. Wilson, and in exercising the powers 
of a Justice of the Peace he is subject to the control of the High Court in 
exercise of the jurisdiction which under s. 11 of the Ghaitor .Act, 1802, it has 
inherited from the Supiome Court. Further than this, Mr. Ainslie can only 
try the case under the provisions of Chajjter XXXIII of the Criminal Procedure 
Code, 1882, and in tlie exerc’se of his powers under that chapter he is not 
merely inferior, hut in the strict sense of the word suhordiiiatc, to the High 
Court The right of apjieal reserved t<» European British subjects hv ss 408 
and 416 of the Code subjects Mr. Ainslie in the trial of this case to the apjiellate 
jurisdiction of the High Court. 

[2493 Mr. Hill also argued the question as to the High Court’s ]uri«.liction 
over all the criminal Courts in the Snuthal Pergunnahs under the rcvisional 
powers conferred upon it by the Criminal Procedure Code, and in the course of 
his argument referred to the following Acts, Regulations and Cases - —Regula¬ 
tion IX of 1793, especially s. 72 ; Act XXXI of 1841; Act XIX of 1848, 
S.4 ; Ad XXII of 18G9; Act VHTof 1869, ss. 445Ato445D; Regulation lllof * 
1886 ; Hursee Mahnpotio v. Dinohnndn Pairo (I L. R,, 7 Cal, 534); Surdhnrce 
Lull v. Manwor Ally Khan (f. L. R., 3 Cal., 298) ; Queen-Empress v. Laskari 
(I. L. R., 7 AIL, 853) ; Queen-Empress v. I’lrya (ropltl (1. L. Q., 9 Bora., 100); 
Opendro Nath Ghose v. Dukhini Beiea (I. L. R., 12 Cal., 473) ; Queen v. 
Gorachand Gope (B. L. R, Sup. vol., 443 , 5 W. R. Cr,, 46) ; Dulai iJui Bm 
V. Eijabat Uossein (I. L R., 12 Gal., 536); Que^n-Empress v. Morton (I. L. R., 

9 Bom., 288); In re Hayes (I. L. R., 12 Mad., 39). 

The*judgmeiit of the Court (Macphkkson and Baner.tbk, JJ ) was 
as follows 

Thisi's an application to transfer a case from the Court of the Sub-divisional 
Officer of Rajmehal to some other Qpurt? The Deputy Commissioner having 
expressed a doubt as to the jurisdiction of the High Court over crimioal Courts 
in the Sontbal Pergunnahs, it was intimated, when the rule was gtaiited, that 
the Court woul^, on the bearing of the rule, consider the question of its 
jurisdiction to act as a Court of Revision generally, and also, with reference to 
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the fact stated in the affidavit, as to the status of the petitioner as a European 
Eritish subject. 

No one appeared to sliow cause or to support the contention that the 
Court had no jurisdiction in the matter. Mr. Htll has argued that tiio Court 
has jurisdiction over all the criminal Courts in the Sonthal Pergunnahs under 
the revisional powers conferred upon it by the Code of Criminal Procedure, 
and that, if this is not so, it has undoubtedly jurisdiction in every case in 
which the accused jicrsou is a European iJritisii subject. The legislation in 
connection with the Sonthal Pergunnalis is soinowliat complicated, and we do 
not think it necessary in -the present case to consider the wide [250] question 
of the Court’s juvisdictioil as a Court of Revision over all the criminal Courts in 
that teiiitory. It is not necessaiv. because we iiave no doubt that the Court 
has full jurisdiction to entertain and deal with an application of the kind 
now before us in all cases in which the accused person is a pjuropean British 
subject. 

Act XXXVII of lK5t) which is still in force removed the districts com¬ 
prising the Sonthal Pergunnaiis from the opeiation of the general regulations 
of the Bengal Code and of the laws passed bv tlie Covcrnor-General of India 
in Council, and vested the administration of cninin.al justice in officers to be 
appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of Botigal, whose decisions to the extent 
of tlie jiowors coiiierred upon them by the Lieutenant-Governor according to 
tile provisions of the .-^ct were to he final. But that Act did nut affect the 
laws then in force witli respect to the amenaliihtv of European British sub¬ 
jects to any Court or officer for acts of a criminal nature European British 
subjects were not, therefore, amenable foi such acts to tlie officers appointed 
by the Lieutenant-Governor of Bengal under tlie provisions of Act XXXVII 
of IHnfl. They lemained amenable to the Courts and officers empowered to 
try them 

The law relating to the apjiouitment ol Justices of tlie Peace outside the 
Presidency towns and to the trial of Europoiin British subjects is now en^bodied 
in the Code of Criminal Procedure which was brought into force in the Sonthal 
Pergminahs by Regulation Ill of I8H6 amending Regulation III of 1872, which 
was to he read with Act XXXVII of 1855. Magistrates trying charges 
against European British subjects are tlierefore, so far at least as regards the 
mofussii Couits, emjiowered under the Code of Criminal Procedure, and they 
mu.st follow the procedure proscribed hv that Code. The Code further defines 
the High Court to mean (so far as we need give tlie definition for the purposes of 
fthis caseA m reference to jjroceedings against Eurojiean British subjects, the 
High Court of Judicature at Fort William, and it gives to a European British 
subject convicted on a trial held by a Magistrate a right of apjieal to the High 
Court. There cannot therefore he a doubt that the Court of a Magistrate in the 
Sonthal Pergunrtahs is, as regards the trial of a European British subject, 
subordinate to the High Court, and that the High Court can under section 
[2J1] 52G of the Procedure Code diiect the transfer of a case in which such 
subject is concerned. 

The whole history of tlie legislation in connection with European British 
subjects, into which we need not enter, shows moreover that the jurisdiction 
of this Court in cases in which they are concerned has always existed and does 
exist 

The question remains whether should direct the transfer of the case. 
We have considered the petition of Mr. Wilson, which sets out the facts and 
the grounds upon which a transfer is asked for, the comments of the Buh-divi- 
sional Officer thereupon, and thegrounds upon which the Deputy Commissioner 
refused to order the transfer of the case. We make no reflection on 
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Mr. Ainslie’s fairness or impartiality, and do not doubt that he would endeavour 
to come to a just decision on the evidence adduced ; but, having regard to all 
the circumstances, we are disposed to hold that it is expedient for the ends of 
justice that the trial should be held elsewhere. There are circumstances 
which iiiight reasonably lead the petitioner to believe that the Magistrate 
had to some extent prejudged the case against him, and that he would in conse* 
quence be prejudiced in the trial, and if this is so, we think a transfer is ex¬ 
pedient. It does not appear that the petitioner was in the first instance charged 
%vitb taking part in the offences said to have been committed by the persons 
in whose company he w'as. The proceedings against him vrere taken under 
directions of the Magistrate acting on the police repoihi of the case. The Magis¬ 
trate may have been quite justified in directing the prosecution of the 
petitioner, but he was not justified in at once issuing a warrant for his arrest, 
and in having him arrested and brought before him. The case was a 
summons and not a w'arrant case. Then the case arose out of a dispute 
relating to a julkur, the disputants being the prisoner’s employer and certain 
other persons, and there are grounds for believing that the Magistrate had in 
connection with other proceedings, necessarily perhaps, formed a conclusion 
unfavourable to the former. On the whole we think a transfer is expedient, 
and we direct that the case be transferred to the Court of tite District Magistrate 
of Maldah. The District Magistrate will either try it himself or make it over 
to some other officer competent to try it. 


H. L. B. 


H0TE8. 


C As regards ' reasonable apprehension ’ within sec. 5‘i6, Cr. P.O. 1R9H, see also 2H Cal., 
495; 19 All. 64 ; -i.S Cal., 729 ; 26 Bom., 179 ; 28 Cal., 297 ; 28 Cal., 709 ; 86 Cal., 904 ; 10 
C. W.N., 441; 33 Cal., 1188 ] 


[232] CIVIL REFERENCE. 

The 4th February, 1H91. 

Present : '* 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Jostice, 

Mr. Justice Macphbhson and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 

Gobardhan Dass.Petitioner 

vernus 

Jasadamoni Dassi, Respondent and another, Co-respondent. 

Dtssolutifin nf marriage — Non-Christianmarriage—Conversion to Christianity — 
Ltvoi'ce Act (IV of 1899), ss. H, 17 —Native Converts’ Marriage DissokUion 
Act (XXi of JHG6)i ss. 4, 5. 7, b, 9,10,16 and 16. 

The petitioner and the respondent wc^ m Aned while professing the Hinda faith and 
afterwards became converts to Christianity. The petitioner subsequently, applied for 
dissolution of the marnageon the around of his wife’s adultery. Held, that, b^ng a person 

* Civil Beferenpe in Dtvoree Case No. 29 of 1889, made by B. C. Seal, Esq., Judge of 
Bank ara, dated the 31st of Match 1890. 
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professing Cbristianity at the time of presenting the petition, lie was entitled toadi88olu<> 
tion of the marriage under the provisions of the Indian Divorce Act (JY of 1869). 

It is clear from the provisions of the Native Ck>nvorts' Marriage Dissolution Act (XXI 
of 1866) that a non-Gfaristian marriage is not dissolved by the mere fact of the conversion 
of one or both of the parties to Christianity, and may therefore be dissolved in accordance 
with the provisions of Act IV of 1869. 

This was a reference to the High Court, under eection 17 of the Indiau 
Divorce Act (IV of 1869), by the District Judge of Bankura, for the purpose 
of confiiniing the deciee for the dissolution of the petitioner’s marriage with 
the respondent on the ground of tlie latter’s adulterj- with the co-respondent. 

The petitioner, Gobardban Dass, and the respondent, Jasadamoni Dassi, 
were originally Hindus, and were married while professing the Hindu faith, 
but subsequently both became converts to Christianity. On the evidence the 
District Judge found that the petitioner was entitled to a decree for the 
dissolution of the marriage, and declared the same to be dissolved subject 
to the confirmation of the order by the High Court under section 17 of Act 
IV of 1869. 

No one appeared for any of the parties. 

[253] The judgment of the High Court (Feth£R.4M, C.J., and 
Macpherson and Ameer Alt, JJ.) was delivered by 

PethePam, C. J. —This matter comes before us under section 17 of Act 
IV of 1869 for confirmation of the decree nim made hy the District Judge of 
Bankura for the dissolution of the marriage of the parties to those proceedings. 
The petitioner and respondent were originally Hindus by religion, and were 
married in this country whilst professing the Hindu faith. After their marriage 
they both became converts to Christianity. On the 18th of December 1889 the 
petitioner presented a petition to the District Judge of Bankura for the dissolu¬ 
tion of his marriage on the ground of his wife’s adultery with the co-respon¬ 
dent, and the learued .ludge, holding the adultery established, made a declaration 
to the following effect:—“It is hereby declared that the marriage of the 
petitioner, Gobardban Dass, a native convert, with Jasadamoni Dassi, the 
respondent, is hereby dissolved subject to the confirmation of the order by the 
High Court under section 17 of the Act." 

A doubt having been raised as to whether the petitioner was entitled to a 
decree ^r the dissolution of his marriage which was not performed according to 
Christian rites, we have considered the question carefully, and we have come 
to the conclusion that there is nothing in Act IV of 1869 or in any other Act 
to exclude him from the benefit of its provisions. 

The second section of Act IV of 1869 runs thus 

“ This Act shall extend to the whole of Britisii India, and (so far only as 
regards British subjects within the dominions hereinafter mentioned) to the 
dominions of Princes and States in India in alliance with Her Majesty. 

" Nothing hereinafter contained shall autboriae any Court to grant any 
relief under this Act, exoeptln cases where the petitioner professes the Christian 
religion and resides in India at the time of presenting the petition ; or to make 
decrees of dissolution of marriage except in the following cases;— (a) where the 
marriage shall have been solemnized is India; or (5) where the adultery, rape 
or unnatural crime complained of shkll have been committed in India; or (e) 
where thp husband has, since the solemnization of the marriage, exchanged his 
profession of Christianity for the [258] profession of some other form of religion; 
or to make decrees of nullity of marriage except in cases where the marriage 
has been solemnized in India." * 
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The petitioner unquestionably professed the Christian religion at the time 
of presenting his petition. Therefore, unless it can be said that his previous 
marriage became ipso facto dissolved by his or thoir conversion to Christianity, 
the marriage relationship previously contracted must be regarded as subsisting, 
in respect of which he would, as a person professing Christianity at the time of 
presenting bis petition, be entitled to seek under the Act a dissolution on the 
ground of his wife’s adultery. That a previously contracted marriage is not 
dissolved bv the mere fact of the conversion of the one or the other party to 
Christianity is clear from the provisions of Act XXI of 1866. Section 4 of 
this Act savs :— 

“ 4. If a native husband change his religion for Christianity, and if in 
consequence of such change his native wife, for the space of six continuous 
months, desert or repudiate him, he may sue her for conjugal society. 

"5. If a native wife change her religion for Christianity, and if in con¬ 
sequence of such change her native husband, for the space of six continuous 
months, desert or repudiate her, slio may sue him for conjugal society.” 

Section 7 jirovides how' the suit is to he commenced ; sections 8, 9 and l(J 
provide for issue and service of citations i section lo directs that in the case of 
a female re.spondent, the matter should be adjourned for a joar do see w’hcther 
she persists in her refusal to live with the jietitioner .\nd then section 16 
provides : “ At the expiration ol such adjournment the petitioner shall again 
appciar in Court and slnill prove that the said ueseition or repudiation had 
continued up to the time last liereitihefure referred to, and if tlie points men¬ 
tioned in the tw'elfth and this section of this Act shall be proved to the satisfac¬ 
tion of the Judge . and if the rospoiulent on being interrogated by the .ludge or 
Commissioners, as the case mav be, again refuse to cohabit with the petitioner, 
the respondent shall he taken to have hnallv deserted or repudiated the peti¬ 
tioner, and the .ludge shall, by a decree under his hand and sealed with the 
seal of his Court, declare that the marriage between «the parties is dissolved.” 

C25S} It is clear therefore th.it a non-Christian marriage is not dissolved 
by the mere fact of the conversion of one or both the parties to Christianity 
That being so, and the petitioner being a Christian at the time of presenting 
his pietition, and it being found that the respondent has committed adultery, we 
think Act IV of 1869 applies. Wo accordingly confirm the decree made by the 
District Judge. ^ 

A. A. C. Dencp confirmed. 


NOTES. 

t See ul^o (18U:3) 17 Mad , 


*[Sec. 15'—If the reKpondenb be a female, and in answer to the interrogatorieii of the 
Judge or ComnnssionerH, as the cane may l>e, shall refuse to 
Procedure when female cohabit with the petitioner, the Judge, if upon consideration of 
respondent erefuses to co- the respondent’s answers and of the facts which may have bwn 
habit with petitioner. proved by the petitioner ho shall be of opinion that the ground 

for such refusal is the petitioner's change of religion, shall make 
Adjournment for a year an order adjourning the case for a year, and directing that, in 
' * the interim, the parties shall at such place and time as ho shall 

Interview. deem convenient, have an interview of suob length as the Judge 

shall direct, and in the presence of such person or j^sons (who 
ma> be a female or females) as the Judge shall select, with the view of ascertaining whether or 
not the respondent freely and voluntarily persists in such refusal.] 

^ t See the case of Huhurdust Khan v. Ri» Wift, 2 N. B., 870, Rap. 


174 



UGHAH LALL V. BADllA PERSHAD SINGH StC. [1891] I.L.R. 18 Cal. 286 


[ 18 Oal. 258 I 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 4th February, iSOl, 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Petheeam, Kt., Chief Justice, anp 
Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 

Ugrah Lall.Judgment-debtor 

versus 

Radha Pershad Singh, Decree-holder and others. Auction-purchasers.' 

llenqal Tenaticy Act (VIII of lt)<S>5), s. 174—Amount payable incorrectly 
calculated by an officer of the. Court. 

The judgincnt-doblor within SO diivH from tin; date of sale deposited in Court, under 
hection 174 of the Buiigal Teiiaiicy .\ut, thu .iinount which had been calculated iii theoGELce of 
the Muiisif as the Ainouut payable under thesectiou, Subsoquently on its being discovered 
that the amuuiit was short by a small sum, the calculation beiifig incorrect, the Mitnsif 
held that Lhb provisions of the section had not been complied with, and passed an order 
confirming the sale 

Held, that when the amount payable by the judgment-debtor under section 174 has boon 
calculated and settled by an othcer ni the Court, and when that amount has been paid into 
Court, an order setting aside the sale must be made by tho Court as a matter of right. 
The order of thu Muiisif confirming thu sale was thureforo held to be without jurisdiction 
and was set aside. 

In this case tho ]udgment*dobtpr obtained a rule and also appealed against an 
order of tho District Judge upholding an order of the Munsif confirming an 
execution sale, and claimed [2563 to have the sale set aside under the provisions 
of section 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1885) under the following 
circumstances: — 

(Jn the 3rd August 1887, the Maharajah of Dumraon obtained a decree 
fur arrears of rent against the judgment-debtor, and applied for execution of the 
decree with costs, amounting to Rs. 795-13, on the 15th July 1889. A sale 
proclamation was issued on the 6th August 1889, and Rs. 694-6 was men¬ 
tioned as tho decretal amount for which tiie property of the judgment-debtor 
was advertised to be sold. On the 30th October 1889 the property was sold 
for Rs. 1,035 to the opposite partv. and on the 25th November, within 
the 30 days proscribed by section 174 of the Tenancy Act, the judgment- 
debtor applied under that section to have the sale set aside, offering to pay 
whatever amount might be found due on an account being taken. An order 
was made on the following day to the effect that “ the judgment-debtor may 
deposit the amount if he so fikes," and a chalan for Rs. 792-11-6 was accord¬ 
ingly prepared and signed by the sheristadar of the Munsii, In which 
Rs. 51-12 was mentioned as “damages" and Rs. 740-15-6 as “original decree.” 
The officer in charge of the Treasury^ was directed to receive and credit the 
above sum before 3 P. M. on the 28th* November 3889. and the same was duly 
tendered and received. 

• Appeal from Order No. 179 of 1890 and Bale No. 1745 of 1890, against the order of 
J. 6. Gharles, Esq , Judge of Shahabad, dated the Slst of May 1890, ^rming the order of 
Baboo Pramatba Nath Chatterji, Munsif of Buxar, dated the 32nd of Feoniary 1890. 
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Oo the 24th Jaauary 1890, the auotion-purohaeers applied to hare the 
sale ooDfirmed on the ground that the whole amount bad not been deposited, 
and on the Idth February the Court ordered another acoouni to be prepared, 
and fixed the 22nd February for the hearing, ordering notice to issue to the 
parties. On that date the judgment-debtor put in a petition stating that he 
had deposited Bs. 792-11-6 accoj^ing to the chalan made over to him by the 
sberistadar, and offered to pay the sum of Ra. 5-3, which, on the further 
account being taken, appeared to be due over and above the amount which 
had formerly been deposited. The decree-holder did not raise any objection, 
but the auction-purchasers appeared and claimed to have the sale confirmed. 
The Munsif on the same date confirmed the sale* on the ground that the 
*full amount recoverable under the decree together with costs and compensa¬ 
tion had not l)een deposited as required by the section. On appeal thp 
[257] District Judge held that no apjieal lay against the order of the Munsif 
either under the Tenancy Act or the Code of Civil Procedure. The judgment- 
debtor obtained a rule from the High Court under section 622 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, and also appealed against the order of the District Judge. 

Monlvi Mahomed Yusuf appeared for the Judgment-debtor. 

Aboo Satigram Singh appeared for the .\uctioa-purohaser 3 . 

The judgmeot ol the Court (Pethbram, C.J., and Ameer Ali, J.) was 
delivered by 

Petheram, C. J. —This matter comes before the Court on appeal from an 
order of the District Judge of Shahabad, and a rule to set aside the order of the 
^lunsif, out of which that of the District Judge arose. The appeal to the 
District Judge was dismissed by him, on the ground that no appeal lay in the 
case. That question has not been argued before us, and the real question arises 
upon the rule. 

k decree for rent was obtained by the landlord^ainst the applicant, and 
the tenure was put up for sate in execution of the decree, and sold to the 
present respondent on 30th October 1889. On 25th November 1889 the appli¬ 
cant presented the following petition to the Munsif in whose Court the action 
had been brought: — 

** Petition for reversal of auction sale for arrears of rent under section 174, 
Act VIII of 1885. 

Present: 

Puma Chunder Dev, Boy Bahadoor, Munsif at Buxar, District Shahabad. 

. No. 428 of 1SH9. 

Maharajah Badha Pershai Singh Bahadoor (decree-holder) v. Ugrah 

Lall (judgment-debtor).^ 

Hail Cherisher of the j)oor :—In execution of this decree, the whole of the 
gozasbta land has been sold by public auction, hut the sale has not been 
confirmed. Within 30 days your petitioner, his brother Rajpati Lall, nephew 
(brother’s eon) Ram Parsed Lall, Mohabeer Ram, son of Srigobind, Ramdainy 
Tailee, son of Bisram Tailee, and Sbeo Churn Lall, son of Hanuman Doss, of 
[238] Bhojpurkadim, have sold some gosashta land, and brought the deeratal 
money with compensation for the auction-purchaser at 5 per cent. l%e 
amount as per calimiation be received, and the auction sale set aside. 

UgraB Lall, judgment-debtor, by my own pen. 

The 26th Novemhtr 1889.” 

And on the next day, November 26, tbe Munsif made this order:—The 
jpdgment-debtor^may d^uk the amount if he likes.” On the same day a 
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> 

ehalan was prepared in the office of the Mnnsif, and was signed by his 
sheristadar, for the sum of Bs. 792-11-6, and was given to the applicant as 
showing the amount payable by him under s. 174 of the Tenancy Act, 
and the officer in charge of the Treasury was directed to receive that amount, 
if it was paid before 3 o’clock on the 28th. The amount was in fact paid 
in by the applicant before that time, and was received by the officer. It was 
afterwards, and after the expiration of 30 days from the date of the sale, 
discovered that the calculation made in the office of the Munsif was ineotrect, 
and that the amount which should have been paid by the applicant in respect 
of the matters mentioned in s. 174, was two or three rupees more than 
the sum mentioned in thb ohalan, and the Munsif, holding that the provi- ^ 
sions of the section had not been complied with, oonfiimed the sale. We think 
that in doing so he has taken an incorrect view of the law. Section 174 
provides no machinery by which the amount payable under the section is to be 
ascertained, hut apparently, from what has taken place in this case, the 
amount is in practice calculated in the office after notice to'the decree-holder, 
and when that has been done, we think the amount so calculated and settled by 
the officer of the Court, has been settled as the amount payable under the 
section, and that when that amount has been paid into Court, an order|p> set 
aside the sale must be made by the Court as a matter of right. For these 
reasons, we think that the order of the Munsif confirming the sale, after the 
amount which had been found by the Court officer to he the amount payable 
had been paid, was without jurihdiction, and must be set aside, and an order to 
set aside the sale passed in its place. Appeal against order dismissed. No costs. 

A. A. C. RuU made absolute. 


NOTES. 

[TbiR was followed in (1897) 25 Cal., 21G, (1898) 25 Cal., 606; see oIho (1907)1 
C. W. N., 116 1 « 

[319] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 5th February, JH91. 

Present : 

Mr. -Tustice Tottenham and Mr. .Tosticr Trevelyan. 

Mahamed Arif.Defendant 

versus 

Saraswati Debya and another.Plaintiffs.^' 

Contract fry a minor'—Voidable contract. 

A contract entered into with a minor la only voidable at the option of the minor. 

8aahi Bhusnn Dutt v, Jadu Nath Dull (I. L. R., 11 Gal., 552) followed. 

In this suit Saraswati Debya and another (the plaintiffs) sought a declara¬ 
tion of their title to and the recovery of possession of an 8-anna share in a 
certain piece of land. The land originally belonged to one Jogul Kishore Boy: 
and upon the death of his widow on Ifith Bhadro 1283 (30th August 1876), it 
passed to his four grandsons (sons of a daughter) Bara Mohun Deb, Beerbulhib 
Deb (defendant No. 9), Chandra Kishore Deb (deceased), andPyari Mohan Deb 

* Appeal from Appellate Deoree No. S77 of 1890, against the daotee of Baboo jribun 
Krishna Obatterjee, Subordinate Judge of Sylhet, dated the 6th of January ISOO, 
tbe decree of Baboo Akboy Kumar Mittca, Huniiif of Sylhet, dated the SOth of Match 1869, 
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(defendant No. 10). In or about April 1877 Harogorindo Deb woe appointed 
guardian of his minor sons Beerbullub, Chandra Kisfaore, and Pyari Mobun 
under Act XL of 1858. Without receiving the necessary authority from the 
Court, during their minority, Harogovindo, as the guardian of Beerbullub, 
Chandra Kishore, and Pyari Mohun, conveyed their 12 annas share in the land 
to Lokenath Deb Chowdhry (defendant No. 8) by tvto kobalas, dated respeo- 
tiveiv Srahan and Bhadro 1288 (July and August IBKl). Defendant No. 8 
remained in possession until let Aasar 1293 (14tb June 1886), when he 
conveyed the 12 annas share to the father of defendants Nos. I, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 
7 and the husband of defendant No. 4. On 29th Magh 1293 (10th February 
1887), Beerbullub and Chandra Kishore by a registered kobala conveyed their 
‘ B-annas share to the plaintiffs. Beerbullub had attained majority in April 1883, 
and therefore was of full age at the date of this conveyance : but Chandra 
Kishore was a minor at the time, being over 18 and under 21 years of age. 
C2603 Chandra Kishore die<] before attaining majority. His father Harogo- 
vindo was his heir, but he neither ratified nor repudiated the conveyance by 
Chandra Kishoi'e. Mahamed Arif (defendant No. l) alone defended the suit. 
He contended that the sale by Harogovindo as guardian of his minor sons was 
validmithat as neither Beerbullub nor his representatives had questioned the sale 
within three venrs after he came of age, the plaintifis' claim, so far us this share 
was concerned, \va? barred by Art 44,'* Seh II of the Limitation Act, As 
regards the share of Chandra Kishore, his contention wa<« that Chandra 
Kishore being a minor at the date of the conve^'anco to the plaintiffs, so far as 
his share was concerned it was absolutely void ; hut that if the conveyance was 
voidable only, he, the defendant, was entitled to question it since be claimed 
through the minor. 

The Munsif held that the sale by Harogovindo was void, as it was made 
without the previous sanction of the Court, and that the plaintiffs’ claim, so 
far as Beerbulluh’s share was concerned, vyas not barred. Begardinc Chandra 
Kishore's share, the Munsif held, upon the authority of Sasbf lihiimn Dutt v. 
Jadii Nath Dutt (I. L. H., 11 Cal., 552), that the sale by him to the plaintiffs 
was voidable only; and that tiie defendant was not entitled to avoid it, 
as Harogovindo's sale being invalid did not pass the interest of the minors. 

Acoordingh the Munsif held the sale to the plaintiffs wa^ valid and decreed 
the suit. On a()peal the lower Appellate Court upheld the decision of the 
Munsif. 

Mahamed Arif (defendant No. 1) appealed to the High Court 

Baboo Tarnhshore Chctvdhiy, for the Appellant. 

Baboo Srinath Das and Baboo Prasanna Gopal Roy lor the Respondents. 

Baboo Tarakishore Chowdhry .—The sale by Ghkndra Kishore of his share 
to the plaintid 3 is void, not voidable. It is-admitted that at the time of the 
sale Chandra Kishore was a minor, and that be died before attaining majority. 
According to the Hindu law a sale by a minor is absolutely void. The law has 
not been altered by the Contract Act. Section 2, sub-section (A) of that Act 

• [Art.*44 ~ 

Description of suit; I Time from which period 

limitation. begins to run. 

By a ward who has attained Three years. When the ward attains majority, | 
majority, to set aside a sale by his| 
guardian. 
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[860 defines a conferaot as " an agreement enforceable by law.” Section 10 
declares what agreements are contracts, /.e., enforceable by law, and according 
to it the competence of the parties is one of the essentials of a contract. 
Section 11 deals with the competence of parties, and there it is stated that 
every person is competent to contract who is of the age of majority accord¬ 
ing to the law to which he is subject.” Hence it follows that the agreement 
of a minor cannot be a contract, or, in other words, that the contract of a 
minor is void. Section 19''also supports this view inasmuch as that section 
whilst it declares what agreements are voidable, makes no mention of agree¬ 
ments by minors. Then again special provisions are made by ss. 2471 
and 248 I for the case of a minor becoming a partner. See also ss. 7 § and 
127 of the Transfer of Property Act. 

The case of Sashi Bhusaai Dutt v. Jadu Nath Dutt (I. L. R., 11 Cal., 552) 
is against me: but that case should not be followed, as it was decided accord¬ 
ing to the English law and upon the authority of the case of Han Bam v. Jttan 
Ram (3 B. L R., A. 0,426) which was decided some time before the Contract 
Act was passed. Suppose, however, the sale is voidable and not void. The 
father as heir of Chandra Kishore could not have avoided it on the ^ath of 
the latter, as he had already sold his son’s share as his certificated guardran, and 
he was bound by such sale by s. 34 of the Transfer @f Property Act. The 
defendants, therefore, who claim under the sale by the guardian, and are in 
possession, are entitled to avoid the sale by Chandra Kishore, and the plaintiffs' 
title cannot prevail over that of the defendants. 


With regard to Beerbulluh’s share, as he did not on attaining majority 
repudiate the sale of his share to the defendants by his father and guardian, he 
must be presumed to have ratified it, and therefore his conveyance to the 
plaintiffs is void as against the defendants. 

* [See. 19 —When vonaont to 'an agrocment la caused bv coercion, undue influence, 
Voidabihtv of agreementh '“'sropreRciitation, the agreement is a contract 

without free consent voidable at the option of the party whose consent was so 

caused. 


A party to a contract, whose consent was caused by fraud or misrepresentation, may, if 
he thinks fit, insist that the contract shall be performed and that he shall be put in the 
position in which he would have been if the representatious made had been true. 

ExcejAion ,—If such consent was caused by misrepresentation or by silence, fraudulent 
within the meaning of sevtion stiventocn, the contract, nevertheless, is not voidable, if the 
party, whoso consent was so Cl used, had the moan ^ of disoovoimg the truth with ordinary 
doligcnce. 


Kxylanattnn .—A fraud or misrepresentation which did not cause the consent to a contract 
of the part}, on whom such fraud was practised, or to whom such misrepresentation was 
made, does not render a contract voidable 3 

t ISec !147 .—A person, who is under the age of majority according to the law to which 
Minor partner not per- “ «<ibject, may bo admitted to tho benefits of partnership, but 
sonally liable, but his share be made personally liable for any obligation of the firm ; 

but the share of such minor in the property of the firm is liable 
for the obligations of the firm ] 

J [Sec. 248 A person, who has been admitted to the benefits of partnership under 
Liability of minor part- becomes, on attaining that age, Jftble for all 

ner on attaining majonty obligations incurred by the partnership since he was so admit¬ 
ted, unless he gi^es public notice within a,reasonable time of 
his repudiation of the partnership.] , 

§ [Sec 7 Every person competent to contract and entitled to transferable property, nr 

• , authorized to dispose of transferable property not his own* is 

Persons competent to competent to transfer shcb property either wholly or in part and 
transfer. either absolutely or conditionally, in the circumstances, to the 

extent and in the manner, allowed and pressribed by any law for 
the time being in force,] , 


179 



tS Cal. 882 MAHAMED ABIF V. SAEASWATI EBBYA & 0 . fl89l] 


Baboo Srinath Das /or the Beapoadeats. — The sale to the deteudants basig 
made without the sanation of the Court was void; ffarendra Nairain Singh 
Chotodhry v. Moran (LL. R, 15 Cal., 40): and therefore it Mras not at all neoeg- 
sary for Beerbnllub on attaining majorit)' to t8683 have avoided it. The 
coDveyanoe to the plaintiff by Chandra Eishore is valid. Under the Hindu 
law a transfer by a minor is not void, but voidable only; Bennie v. Qwtga 
Narain Chotcdhry (3 W. R., 10): Boiddonath Dey v. Ham Kishore Dey (13 
W. R., 166; 10 B. !». R., 396 note); Doorga Churn Saha v. Bam Narain Doss 
(13 W. R, 172, 10 B. L. R., 327 note); Han Bam v. Jttan Bam (3 B. L. R., 

A. G., 426); and if it be not avoided by the minor or bis heir, it must be taken 
to be ratified ; Doorga Chum Saha v. Bam Naratn Doss (13 W. B., 172 ; 10 

B. L. R., 327 note). The Contract Act has in no way altered the law; Saaki 

Bkusan DuU v. Jadu Nath Butt (I. L. R., 11 Gal., 552). ' 

The judgment of the Court (ToriKNHAM and Tb:i|VELYAN, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

The facts which it is necessarv to state before determining the questions 
of law in this case are shortly as follows:— 

Two' brothers, Beerbuilub Deb and Chandra Kishore Deb, were owners of 
the land in dispute. They bad inherited it from their maternal grandfather 
through their mother. In a proceeding under Act XL of 1858 their father 
was appointed their guardian, and without receiving the necessary authority 
from the Court, sold tbe property to the defendants, who are now in 
possession of it. 

After this Beerbuilub and Chandra Kishore, the former having attained 
majority, ^e latter being over 18 but under 21, and therefore according to law 
still a minor, conveyed this property to the plaintiff. Both the conveyance to 
the plaintiff and that to the defendants were made Ixmd fide and for good 
consideration. Thefe can be no question that the defendants have got no title. 

The reported oases, tbe last of which is Harendra Naratn Singh Chotodhry ’ 
V. Moran (I. L. R., 15 Gal., 40), make it clear that an unsanctioned act of a 
certificated guardian in excess of the powers contained in s. 18* of Act XL 
of 1858 is void. 

Tbe question remains as to the plaintiffs’ title. 

So far as Boerbullub’s share is concerned, there can be no doubt that the 
plaintiff is entitled to recover. Beerbuilub was of age when he conveyed. 

C868J Chandra Kisbore’s share is on a different footing. Chandra 
Kishore died before he attained 21 years of age. His heir was his father. The 
father neither ratified nor iBpudiat^ the act of Chandra Kishore. 

It has been contended before us that the conveyance by Chandra Kishore 
was void and not voidable. This depends upon whether the law has in 
this respect been altered by the Indian Contraot Act. Although there 
seems to be text*book authority forth3 proposition that under tbe Hindu law 
a transfer by a minor is absolutely void (see Mr Chattet^ee’s Tagore Lectures, 
p. 146), we prefer to follow the decisions of this Court in which it has been held 
that a transfer by a minor is voidable under the ^^ndu law. See Boiddonath 
Dey V. Bgm Ktshore Dey (13 W. E., 166; 10 B. L. B., 326 note) \ Doorga 
Chum Saha v. Bam Naratn Doss (13 W. B., 172 ; 10 B L.R., 327 note); Bennie 


* [Bee 18 :—Every person to whom a certificate shall have been granted under the pnvisions 
Powers ofnerho na'to of *h» *0*. sasreise the same powers in the^UianageUent 
whom cortiflcJte has been ***** ** ?“«*** eaerrised by the proprietor il 

grsnted in the management ?.°* may collwt and pay a&just claims debts and 

of a minor’s estate' lialnlitiee fue to or by the estate of the minor. But no sodh 

person shall have power to sell or mortga^ any immoveable 
^oiMrty, or to granh a lease thereof for any period exee^ing five yean, vritbout an order of 
the Civil Court previously obtained.] ^ «w 
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V. Qunga Naratn Chowdhry (3 W. B., 10); and Hari Bam v. Jitan Bam (3 B.L.B., 
A. C., 426). Apart from the Contract Act, there is no doubt we think that this 
transaction must be held valid, as it was not avoided by the minor or bis heir. 
See Doorga Chum Saha v. Bam Naratn Doss (13 W. B., 172 ; 10 B, L. B., 327 
note). 

The question whether the Indian Contract Act has altered the law is not 
an easy one. There is no express provision declaring the contract of an infant 
to be void, but it is said that section 2, sub-sections (g) and (A), and ss. 10 
and 11 have this effect. (See also s. 7 of the Transfer of Property Act.) 
In the 3ase of Snsht Bhtisan Dutt v. Jadu Nath Dutt (I. L. B., 11 Cal., 552), 
it was held by a Division Bench of this Court that a contract entered into with 
a minor is only voidable at the option of the minor. We have very carefully 
considered this decision, and as we are not prepared to say that in our opinion 
it is erroneous, we do, not think it necessary to refer the question to a Full 
Bench. The question is one of some difficulty, but on the whole we prefer to 
follow the decision to which we have referred. 

The result is that this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

C. D. P. Appeal dismissed. 


HOTEB. 

[It haH been held by the Privy Council that the contract of a minor is not merely voida¬ 
ble but void :— (1908) SO Cal., 589. 

These were prior oaseh, (189ft) 23 Bom., 146 , (1894) 18 Mad., 415 ; (1901) 23 All., 288; 
(1894) 19 Bom., 697 ; (1898) 23 Born , 1. See aUo 26 All., 342; 28 Bom., 181.] 


[264] CEIMINAL MOTION. ^ 

The 18th February, 1891. 

.Prksent : 

Me. Justice Macpherson and Mb. Justice Bankb.iee. 

In the matter of Bam Kumari.Petitioner.'* 


Bigamy — Matriage—Conversion of Hindu wife to Mahomedamsm — 
Marriage with Mahonuidan—Penal Code, s. 494. 

The petitioner, ori(;nially a Hindu woman, and the illegitimate offspring of Chattri 
parents, was duly married according to Hindu rites to D, whtf was also by caste a Chattri. 
Subsequent to the marriage the petitioner became a convert to Mabomedanism and then 
married a Mahomedan. She was charged with and convicted of an oSenoe under s. 494 7 
of the Penal Code. * 


Marrying 
the lifetime 
wile. 


again during 
of husband or 


* Criminal Motion No 559 of 1890, against the order passed by H, Beveridge, Esq., 
Seasions Judge of Alipore, dated the 2nd December 1890. 

f £Seo. 494 :—Whoever, having a husbaud or wife living, marnes in any case in which 

such marriage is void by reason of its taking place during the 
life of such husband or wife, shall be punished with imprison¬ 
ment of either description for a term which may extend to seven 
years, and shall also he liable to fine. 

Exception .—This section does not extend t« any person whose marriage with such 
htuband or wif.e has been declared void by a Court of competent jurisdiction, nor to any 
person who contracts a marriage during the life of ^former husband or wife, if suoh husband' 
or wife, at the time of thp subsequent marriage, shall^ve been continually absent from suoh 
person for the space of seven years, and shall not havdNbeen beard of by nuoh person as b^g 
alive within that time, provided the person contracting suoh subsequent marriage, shaQ, 
before such marriage takes place, inform the person with whom such •marriage it coni 
traoted, of the real state of facts so far as the same are within his or her knowledge.] « 
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It was contended on her bohalf that—{1) the marriage between her and D was invalid 
under Hindu law by reason of her illegitimacy and the consequent difference of caste between 
.the contracting parlies ; ('2) the marriage botweon her and D became dissolved under the 
Hindu law on her conversion to Mahomedanism ; and (8) the second marriage was not void 
under the Mahomodan law bj reason of its taking place in the lifetime of I) and that the 
conviction was therefore erroneous. There was no evidence of aujrnotice having been given 
to D previous to the second marriage calling on him to become a Hahomedan. 

Held, that illegitimacy under Hindu law is no absolute disqualification (or marriage, and 
that when one or both contracting parties to a marriage are illegitimate, the marriage must be 
regarded as valid, if th-y arj recognized by their oasto people as belonging to the same caste 

Held, also, that there is no authoriti m Hindu law for the proposition that an apostate 
is absolved from all civil obligations, and that so far tsthe matrimonial bond is concerned^ 
such a Mew would be contrary to the spirit of that law, which r^ards it as indissoluble, and 
that accordingly the marriage between the petitioner and J) was not, under the Hindu law, 
dissolved bv her conversion to Mahomedanism. 

Rahmed Beebee v. Rvlteya Beehee (1 Norton’s Loading cases on Hindu Law, p. 12) 
dissented from. 

Held, further, that as the vahditv of the second marriage depended on the Mahomedan law 
and as that law does not allow a plurality of husbands, it would be void or valid according 
as the first marriage was or was not subsisting at the time it took place , that no notice having 
been given to D [S68] a.s requir -d lij Mahomedan law previous to the second’ marriage, and 
no recourse having been h.td to the Gourt.s for the purpose of obtaining a declaration that the 
former marriage was dissolved, and as Brifsh India cannot be held to be a foreign country 
for the purgoic of rendering such notice unnecessary, the previous marriage was not dissolved 
under Mahomedan law and the subsisiueut niarnagc was therefore void. 

Held, accordingly, that the conv letion was right. 

The petitioner in tliis case was convicted of an offence under s. 494 
of the Penal Code, and sunteriuod by the Additional Sessions Judge of the 
24-Pergunnahs tu one inouUrs rigorous imprisonment. One On Lai was 
charged with having abetted the oBence of the petitioner, and was tried jointly 
with her, but acquitted. 

The facts of the case appear fully in the judgment of the Sessions Judge, 
the material portion of w'iiich was as follows :— 

This was a case of bigamy Dukhi Singh states that he was married to 
the prisoner Ram Kurnari^by the rites of the Hindu religion three or four years 
agoatOaiuen Roach, and that she has since then, and while his marriage with 
her was undissolved, lieconie a Mahomedan and married a Mahomedan. 
The prisoner admits that she was a Hindu and has been converted to Mahome¬ 
danism, and that she lias married a Mahomedan (Guzatfer). She denies that 
she ever was married to Dukhi. Both the Assessors have found that the 
marriage with Dukhi took pla(». and I am of the same opinion. The 
marriage has been fully proved. ^ 

“ It was argued that the marriage waa not legal, because Dukhi and Bam 
Kuroari wore of different castes. This, however, was not shown. They are 
both of up-country origin, and both appear to be Ghattris. Dukhi is the son 
of Malchand Singh, and be teU8,Aisthat though his father afterwards kept a 
Bengali woman named Doya, and who is now dead, he (Dukhi^ is the son 
of an up-country woman, wh^ died before his father came to Calcutta. 
Dukhi at one^place calls <Doya his mother, because she brought him up but 
te adds that she was really only his step-mother. There is nothing to 
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noDtradiot this evidence. It would appear than that Dakhi is not illegitimate, 
hut is a Chattri on both sides and born in wedlock. However, if he is 
illegitimate, he is not the less a Hindu, and is capable of naaking a valid Hinda 
marriage. Bam Kumari is no doubt illegitimate, being the daughter of Kampta 
Singh’s deceased wife’s sister. It is not clear whether Kampta Singh or 
[266} Ori Lai was her father, for it seems that Kampta Singh turned her mother 
out of his house while she was pregnant of Bam Kumari because he suspected 
her of infidelity with Ori Lai Bam Kumari’s mother is a Chattri, and I find no 
evidence that there could not be a valid Hindu mai'riage between Bam Kumari 
and Dukhi. The real law point in the case, and the one which the Mahomedan 
Deputy Magistrate has discussed in his order of commitment, is as to whether 
Ram Kumari's Hindu marriage did not become dissolved by her conversion to 
Mahomedanism. On this point I regard the case of The Government of Bombay 
V. Ganga (I. L B., 4 Bom., 330) as conlcusive. It is on all fours with the 
present case. The case has. I think, to be decided by Hindu law, and not 
Mahomedan law. But further I do not find that even according to Mahomedan 
law Ram Kumari’s marriage with Dukhi was dissolved by her conversion. 
It is certain that she never gave notice to Dukhi of her conversion, and it has not 
been argued before me that British India is a foreign country (Darulparh). There 
IS also no evidence that Ram Kumari had three menstrual periods before she 
married Guzaffer. Granting that British India is a foro*ign country, still it 
never can be* the law that the more conversion to Mahomedanism avoids 
marriage without any notice being given to the other side or any opportunity 
afforded the one who stays behind of embracing the new faith also. Ram 
Kumari admits the Mahomedan marriage, and it has also been proved by two 
witnesses. At that time her marriage with Dukhi was in my opinion still in 
force, and so her marriage with Guzaffer was bigamous. It was argued that 
she was a minor and that the marriage was really made by her mother. But 
the Judge and the Assessors were sat’gfied that the girl is now Ifi. She is 
certainly over 12, and so cannot get any help from section 83 of the Penal Code. 
The witness Abdur Rohoman, who performed the ceremony of the Mahomedan 
marriage, proves that he asked both the girl and her mother for their consent. 

“ I therefore find Ram Kumari guilty, hut 1 do not think tliat she deserves 
a seveie punishment. There is nothing to show that the conversion to 
Mahomedanism was not conscientious, or that she became a Mahomedan 
merely in order to be free, as she [267] supposed, from her marriage with 
Dukhi. The whole family turned Mahomedan, ajiid I daresay that 
Kumari’s account of the motive is the correct one. I sentence her to be 
rigorously imprisoned for one month. I do not find that there is any evidence 
of abetment against Ori Lai. He seems to have kept in the background and 
not to ha /e taken any part In the marriage. It w as the mother who, according 
to Abdur Rohoman, gave the girl in marriage. This is probable, as Ori Lai 
must have felt that he had no authority over the girl. He was perhaps not 
her father, and he w|8 not married to her mother. I acquit and discharge 
him.” • 

Ram Kumari then applied to the High Court under its revisional powers 
to send for the record and set aside the above conviction and sentence on the 
following grounds:— 

(1) That the lower Court should h?ive held that the marriage between 

the petitioner and Dukhiram wok not proved. 

(2) That the lower Court having held that Dukhiraiq, was a genuine 

Chattri, and the petitioner an illegitimate child, should have h^ok 
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that there could have been no valid marriage between them under 
the Hindu law. 

* (3) That the lower Court was wrong in holding that Dukbiram was a 

Ghattri by caste. 

(4) ^hat the lower Court should have held on the evidence that the 

' petitioner was not 12 years old when she was married to Ouzaffer 

Ali, and that such marriage being voidable under the Mahomedan 
law on the petitioner coming of age, no offence could be com¬ 
mitted by her under section 494. 

(5) That assuming that the petitioner was ^married to Dukhiram, the 

lower Court should have held that such marriage was dissolved 
by tbe>conversion to Mahomedanisni of the petitioner, and thit 
as the alleged marriage with GuzaflPer was not void under 
Mahomedan law, the petitioner could not be found guilty of the 
offence charged. it 

Upon that application a rule was issued which now came on to be heard. 

Ho one apiieared to show cause. 

Baboo Siirut Chunder Chatterjee for the Petitioner in support*bf the rule. 

[868] The arguments advanced in support of the rule appear sufficiently 
from the judgment of the High Court (MacpHKRSON and BaxeRJBE, .11.), 
which was as follows: — 

The petitioner in this case has been convicted by the .Additional Sessions 
Judge of 24-PergunnahB under section 494 of the Indian Penal Code of the 
offence of marrying again during the lifetime of her husband, and has been 
sentenced to rigorous impHsonment for one month. The sentence not being 
an appealable one, the case comes before us by way of revision 

The facts found by the Court below are shortly these. The petitioner and 
one Dukhi were originally both Hindus belonging to the Ghattri caste, the 
former being, however, an illegitimate offspripg of Ghattri parents. They 
were duly married according to Hindu rites. Some time after the marriage 
the petitioner Bam Kumari became a convert to Mahomedanism, and after 
her conversion married a Mahomedan named Guzaffer. 

Upon these facts the learned Sessions Judge has held that the petitioner's 
marriage with Dukhi was a valid Hindu marriage, that it was not 
dissolved by her conversion to Mahomedanism, and that her subsequent 
marrii>.ge to Guzaffer was consequently void ; and he has accordingly convicted 
her under section 494 of the Indian Penal Code. 

It is now contended for the petitioner before us that the conviction is 
wrong: first, because the marriage between the petitioner and Dukhi eould not 
have been a valid marriage under the Hindu law by reason of the illegitimacy 
of the petitioner, and the consequent difference of caste between the parties; 
secondly, because the former marriage became dissolvedvunder the Hindu law 
by the conversion of Bara Kumari to Mahome*danism; and thirdly, beeanse 
the second marriage was not void by the Mahomedan law, which is the law 
governing the parties to it, by reason of its taking place m the iifetinie of the 
petitioner's former husband. 

We do not think there is any fpree in the first contention, regard h«iKg had 
to the (acts of this ease. In our opinion illegitimacy is no absolute dis^isdifioation 
for marriage, and where one or both parties to a marriage are illegitimate, the 
correct view sqpms to us to be to regard the marriage as valid if they are in 
toint of fact rc^gnized hy th^r cMustemen (as the parties in this case are in effect 
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[2693 found to have been) as beiongiag to the same oaAte. In this view qt 
the ease it is unnecessary for us to say more upon this point. 

In support of the second contention, namely, that the marriage of tbe» 
petitioner with her first husband became dissolved under the Hindu law by her 
conversion to Mahomedanism, we were referred to the case of Beebee 

V. Bokeya Beehee (1 Norton's Leading cases on Hindu law, p. 12J. That case, no 
doubt, supports the petitioner's view, but we are unable to accept it as correct. 
It was argued that the Hindu law wmuld regard the apostate wife as beyond 
its pale and as a person that is civilly dead That may be so as regards her civil 
rights, but we find no authority in Hindu law for the position that a degraded 
person or an apostate is absolved from all civil obligations incurred before 
degradation or apostacy. 8o far as the matrimonial bond is concerned, such 
a view would, we think, be contrary to the spirit of the Hindu law which regards 
that bond as absolutely indissoluble (see Manu V, 156—158 ; IX, 46). This 
view is in accordance with the case of The Government of Bombay v. Oanga 
(1. L. R, 4 Bom., ^30), iind also with those of Administrator-General of 
Madras v. Aiuindachnri (I. L. R , 9 Mad., 467) and In re Millard (1. L. B., 
10 Mad., «18). 

It remliins now*to consider the third contention for the petitioner, which 
raises important questions not altogether free from difiicuity. The conviction 
of the petitioner under s. 494 of the Indian Penal Code can stand only 
if her second marriage is void liy reason or its taking place during the life of 
her former husband. Now the validity or otherwise of this second marriage, 
the parties to which are both Mahomudans, must be tested with reference to 
the Mahomedan law ; and as that law does not alluw a plurality of husbands, 
the second marriage would be void or valid according as the first one was or was 
not subsisting at the time. 11 was contended tor the petitioner that her marriage 
with her Hindu husband became dissolved under the Mahomedan law by 
her conversion to the Mahomedan religion, and in support ot this contention we 
have been referied to the Hedaya, Bk. IJ, Oh. V (Grady's edition of Hamilton’s 
translation, pp. 64-65), and Baillie’s Digest of Mahomedan Law (2nd edition, 
pp. 180-181). According to these authorities, when the wife liecomes a convert 
to the Mussahuan faith, and the husband is an unbeliever, the magistrate 
[2703 IB to call upon him to embrace Islam, and if he does so, the woman con¬ 
tinues his wife, but if he refuse, the Magistrate must separate them ; and if the 
wife embrace the MaJioindean faith in a foi-eigu country’, and the husband is 
an unbeliever, separation takes place on the expiration of three terms of the 
wife’s courses. These rules may be said to favoui conversion to Islam ; but 
the former meets the obvious requiremeuts of justice by allowing an equal 
freedom of consoience to both parties and giving due uotioe to the non-converted 
husband, and is somewhat similar to the provision laid down in Act XXI 
of 1866 in the case of native converts to Christianity, while the latter rule 
is justified in tlie Hedaya upon the express ground of necessity, as requiring 
the other party to eqjbrace tlie faith is impracticable in a foreign country. 

The second marriage ih this case has taken place without any notice to 
the former husband. * 

If, therefore, it could be held that Brifijsh India was a foreign country vyithin 
the meaning and intention of the foregoing rules, it would have been necessary 
to take further evidence to ascertain wiiether tlie second marriage took 
place before or after the expiration of three terms of the wife's oourses, as the 
evidence on the record is not sufficient to clear up this point. But we cannot 
hold that British India is a foreign country within the tneanipg and intehtioh 
of the above rules, so that a Hindu marriage would hei'e become dissolved by 
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the oonversion of the wife to iRlatn, on the expirat4oii of a certain interval 
without any notice to the husband. 

There does not exist in the case of persons residing in British India that 
necessity upon which alone is based the latter of the two roles referred to above, 
by which the prior mamage of a convert to Islam is said to become dissolved 
without any order of a Court or notice to the other side. In British India, to 
use the words of Lord Justice James in Skinner v. Orde (14 Moore’s 1. A., 309), 
" all or almost all the great religious communities of the world exist aide by side 
under the impartial rule of the British Government. While Brahmin. Buddhist, 
Christian, Mahomedan, Parsee and Sikh are one nation enjoying equal poHtical 
rights and having perfect equality before the tribunals, they co-exist as 
separate and very distinct communities having distinct laws aflecting every rela¬ 
tion of life.” The petitioner did not give any notice to her former husband, nor 
C27lj| did she seek the intervention of the Courts of Justice as she might have 
done by instituting a suit after notice to the husband for a declaratory decree 
that under the Mahomedan lasv, which was her personal law since her conver¬ 
sion, her former marriage was dissolved and that she was competent to marry 
again. That being so, We do not think that the rule of Mahomedan law which 
declares a convert to Mahomedanism in a foreign country absolved from any 
prior matrimonial tie upon the expiration of a certain time, without notice to 
his or her spouse, can have any application here. A sacred and solemn relation 
like marriage cannot, we think, he regarded as terminated simply bv* the change 
of faith of either spouse without notice to the other, or the intervention of a 
Court of Justice. 

The questions that arise in this case are, as we have already observed, not 
free from doubt and diihculty, but after giving our best attention to them, the 
conclusion we arrive at is that the first marriage of the petitioner was not 
dissolved by reason of her change of faith according to the Hindu law or the 
Mahomedan law, and that her second marriage was in consequence void. In 
this view of the case we must reject the application and aitirm the conviction 
and sentence complained against. 

H. T. H. Rule discharged. 


NOTES. 

£ The deeimon (1918) 86 M. L. J., 860 IS ezdctly similar, Alfio(iyOG) 30 Mad., 550; in 
1912) 34 All., 589 the validitv of marriage as affected bv th- difference of naste of the parties 
hereto was cr<uaidered.l 
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CIS Cal. 371] 

CIVIL RULE. 

The 9th February, 1H91. 

Present: , 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Prinsep, 

ANi> Mr. Justice Ameer All 


Goghun Mollah and others.Petitioners 

t 

versm 

Hanseshur Narain Mahta and others.Opt)osite Party. 


Bameshur Narain Mahta and others.Petitioners 

rer&us 

Goghun Mollah and others.Opposite Party.'* 


Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1685), s. 64, (Jonstniciion of—Acguisitiofn 
of latid by landlord—Reasonable and sufficient purpose—Certificate of 
’ Collector—Functions of the Civil Court. 

The piopriotors of a taluk who had constructed an mdigo factory and employed a 
European manager applied tu the Civil Court, under section H4 [378] of the Tenancy Act, 
to acquire b\ compulsory sale a small piece of land made up of several raiyati holdings within 
the estate. The application was opposed by the proprietors of another indigo factory who 
had taken under leases from the caijats the grriter part of the lands of the village, mcluding 
the holdings within which the plot in question was comprised The Collector of the District 
had certified, under section 84, that the purpose fur which the land was required was reason¬ 
able and sudioient The Munsif tried the matter as a disputed question of fact, and held that 
the purpose alleged was not reasonable or sufhcicnt. and declined to authorise the purchase. 
The District Judge on appeal reversed the Muiisif’s finding and authorized the compulsory 
acquisition of the land. 

Held, that there is no appeal against an order passed bv a Civil Court under section 84 
of the Bengal Teiiauc> Act, and that the order of the District Judge was without jurisdiction 
and must be set aside. 

Held by Prinsep and ameer ALI, JJ., (Petheram, C J., dissenting) .—That the 
Colleutoc's certificatu under section 84 is not conclusive as to the reasonableness and sufficiency 
of the purpose for which the laud is sought to be acquired. 

That the jurisdiction of t6e Civil Court is not confined to giving effect to the Collector’s 
certificate, but the Court is to hold a judicial enquiry to determine the reasonableness and 
sufficiency of the purpose and all matters coming within the section, and is competent to 
consider the grounds upon which the certificate was granted. 

That the appointment of a E&ropean manager and the necessity for erecting buildings 
for his comfort and convenience are insufficient grounds for authorizing the fiompulaory 
acquisition of land under section 84. The purpose for which the land is sought to be acquired 
must have a direct relation to the good of tfje holding, and objects which might have 
a remote or speculative bearing upon the goodjif the holding are foreign to the scope of 
the Act. . 

* Civil Rules Nos. 1369 and 1693 of 1890, against the order of A. C. Brett, Esq., Judge 
of Tirhoot, dat^ the 34th of July 1890, reversing the order of Baboo Bbaba Chum Muketjee, 
Munsif of Sonnwtipur, dated the 30th of May, 1890. * 
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Held by FETUERAM, C.J.—^Tbe section gives to the Collector jurisdiction to decide 
whether the alleged purpose is reasonable and sufficient, leaving to the Civil Court to settle 
tbo amount to be paid for the laud, and the decision of the question whether the land is 
bendJide required for the alleged purpose. The words "satisfied on the certificate ” mean 
that the Civil Court is to be satisfied on the certificate alone, and has no jurisdiction to take 
other evidenoe on that question, but is to accept the decision of the Colleotor as final. 

The first of tliese ruJas was obtained by the proprietors of the Daisingsarai 
indigo factory, who had acquired an interest in the larger portion of the lands 
belonging to the village of Maniarpur under kuUauli leases from the tenants 
of the village, and the second rule was obtained on behalf of the tnaiiks of 
[2733 that mouza. The circumstances out of whfoli these proceedings arose 
were shortly as follows:— 

The maliks of mouzah Maniarpur having recently appointed one 
Mr. Coryton as manager of their estate, t!ie latter on their behalf applied to the 
Collector of the district for a certificate under section 81 of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act (Vlll of 1885) to enable him to acquire 2 biglias 15 cottahs 17 dhurs of 
land situated in the village under the provisions of that section, the purpose 
alleged being that the lands were required for making suitable buildings with 
compounds and out-oifioes for the residence of the European manager whom the 
landlords had appointed for the better and more efficient management of the 
estate, and also for bolding outchery. The petition further stated that a small 
piece of land had already been obtained for a bungalow, and that more land 
was required for the purposes above menlioned and for no other purposes ; that 
the appointment of a European manager would be of benefit to the taluk, which 
was a large one, and many of the abuses of a native amla would disappear under 
his supervision; and that the land sought to be acquired was a short distance 
from the grass house in winch Mr. Coryton was then residing. No notice 
at that time appears to have been given to the proprietors of the Dalsingserai 
indigo factory, and on the 5th December 1888, the Collector signed a vernaonlar 
order, endorsed on the back of the petition, to the efiect that the persons U}K>n 
whom notice had been served having offered no objection, he saw no reason to 
withhold the certificate under section 84, the purpo.se appearing to he reasonable 
and one contemplated by the law. 

Upon this certificate Mr. Coryton, on behalf of the Maniarpur mahks, 
applied to the Munsif of Somastipur to authorize tiie acquisition of the lands in 
question upon the terms specified in section 84 of the Tenancy Act. Notices 
having been served upon eight raiyats whose lands formed part of the holding, 
and also upon the proprietors of the Dalsingserai factory, the latter, through their 
manager Dalgleish), and three of the raiyats, opposed the application, upon 
the ground i inter aha) that the purposes for which the lands were sought ta bo 
acquired did not fall within the provisions of the afcfive section On the 80th 
r274] May 1890, the Munsif rejected the application, holding that the Civil 
Court must satisfy itself whether the purpose was a reasonable and sufficient 
one; that the erection of the buildings in question, though conducing to the 
comfort and convenience of the manager, bad nii direst relation to the good of 
the hol^jng, and that this view was strengthened by the observations of the 
Select Committee in their report upon the Bill. 

From .this decision an appeal was preferred to the DistHot Judge on the 
19th June, and the 'appeal came on for hearing on the 22nd July, whew the 
proprietors of the Dalsingserai factory being represented in Coqrt by their 
pleader, although they were not made parties to the appeal, the learned Judge 
directed thorn to be made respondents, and subsequently set aside the order of 
the Munsif and passed orders in terms of section 84 of the Tenancy Act. 
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On the 19th August 1890, the proprietors of the Dalsingserai indigo factory 
obtained a rule from the High Court calling upon the other party to show 
cause why the order of the District Judge should not be set aside as having 
been made without jurisdiction, there being noappead from the order of a Civil 
Court under section 84 of the Tenancy Act; and on the 2nd December follow¬ 
ing the rule coming on for hearing, the other party, the Maniarpur malilrs, who 
filed no petition or affidavits, obtained a rule, at the suggestion of the Conrt, 
calling upon the opposite side to show cause why the Munsif's order of the 
SOth May 1890 should not be set aside: and it was ordered that both the rules 
should come on for bearing together. 

Upon hearing arguments upon the rules, the Court (Petheham, C.J., and 
Ameer Ali, J.) differing in opinion, the case was again argued before three 
Judges. 

Mr. Woodni’j^ii, Mr. Hrnderson, and Baboo Dwarkanath Ohuckerbutty 
appeared for the proprietors of the Dalsingserai indigo concern in support of the 
first rule and to show cause against the second rule. 

Mr. Eoans, Moulvio Mahomed Ymuf, and Baboo Saliymm Singh appeared 
for the Maniarpur raaliks to show cause against the first rule and in support 
of the second rule - 

£8733 Mr. Henderson contended that the certificate of the Collector was 
in the nature of an initiatory proceeding, and was required as a safeguard 
against vexatious or frivolous applications. The sanction of the executive head 
of the district w'as, however, not conclusive upon matters of fact, as the pro¬ 
ceeding might be ex paite, and no procedure was laid down as to the course of 
enquiry before the Collector; nor was it likely that the Legislature, while 
protecting the interests of rai>ats throughout the Act, would in this 
instance alone have vested the Collector with absolute powers without provid¬ 
ing the additional guarantee ot a full enquiry before the Civil Court. That a 
judicial enquiry upon the evidence was intended to be held is clear from the 
final report of thp Select Committee, and the Civil Court had to be satisfied 
that the purpose had a direct relation to the good of the holding. Here the 
appointment of a manager had only a remote bearing upon the estate, and the 
erection of stables or a cutchery could at the most be said to afiord additional 
conveniences. .As to the first rule, it was clear that no appeal lay under the 
Act from the decision of the Civil Court under section 84. As to the second 
rule, the Collectoi's cevtiticate was not final. The Munsif undoubtedly had 
jurisdiction, and it has not been shown that he acted illegally or with material 
irregularity. There woie materials before him, and w hether right or wrong his 
decision on the facts is final and cannot now be-disturbed under section 622 of 
the Civil Procedure Code.* Muhammad Yusnf Khan v. Abdul Rahman Khan 
(I. L. E., 16 Cal., 749). 

Mr. Evans, contra. —All that the Civil Court has to do is to satisfy itself 
as to the bond Jides of tlie a^x>hcation, and to settle the terms upon which the 
land should be acquired. The section bears this construction more r;^asonably 
than any other. If it was intended that there should be a judicial enquiry 
before the Civil Court, the intention would have been unmistakeably expressed. 
There is nothing in the section to show*that the Civil Court is to be satisfied 
upon anything else than the certificate, orjbhat the Court is at liberty to take 
other evidence. The Collector would not unadvisedly grant a certificate, and 
his sanction would be of greater weight than a Mmtsif’s decision. Assuming, 
however, that the certificate was not conclusive, then tfce purposes ^r 
which this land £876] was required were clearly within the section as hav ing « 
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direct relation to the ^ood of the holding. The eeoond rule should therefore be 
disoharged. 

The judgments of the Court (Pktheram, C.J., PfilNSEP, and Amker Ai<i, 
JJ.) were as follows :— 

Petheram, C.J. — These rules arise out of an application made hy the 
proprietor of a mouK.i, under section 84 of the Tenancy Act, to acquire by 
compulsory sale a small piece of land made up of parts of several raiyati holdings 
within his estate. Tiie application was opposed, and the matter has been 
brought before this Court by the proprietors of an indigo factory, who have taken 
under leases the greater part of the lands of the village, including the holdings 
w'ithin which tiiis small plot of land is comprised, from the raiyats. 

The applicant is the /.etuindar of the mouza, and has himself constructed 
an indigo factory in the mouza, and has employed a European manager for it 
and his estate, and the present contest is not between the zemindar and the 
raiyats m the ordinary sense of the words, but is one between the European 
managers of rival indigo factories. The Collector of the district granted to the 
applicant a certiticate under section 84, that the purpose for which the land 
was required was reasonable and sulbcient, and thereupon application was 
made to the Munsif under that section, to acquire the land compulsorily The 
Munsif tried the matter as a disputed question of fact, came to the conclusion 
that the purpose alleged was not reasonable and sufficient, and.declincd to 
authorize the purchase under the section The applicant apjiealed to the 
District Judge, wlio reversed toe finding of the Munsif, and made an order 
authorizing the compulsory acquisition of the land. 

The first of those rules was obtained l)v the owners of the indigo factory, 
under section 6*22 of the Code, to set aside the order of the District Judge, on 
the ground tliat no appeal lay from the oi-der of the Munsif under the Tenancy 
Act. The second was obtained bv the owner of the mouza, to set aside the order 
of the Munsif, refusing to allow the uompulsury acquisition of the land, on the 
ground, amongst oilmrs, that the Collector was, under the section, the pio|>er 
authority to decide whether oi not the alleged purpose w’as reasonable and 
sufficient, and that C«773 Ins certificate was on the hearing before the 
Civil Court conclusive evidence that it was so 1 am of opinion that both 
rules should be made absolute, it has not been serinuslv argued before us 
that any appeal l.iv from the o»'der of the Munsif to the District Judge; no 
section ol the Act has been {jointed out to us giving such appeal, and as there 
is no right of apiieal, the order of the District Judge was without jurisdiction, 
and must set aside on revision The decision of the seeSnd rule depends on 
the construction to be placed on the section itself. It is said in support of the 
Munsif’s judgment that the meaning of it is that* before proceetiings can he 
instituted in the Civil Court at all, the certiticate of the Collector must be 
obtained, hue that when the matter comes before the Civil Court, the whole 
question is at large, and that at most the certificate is evidence that the purpose 
is reasonable and sufficient, and that the Civil Court may accept tliat view or 
refuse to so as it pleases: the second paragrapli of the section is relied on, and 
it is argued that, as the words " having relation to the good of the holding or of 
the estate in w'hich it is comprised, including the use of the ground as building 
ground or for any other religious, educational or charitable purpose,” appear in 
the second paragraph, and do not appear in the third, it is apparent that the 
question u|x>n which the Munsif must be satisfied, before granting the application, 
is difteretir tr im that which the Collector must determine, before granting the 
certificate. .\n{l it w as further argued that the reijoit of the Select Committee, 
which will he found quoted in R. N. Roy’s edition of the Tenancy Act, p. 330 
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shows that the Committee, at all events, intended that the certificate of the 
OoUeotor was only to guard the interests oi the raiyats, and not to control the 
discretion of the Civil Court. 

As to the second argument, I can only say that if that was the intention 
of the Select Committee, it does not appear to me to have been accepted by the 
Legislature, and that the section must have been changed after the report, as I 
am unable to reconcile the section as it now stands with the quotation from 
the report, or to read it in any other way than as giving to the Collector, and 
to the Collector only, jurisdiction to decide whether the alleged purpose is 
reasonable and sufficient^ but leaving to the Civil Court C278J the amount 
to be paid for the land, and tne decision of the question whether the land is 
bond fide required for the alleged purpose. 

As to the first argument, 1 cannot agree that it is well founded. It is to 
my mind perfectly clear that the certificate of the Collector mentioned in the 
third paragraph is intended to deal witli the same " purpose ” as that mentioned 
in the second paragraph, and to deal with its reasonableness and sufficiency 
with reference to the matters which the second paragraph directs the person, 
whoever he may be, by whom the question has to be determined, to take into 
Ins consideration. The section at first sight may appear somewhat ambiguous 
and difficult to construe, hut if the older of the paragraphs is changed, so that 
they mav stand in the section in the order in which the events contemplated 
by the section would happen, I think the meaning becomes clear. The 
section will then read—" On being satisfied on the certificate of the Collector 
that tlie purpose is reasonable and sufficient, and on being satisfied that the 
landlord is desirous of acquiring the holding or part thereof for some reasonable 
and sufficient purpose, having regard to the good of the holding or of the 
estate in which it is uomprisetl, including the use of the ground as building 
ground or for any religious, educational or charitable purpose, a Civil Court 
mav, on the application of the landlord of a holding, authorize the acquisition 
thereof by the landlord, etc.” 

In construing this section, as in all cases, effect must be given to every 
word in It, and, amongst others, to the words " on being satisfied on the certificate 
of the Collector that the purpose is reasonable and sufficient.” Tt is said that 
these words mean ” and on being satisfied {mter aha) that the Collector has 
given a certificate ” ; hut these are by no means the woids of the section ; there 
is nothing in the section to indicate that anything hut the certificate is to be 
required to prove the reasonableness and sufficiency of the purpose, but, on the 
contrary, the words^ure “satisfied on the certificate”. I think that the meaning 
of this 18 , that the Civil Court is to be satisfied on the certificate alone, and is not 
at liberty to take other evidence on that question, but is to accept the decision 
of it by the Collector as final. To hold otherwise would be, in my opinion, to 
refuse to give any effect to the words “ satisfied on the certificate ”, and 
to read the quotation lixim the [279j report of the Select Committee 
as if it were a part of this section, which, in my opinion, we are not at liberty 
to do. Foi these reasons I tllink that the Muhsif acted without jurisdiction in 
considering this question at all. 1 would make the rule absolute to liet aside 
his decision, and remit the matter to the Munsif to decide the question 
whether or not the land was bond fide required for the alleged purpose, and to 
settle the terms on which it should be sold.^ 

The result is that the first rule will be made absolute and the second 
discharged with costs. 

Prinsep, J. —The proprietors of a taluk through their recently-appointed 
manager, Mr. Coryton, on fith December 1889, obtained from the CoUector of* 
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Durbhunga a oertifioate wifchia the terois of section 84 of the Bengal Tenanoy 
Act, that the purposes for which they required 2 bighas 15 cottahs 17 dhura 
of land in the occupancy of their tenants were in his opinion reasonable and 
sufficient They then applied to the Civil Court, the Munsif of Somastipur, to 
obtain the necessary order for po^ssion of those lands. The purposes set 
forth in their application are, that “ being desirous of improving their taluk and of 
having it better managed than hitherto, they have appointed Mr. Coryton to 
act for them in the capacity of manager " ; that in order that the estate should 
leap the full benefit of the manager’s services, it is necessary that he should live 
in Maniarpur, the central village of the taluk; that they are desirous for that 
purpose of erecting a suitable dwelling-house with a compound and all necessary 
outhouses for himself and his servants,, and that the small piece of land 
obtained (or this purpose not being sufficient, they make this application to ' 
enlarge the pi'emiees so as to provide for “ the necessary outhouses and allow 
for egress and ingress to the manager's bungalow and for the erection of a out- 
chery”. The application further states that a European manager of a taluk of 
such an area *' will he of benefit to the e.’itate ”, and that many of the abuses 
of a native amla will under his supervision disappear 

The Munsif on 30th May following refused the application, holding that 
the purposes for which the land was required were not within the terms of 
section 84, Bengal Tenancy Act, On this an appeal was preferred bo the District 
Judge on 19th June, and [280} this appeal came on for hearing oA 22nd July. 
The proprietors of the neighbouring factory of Dalsingserai, who had been made 
parties to the proceedings in the Munsif's Court, hut not lo the ap{>eal, happened 
to be present in the District Judge's Court in the person of their manager 
and duly constituted attorney. The District Judge, professing to act under 
section 559 of the Code of Civil Procedure, directed these parties to be made 
respondents, and holding that as they were present this order was sufficient 
notice to them, fixed the following day foi the hearing of the appeal. .Against 
this a protest was made and a postponement asked for co enable these respond¬ 
ents to instruct cheir pleaders, and also to apply to the High Court to transfer the 
appeal to some other Court in consequence of the bias of the District Judge. This 
appears from a petition lieforu us, dated 2.Srd Juh last. On his order refusing 
any postponement, it may be observed that the District Judge has recorded 
that the only ground stat^ is the desire to obtain an order for the trial of 
the appeal by another Court. The appeal was then heard . the District Judge 
set aside the order of the Munsif and pas-^ed orders in the terms of section 84. 

On 19*^li August a rule was granted by a Division 6e(|mh of this Court to 
show cause why the order of the District Judge should not be set aside for rea¬ 
sons stated in a petition and affidavit, amongst which it was set out that there 
was no appeal, and that therefore the order of the District Judge was without 
jurisdiction. 

This rule came on for hearing on 2nd December last before another Divi¬ 
sion Court, who adjourned its trial and issued a rule on the manager of the 
Dalsingserai factory, the party who had already obtained a rule, to show cause 
why tift Munsif'b Older of 30tb May 1890 should not lie set aside. 
No reason is stated fof this order, either in the order itself or in the role issued, 
and It may be observed that it was not passed on any written application or 
affidavit of either pftrty. 

The two rules have now come on for hearing. 

In regard to the first rule there can be no doubt that there is no appeal 
against an ordej: passed by a.0ivil Court under section 84, Bengal Tenancy Act. 
Cousequeniljr the order of the District Judge setting aside that of the ktuneif is 
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withoQt jurisdiction and must be set aside, tiie rale being made absolute. 
The Bengal [881] Tenancy Act does not specially provide for an appeal, and an 
order under s. 84 of that Act is not within the definition of a decree as 
given in the Code of Civil Procedure so as to become appealable under our 
ordinary judicial system. I would add that' the District Judge did not exercise 
a proper discretion in summarily trying this appeal and in refusing the applica¬ 
tion of the newly-made respondents for a postponement. 

The question has been raised on the other rule whether we should, under 
8 . 622 of the Code, set aside the Munsii’s order rejecting the application 
under s. 84, Bengal Ten|ncy Act, on the ground that he has improperly 
failed to exercise the jurisdiction vested in him. As I understand the grounds 
taken, it is contended that lie was not competent to consider whether the 
purposes for which the lands were required wore reasonable and sufficient within 
the terms of s. 84, inasmuch as this is a matter on which the Collector's 
certificate is conclusive, hut that it is for him only to consider whether the 
applicants are bona fide desirous to apply the land to the purposes specified,« 
and that he is then hound merely to settle the terms on which the lands are to 
he acquired. 

Before proceeding to authorize the acquisition of lands forming the whole 
or jiart of a tenant’s holding by the landlord and to detennine the amount of 
oonipensatirui which the tenant should receive, and the conditions and terms 
of tile order for compensation a Civil Court is to be “ satisfied," to use the 
terms of s 84, (1) that the landlord is desirous of acquiring the particular 
lands for some roasonshle and sufficient purpose having relation to the good of 
the holding which it forms or to which it belongs or of the estate in which it is 
comprised, {2} tliat on the certificate of the Collector the purpose for which it 
is required is reasonable and sufficient. On the one hand, it is contended that 
the Collector’s certificate is conclusive that the purpose is reasonable and 
sufficient; on the other that it alone enables a landlord to move a Civil Court 
and gives that Court jurisdiction to take cognizance of the matter ; that its object 
is to relieve the Civil Courts of applications pi ima facie untenable, but that with 
such a certificate it is open to a Civil Court to determine all matters coming 
under s. 84. 

[882] I should certainly not be inclined in any wav to fetter the jurisdiction 
of the Civil Courts in the determination of any matter affecting any private 
rights without some express provision of law to that effect. The Bengal 
Tenancy .\ot contains numerous insUinces in which those rights have been 
created amongst tdhants, and it has jaovided that all questions affecting such 
rights shall be determined only in the Civil Courts even where, under Chapter X, 
the Local Government, wi|ih the previous sanction of the Governor-General 
in Council, has directed a survey to be made and a settlement of rights to be 
recorded m respect of any particular lands, and any dispute arises regarding 
the correctness of the proceedings affecting any individual right. Although 
the Bevenue officer is competent to determine that matter, it is ultimatelv left 
tothedooisiODof the superior Civil Courts, for an appeal lies to a Special Judge 
and thence to the High Court This is the only instance in which a Revenue 
officer can act in a matter affecting a question of right. Prima facie, therefore, it 
could not have been intended to vest a Collector with such absolute powers under 
3 . 84 I may add that although a Collator’s orders are generally subject 
to appeal, ^he law prescribes no appeal in this matter. Moreover, there is no 
procedure laid down as to the nature of any proceedings before his oertifioate ie 
given. The latter consideration is not without weight, for the I^nd Acquisition 
Act (X of 1870), s. 48, in proceedings of a somewhat similar character, has. 
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expressly provided for au enquiry, and has indicated its judicial character; but 
there is nothing in s. 84 of the Bengal Tenancy Act in this respect. There 
is no reason apparently why the Collector’s certificate should not be granted 
fx parte. I find myself therefore unable to concede such absolute powers to 
the executive order of a Collector in a matter in which the terms df a. 84 
taken alone are so doubtful and obscure, and where the opposite view is con¬ 
sistent with the principles on which our system of administration is founded. 
Whether the decision of the Civil Court is open to appeal or not is of less conse¬ 
quence, for there it is quite certain that all the issues will be tried out under the 
sanction of recogni/.ed legal forms and subject to the supervision of a superior 
Court, and if the Legislature has not thought proper tcf provide an appeal against 
such an order, it is not open to us to question the expediency or to 

venture to form conclusions of the probable consequences of the finality of a 
Munsif’s order. 

Section 84 , however, requires that the Civil Court should be ‘^satisfied on the 
certificate of the Collector that the purpose is reasonable and sufficient.” I do 
not understand this to mean that the Civil Court is not competent to consider 
the grounds on which this certificate wa-* granted. If it were intended to make 
the Collector's certificate conclusive, the law would, 1 apprehend, have been 
differently expressed. The terms of s. 84 of the Bengal Tenancy Act are very 
different from those bf the Land Acquisition Act, 1870 , and yet according to this 
view the action of the Civil Court would he similar, except' that under 
s. 84 it is conceded that the Civil Court must satisfy itself of the bona fidss 
of the application But under the Land Acquisition Act possession of the land 
follows the sanction of the Groverument by a notification under that Act. 
It is difficult to understand on what grounds, it it were intended that the 
Collector's certificate should be conclusive, it should not be left also to him to 
decide as to the honafide character of the application for that certificate, and that 
he should not also be empowered to give possession of the land, leaving the 
amount and character of the compensation to be dealt with by the Civil 
Court. If the Collector’s certificate is on the face of it granted on improper 
grounds, if the purpose alleged is one that does not properly come within that 
section, is the Civil Court precluded from going behind it ? Is it bound to 
accept it as conclusive ? Barely this cannot have been intended by the Legis¬ 
lature, and vet this must be so, if the Civil Court is not competent to 
consider whether the purpose for whicli the landlord applied be a legitimate 
purpose. The present case is a good instance of this. The land is required to 
extend the premises of a house to he Ituilt for a newly-appointed European 
manager so as co ensure his convenience and comfort. This is the main 
ground of the application, and much .stres.s is laid on thehenefics to the taluk 
from European management, and the necessity for sjich from the large area of 
the taluk. That it is intended also to erect a zemimlari cutohery is only 
incidentally mentioned. These are clearly insufficient grounds. Why, it may 
[384] be asked, is any management necessary at all, and why should net the 
proprietors themselves manage their own property ? Are we to assume that any 
management must necessarily be for the ^nefit of the estate, and above all that 
this will%s best ensured by the appointment of any European ? All this must 
necessarily be speculative, audit cannot surely have been contemplated by the 
Legislature that tenairt rights which have been so strictly protect^ by the new 
law should be encroached upon for a purpose with such an uncertain result. 
If this matter is subjected to furtlTer investigation, it becomes eyen clearar. 
It has been disclosed in the course of these proceedings, though not stated 
either in the apjAloaUon to the Collector for a certificate or in the petition to 
^he Mnn^, tbM the real object of the petitioners is to introduce the cultivation 
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and manufacture of indigo into this property, and no doubt thus primarily to 
put more money into the pockets of these proprietors. We have been told by 
the counsel who opposes this rule—and this has not been contradicted by the 
counsel for the other side—that the first application to the Collector was for a 
certificate to obtain some 20 bighas of land for the erection of an indigo 
factory and vats, and that this was refused. I observe also that it has been 
found by the Munsif that the site of the former zemindari cutchery was then 
cleared, and that it has been employed to erect such vats, etc. The real object 
of the application before us is thus shown. It is certainly not for a purpose 
contemplated by the Aot.^and therefore 1 should not be disposed to maintain 
any order which proceeds upon the certificate of a Collector giving efi'ect to such 
a purpose. This would be the consequence of any order setting aside the 
Munsit’s order refusing the application 


Further, as has been already stated, it has now been admitted that the real 
object of this application is not to introduce a better system of management, as 
originally stated, but to introduce the cultivation and manufacture of indigo 
through a gentleman of tlie profession known as an indigo-planter, and on these 
grounds alone this application should be rejected. 

Ameer All, J.— The circumstances giving rise to these rules have 
been so fully sot fortti in the judgment of Mr. Justice Prinsep, which 1 have 
had the advantages of reading, and with which I entirely concur, that I am 
spared the rleoessity of setting C'iSSj out in detail the reasons which have 
led me to the same conclusion. The first rule was obtained by the owners of the 


Dalsingserai indigo factory, who have acquired under kurtauh leases from the 
tenants of the village of Maniarpur an interest in the whole or major portion 
of the lands appertaining to that mouza. The second rule was obtained on 
behalf of the maliks of the mouza. It appears that the owners of mouza 


Maniarpur have recently appointed a Mr. Goryton as the manager of their 
estate. This gentleman, acting on their behalf, applied to the Collector for a 
certificate, under section 84 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, to enable him to acquire 
2 bighas 15 cottahs of land in the village of Maniarpur. There is no question 
that the lands which were proposed to be acquired were in the occupation of 
raiyats and formed part of their holdings. The purpose for which the lands 
were required was stated in the petition to be the erection of a cutcherv and out- 
offices fur the manager's bungalow, with a passage leading to bis residence. In 
paragraph 6 of the petition, “the good to the estate ” to which the purpose under 
the section must have relation was stated thus. “ That your petitioners maintain 
that a European manager to a taluk of the size of the Kalianpur Bambaya one 
will be of benefit to the estate, and many of the abuses of a native amia will under 
his supervision disappear.” On the 5th December 1889 an order in verna¬ 
cular was endorsed on tlie back of this petition signed by the Collector to 
the efi'ect that as the persona on whom notices were served raised no objec¬ 
tion, he saw no reason to withhold the certificate under section 84, and 
that**the purpose seemed to him to be reasonable and one which was 
contemplated by the law. ,No notice appears to have been given to the 
owners of the Dalsingserai factory, but we were informed by thp learned 

Counsel appearing on their behalf —and the statement was not controverted_ 

that when they subsequently heard of the proceeding they oame in and objected 
to the grant of the certificate, but were referred to the Civil Court. However 
that may be, Mr. Coryton, acting on behalf qf the Maniarpur maliks, then applied 
to the Munsif. On this occasion notices were issued to the tenants as well 
as to the owners of the factory. The latter and three out of the eight tenants 
oame in and raised offiootions to the compulsory aoqnisitioivof the lands in 
question. Up to this 1.885] time there seems to have been no question as to 


196 



GOGHUN lHUOAH &C. V. 


l.L.5. f8 0al.S87 

the jurisdiction of the Munsif to enquire into thesuflSoiency and reasonableness 
of the purpose for which the lands were proposed to be acquired. The Munsif 
dismissed the application, bolding that the purpose for which the landlords 
were desirous of acquiring the lands in question did not come within tbgsoope 
of section 84, and also that the application did not appear to him to hehcMafide. 
How the matter comes before us has already been mentioned. As regards the 
order of the Judge, it has not been seriously argued that there is any provision 
giving an appeal to him from the order of the first Court. In entertaining the 
appeal the Judge clearly acted without jurisdiction, 

Mr. Evans, who appears in support of the rule obtained by the owners of 
the mouza Maniarpur, contends that although we ihay hold that the Judge 
acted without lurisdiotion in entertaining the appeal, we ought not to restore 
the order of the Munsif. as this officer acted without jurisdiction in going 
behind the Collector’s certificate. 

He contends in. the first place that the certificate of the Collector was 
conclusive as to the reasonableness and sufficiency of the purpose for which the 
lands were sought to be acquired. He argues that the only function which 
the Civil Court has to perform is to assess the compensation on the production 
of the Collector’s certificate and upon being satisfied that the lands were really 
wanted for the purpose certified. And he proposes to read the section thus :— 
‘*A Civil Court may,* on the application of the landlord of a holding, and on 
beincr satisfied on the certificate of the Collector that the purpose is reasonable 
and sufficient in relation to the good of the holding or of the estate in which 
it is comprised, and on being satisfied that he is desirous of acquiring the 
holding or part thereof for that purpose, authorise the acquisition thereof by 
the landlord upon such conditions as the Court may think fit, and require the 
tenant to sell his interest in the w'hole or such part of the holding to the landlord 
upon such terms as may be approved by the Court, including full compensa¬ 
tion to the tenant." 

1 find it, how’ever, impossible to accept this view. Had the L^isiature in¬ 
tended that the jurisdiction of tlie Civil Court should [2873 be confined simply to 
giving effect to the Collector's certificate, it is difficult to imagine the necessity 
of so much circumlocution. The intention could have been expressed in simpler 
language and the collocation of the sentences, it seems to me, would have been 
different. Apart from the fact that the constniction suggested renders 
meaningless a large portion of the second clause, which is repugnant to all canons 
of interpretation, there are other serious objections against the view advanced 
by the learned Counsel. There is no procerlure in accordance with which the 
Collector should proceed in determining whether the purpose is sufficient and 
reasonable. It is said that the Looiil Government might frame rules under 
section 142, but admittedly no rales have been framed,vet. under section 84. Is it 
likely that the Legislature would have vested the Collector with such absolute 
powers without providing any machinery for the enquiry or subjecting his pro¬ 
ceedings to the guarantee of judicial formalities t' * . 

Upon the face of it, the Collector’s certificate is an executive proceed¬ 
ing. Asr the section stands, there is nothing to prevent the grant of a 
certificate without any notice to the raiyats. Is it reasonable to suppose that 
the Legislature intended to impress such a conclusive character as is contend¬ 
ed for upon an executive act which would have the effect of taking away other 
people’s property and which may be held ex parte ? 

The argument, however, beoomesquite untenable when we examine the wotds 
of the section. It runs thus: — A Civil Court may, on the appUeation of the land¬ 
lord of a bolding, and on being- satisfied that he is desirous of acquiring the hold¬ 
ing or part thereof for some reasonable and sufficient purpose, having relidtioa 
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to the good of the holding or of the estate in which it is comprised, includ¬ 
ing the use of the ground as building ground, or for any religions, educationad 
or oharitahle purpose, and on being satisfied on the certificate of the Collector 
that the purpose is reasonable and sufficient, authorise the acquisition thereof 
by th^landlord upon such conditions as the Court may think fit, and require 
the tenant to sell his interest in the whole or such part of the holding to the 
landlord upon such terms as may be approved by the Court, including full 
compensation to the tenant." 

[2883 Let us analyse the section. There must first be an application ; 
upon that application the Court has to go through a certain judicial prooesa. 
It must be satisfied (l) that the landlord is desirous of acquiring the holding 
or part thereof ; (2) that the purpose for which he is so desirous is reasonable 
and sufficient; (3) that the purpose aforesaid has relation to the good of the 
holding or of the estate; and (4) that the Collector is also of the same opinion 
that the purpose is reasonable and sufficient. When it has found these facts it 
may proceed to authorise the acquisition of the lands upon such condition as it 
may think fit. Even then it is disoretionarv with the Court to make the order 
for compulsory acquisition or not. The words “on being satisfied onthe certi¬ 
ficate of the Collector, &c.,” cannot possibly be supposed to out down all that had 
gone before. The words “on being satisfied" are repeated in the third clause 
from the collocation of .the preceding words and the necessity for making it 
clear that the Court must also have before it the opinion of the Collector that 
the purpose is reasonable and sufficient , and the certificate is to be the evidence 
of that opinion. The Collector’s certificate is thus a sine gud non to obtaining 
an order from the Civil Court. The landlord may apply before obtaining a 
certificate, but no order can be made under s. 84 unless the Court is satisfied 
that the Collector is of opinion also that the pDrjx)8e -is reasonable and sufficient. 
The section thus construed does not do violence to the language and keeps in 
view the policy of the Tenancy. Act. To make tiie Collector’s certificate con¬ 
clusive would, as has been already pointed out by Mr. Justice PrimsEP, be not 
only contrary to tlio policy of the Act, but disastrous to the tenants. Remem¬ 
bering what the effect of these compulsory acquisitions would be, that they 
would withdraw raiyati lands from that category and make them the khas lands 
of the zemindar, and remembering how carefully the Legislature has endea¬ 
voured to prevent the destruction of raiyats’ holdings under whatever disguise 
attempted, we can well understand the anxiety of the Legislature to provide a 
double safeguard against such compulsory alienations of raiyati lands. It has 
provided a judicial enquiry as to the sufficiency and reasonableness of the 
purpose, guarded by the opinion of the executive head of the district 
to the same effect. That this opinion not hypothetical is borne out by 
[289] the words of the Final Repoitof the Select Committee: “ We have in¬ 
serted a new section (84) giving power to landlords to acquire by compulsory 
sale, through the Civil Court, and at a price to be fixed by the Court, any land 
in th8ir estate required for building purposes or for religious, ciiaritable or 
educational objects. The necessity of some'such power, especially with a 
view to provide building sites either for new tenants or in oases of dili^yion, has 
been strongly urged upon us. We have guarded the section against abuse by 
requiring the certificate of a Collector as to the svfiotency of the reason before 
action can be taken under it”. 

It is contended in the second place by the learned counsel for the 
Maniarpur.maliks that, assuming the certificate of the Collector is not conolu- 
sive, the Munsif has wrongly refused to exercise jurisdiction, on the ground 
that the purpose must have relation to the good of the land civnprised in the 
estate. He further contends that in the present case the purpose for whieb 
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the lands were sought to be acquired was within the purview of the section* 
for the appointment of a European manager must be beneficial to the 
estate and be must be provided with stables. &c. Now the section says the 
purpose must have relation to the good of the holding or of the estate in which 
it is comprised, meaning thereby the conglomeration of holdings of which the 
estate is comprised. I understand from these words that the good to the 
holding or estate must be the direct result of the purpose. Now it is very 
possible that a European manager may prove more efficient than native 
amlas, and mav thus indirectly do good to the estate. Anything therefore 
which conduces to his comfort and convenience may thus be supposed to have 
some indirect relation to the management of the estate. But 1 fail to see how 
the purpose of huilding stables, kitchen and cutchery lias any relation to the 
good of the holding or the estate. What the section really contemplates is 
apiiarent from the words used. The purpose must have a direct relation to 
the good of the particular holding or the holdings in general of which the 
estate is composed. Lands may be wanted for constructing drainage oi irriga¬ 
tion works or for sinking wells or cutting pynes or housing tenants, and such 
objects are within the .\ct. Objects which migt have a remote or sfieculative 
bearing upon the estate seem to me to be foreign to the scojte of the Act. For 
[290} these reasons 1 concur with Mr. Justice Phinkkp in holding that the order 
of the Munsif is correct and ought to be maintained. 1 would accordingly 
make the first rule absolute and discharge the second. 

Rwe No. I'Wfi made ahsolule. 

A. A. C. liufe No. J6Ui discharged. 

MOTES. 

[This was followed ii» (189:4) 19 Cal., 4H5; (lOO-i) 9 C.W.N., 472.J 
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CIVIL RULE. 


The 3(ith January, 1891. 

PliliSENT . 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief JrsTiCE, and 
Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 

In the matter of Sheoraj NandauBingh.(Claimant) Petitioner 

versus • 

Gopal Suran Narain Singh, A minor, represented by his next friend Mr. A.Ogilvie, 
manager under the Court of Wards estate Tikari (Decree-holder), and 
another (Judgment-debtor).Opposite Party.' 

• 

Attachment — Claim—Property attached tn possession of some person 
in trust for the judgment-debtor—Code of Ctvtl Procedure (Act 
’XIV of 1882), ss. 278, 279, 280, 281. 

Certain property was attached in the hands of the petitioner (who had preferred a elaim 
under section 278 of the Code of Civil Procedure), on the ground that be hkd become a 

• Civil Buie No, J772 of 1890,against the order of Baboo Jadu Kath Dass, Subordinate 
^udgo of Mozuffetpore, dated the 18th of December 1890, " 
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trustee for tbe judgmeat-debtor by virtue of an alleged agreement on hia part to dincbaige 
the decree-holder’s debt contained in a bibanama by which the judgment-debtor had trans¬ 
ferred the property to him The petitioner having obtained a rule under s. 622 of the Code, 

Held, that tbe property having been transferred to the petitioner and being now ad¬ 
mittedly his property, the lower Court had acted without jurisdiction in directing execution 
io issue against the property. 

Per AMEEU ALiI, J.—When a clsim is preferred under a. 278, what the Court has to 
see is whether the property, though standing in the name of the claimant or of some other 
person, is in the possession ot the judgment-debtor or not. The mere fact that the judg¬ 
ment-debtor has sonic beneficial interest in the income would not render the property 
liable under s. 281 If the claimant satisfies tbe Court that bn has some interest in, nr is 
possessed of, the property attached, and it does not appear thitt the possession of the 
claimant was in reality that of the judgment-debtor, the claim must be allowed. 

In this case the petitioner, who hud preferred a claim, under s. 278 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, to certain property C2913 attached in execution of a 
decree, obtained a rule under section 622 of the Code calling upon the decree- 
holder to show cause why the order of the Subordinate Judge disallowing tlie 
petitioner's claim on the ground that he w'as “ in possession of the property in 
trust for the judgmgnt-dehtor ” should not be set aside on the ground that the 
order was made without jurisdiction. 

The facts were shortly as follows:—The judgment-debtor sued the present 
decree-holder to recover possession of certain properties and the suit was dis¬ 
missed, hut on appeal to the Uigh Court the decree of the lower Court was 
reversed, and the judgment-debtor obtained possession of the property in dispute 
and recovered her costs by execution of the decree. The defendant, however, 
appealed to the Privy Council, and in 18M5 the decree of the High Court was 
reversed and the suit dismissed with costs. On the I5th January 1886 the 
defendant (decree-holder) applied for execution of the decree which ha had 
obtained, praying that he might recover possession of the property iu suit with 
mesne profits, and that the plaintiff (judgment-debtor) might he ordered to refund 
the costs realized by her in execution of the decree of the High Court. On the 
4th December 1HK6 the Subordinate Judge held that the defendant was entitled 
to recover the property and his costs, but referred him to a separate suit for 
the mesne profits. On apiieal. however, the High Court allowed the defendant’s 
claims to mesne profits, and a decree was passed on the 10th August 1889 in 
respect of the same The decree-holder now sought to execute this decree 
against properties of the judgment-debtor which had been conveyed to the 
petitioner on the 29th May 1887 by a hibanania subject to the following 
conditions—that the petitioner should pay to the judgment-debtor an annuity 
during her lifetime, and should also pay*to the decree-holder “ from his jierson 
or propel ty, or in any other way he thinks fit to the Court of Wards Tikad 
Baj, the decree-holder aforesaid, the debts of costs and refund of costs.” It 
was admitted that the petitioner had paid the annuity to the judgment-debtor, 
and the costs under the decree to the decree-holder. 

On the 31st March 1890 the decree-holder applied (or execution of hia 
decree of the 10th August 1889 for the mesne profits against the pro^rties tbe 
subject-matter of the hibanama, and on the [2923 11th October 1890 the 
petitioner preferred a claim under sectfon 278 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
to the properties sought to be attached. The Subordinate .Judge under sec¬ 
tion 281 pf the Code disallowed the claim, holding, upon the construction of 
the hibanama and upon the circumstances of the case, that the petitioner was 
in possession of the properties " in trust for the judgment-debtor ” for the 
payment of the mesne profits. , 
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The petitioner's olaira was rejected on the 11th December 1890, and on 
thelStb December he applied for and obtained the present rule. Notice was 
also issued to the judgment-debtor, who appeared and was heard through her 
counsel. The question mainly argued upon the hearing of the rule was as to 
the construction to be placed upon the words ” property ... in the possession 
of some other person in trust for ” the judgment-debtor in section 281 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, and it was contended on behalf of the decree-holder 
that the order of the Subordinate Judge was not made without jurisdiction. 

Mr. Wbodroff'e, Dr Bash Bekari Ohoae, and Baboo Abinash Chunder 
Banerjee appeared for the Petitioner (the claimant)., 

Baboo Hem Chunder Bannerjee appeared for the Decree-holder. 

Mr. Evans and Baboo Duuirka Hath Chuckerhutty appeared for the 
judgment-debtor. 

The following judgments were delivered by the Court (Pktheram, C.J., 
and Ameer Ali, J.) 

Petheram, C.J. —We think that this rule must be made absolute. The 
rule arises out of an application for the attachment of certain properties which 
are claimed by the applicant to answer the judgment at the suit of tlie Manager 
of the Tikari Eaj, against a lady of the name of -lanki Kooer, and tliis projierty 
has been attachetl inthe hands of the present applicant by the present decree- 
holder on the ground that it was originally the property of the judgioent-dehtor. 
It was transferred by her to the present applicant, the consideration for the 
transfer being an annuity payable by the transferee to her, and also an agree¬ 
ment on Ills part to discharge certain debts due by her including (it was 
contended) the debt in question in respect of winch tins claim is made. 

[293] The Subordinate Judge has directed that this property should he 
sold to answer that claim, on the ground that by that document which transfers 
the property the present applicant does agree to pay this debt, and in conse¬ 
quence of tliat he became a trustee of the property for tiie judgment-debtor, 
and consequently the properly was liable to attachment in ins hands 

Assuming that the view of the meaning of the document with reference to 
the liability of the applicant to pay tins sum of money he surrect, as to which 
I at all events must not be understood as expressing any opini-tri whatever, I 
am of opinion that that would not be sufficient to entitle the decree-holder to 
attach this property in the hands of the transferee The debt, a.s I said just 
now, was the debt of Janki Kooer, and the property vvhirh is attached is ailinit- 
tedly no'./ the projierty of the applicant. It is not disputed th-.it it was traiis- 
ferr^ to him by the judgment-debtor bona fitle for a consideration, and conse- 
quentlv that propertv has been transferred to him, and is now his property. If 
the object of the decree-holder is to get rid of the effect of that transaction by 
showing that it is not binding upon him under section 53 ' of the Transfer of 
Property Act, or by contending that, notwithstanding that transaction, the 
applicant is liable to pay this debt because he has agreed with the judgment- 
debtor to pay that for her, be must be made liable to pay it in some other 

SB:—Every traoeter of immoveable property, made witb intent to dcfcatid prior 
or subsequent traQsfcree.$ thcr»of for oonsideration, or co.o«ucrs 
Frauduleiit transfor. or other persons having an interest in such property, or to defeat 
* or delay the creditors of the transferor, is voidable at the option 
of any person so defrauded, defeated or delayed. Whore the effect of any transfer of immove* 
able property t. to defraud, defeat or delay any such person, and such transfer la madegratoit- 
opsh or for a grossly inadequato consideratioi], the transfer may be presumed to have been 
made with such intent as aforesaid.. 

Nothing contained in this section shall impair the rights of any transferee in good faith 
%ndforoonsidei»SS«,l H »«i 
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proceeding much more elaborate than this one. Before his property can be 
attached and sold, there must be a declaration that he has become responsible 
for this debt as well as the judgment-debtor and bound to pay it, and until 
that has been done, his property cannot be attached. 

For these reasons, it seems to us that the Subordinate Judge was acting 
beyond bis jurisdiction in directing that this property which belongs to a 
person other than the judgment-debtor should be attach^ and sold to answer 
her debt in an execution proceeding arising in a suit to which the present 
applicant is no party, and the result is that this rule must be made absolute to 
set aside the order of the lower Court, and we think that the decree-holder 
must pay the costs of the present applicant. 

Ameer All, J. —This rule arises out of the following circumstances : The 
judgment-debtor Janki Kooer brought a suit against the decree-holder to 
recover possession of a certain property. [294] Her claim was dismissed by 
the first Court. On appeal, however, to this Court, a decree was made in her 
favour, in execution of which she obtained possession of the property in ques¬ 
tion, and subsequently thereto recovered the costs decreed to her by the High 
Court. The defendant thereupon appealed to the Privy Council which, revers¬ 
ing the judgoaent of the High Court, dismissed the suit of Janki Kooer. This 
was in 1885. On the 15th of January 1886, the defendant applied to recover 
posses|ion of the property with mesne profits, and for an order that Janki 
Kooer should refund the costs realized by her. 

The Subordinate Judge, on the 4th of December 1886, granted the 
execution of the decree in respect to the recovery of the property and the refund 
of the coats, but referred tlie defendant (the pr&ent decree-holder) to a separate 
suit fur ineane profits. The matter then came up to the High Court which 
allowed his claim as to mesne profits which was finally ascertained on the 10th of 
August 1889, and a decree passed in respect thereof on that date. In the 
meantime, that is on the ‘29th of'Mav 1881, Janki Kooer conveyed by a hibanama 
all her properties to the petitioner before us subject to certain conditions, two 
of them being that the petitioner should pay her annuity during her lifetime 
and pay " from his person or property, or in anv other way he thinks fit to the 
Court of Wards Tikari Raj, to the decree holder aforesaid, the debts of costa 
and refund of costs ” 

There is no question that the petitioner has been in possession of the 
properties convoyed to him under the deed, and that pursuant to the covenants 
already referred to he has been paving the annuity to the judgment-debtor. 
It is also not disputed that the costs realizable by the decree-holder have 
been paid to him bv the petitioner. On the 31st March 1890 the decree-holder 
applied to execute his decree for mesne profits by the attachment of the 
properties convoyed under’ the hibanama. On the 11th of October 1890 the 
pietitioner put in a claim under section 278 of the Civil Procedure Code 
which has been disallowed. The lower Court’s order is in the following 
terms:—“Upon a proper construction of the deeds of the 29th May 1887 
(marked I and A), and und^r the circumstances of the case. I am of opinion 
that the claimant is in possession of the property in trust for the T298] 
judgment-debtor for the payment of this debt, and that the claim cannot there¬ 
fore be allowed.” 

On the 15bh of December last the petitioner applied for and obtained a 
rule from Jhis Court upon the opposite side to show cause why the order of 
the Subordinate Judge should not be set aside. Notice, however, seems to 
have been issued not only to the decree-holder, but also to the judgment-debtor, 
who have appeared separately to show cause against the rule. ' The judgment; 
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debtor, bo far as appears upon the materials before us, bad raised no question 
in the lower Court as to the claim of the petitioner, and she had no locus 
standi in this Court. But for the sake of oonvenienoe we have heard her 
Counsel as well as the learned pleader on behalf of the decreo'holder. The 
main objection to the rule is that we ought not to interfere with the order of 
the Subordinate Judge disallowing the claim, as it was not made without 
jurisdiction. 

Concurring, however, with the view expressed in Hamid liakknt Mosj*mdar 
V. Buktear Chand Mahto (I. L, R., 14 Cal , 617), 1 am clearlv of opinion 
that the lower Court has acted illegally and witli material irregularity in the 
exercise of its jurisdiction in directing execution to issue against the properties 
held by the petitioner under the deed of gift. When a claim is preferred under 
section 278, what the Court has to see is whether the property, though standing 
in the name of the claimant or sorao other person, is in reality in the possession 
of the judgment-debtor or not The mere fact that the judgment-debtor has 
some beneficial interest in the income of the propel ty would not, in my opinion, 
render the property liable under section 281. The words of sections 279 and 
280 to my mind leave no room for doubt. Section 279 runs thusThe 
claimant or objector roust adduce evidence to show that at the date of the 
attachment he had some interest in, or was posses.sed of, the property attached.’' 
And section 280 dechires :—“ If upon the said investigation the Court is satisfied 
that, for the reason stated in the claim or objection, such jiroperty vi’as not, 
when attached, in the possession of the judgment-debtor or of some person in 
trust for him or in the occupancy of a tenant or other person paying rent to 
him, or that, being in the posssssioii of [296] the judgment-debtor at such 
time, it was so in his possession, not on his own account or as his own pio- 
perty, but on account of or in trust for some other person, or partly on his own 
account and partly on account of some other person, the Court shall jiass an 
order for releasing the property, wholly or to such extent as it thinks fit. from 
attachment ” 

It seems clear, therefore, that when a claim is put forward under section 
278, and a claimant or objector satisfies the Court that he has some intere.st in, 
or is possessed of, the property attached, and it does not appear that the pos¬ 
session of the objector was in reality the judgment-debtor’s, the claim must be 
allowed. In this particular case the question fur determination is not whether 
the petitioner is liable to pay the mesne profits or not, under tlie covenants 
contained in the deed of gift. The real question is whether the property is 
really in the possession or enjoyment of the judgment-debtor, though nuniinally 
conveyed to the ]>etitioner. Thera is no doubt as to the fact that the petitioner 
is in possession in his own right, subject to tiie payment of the annuity and 
the costs. • 

In disallowing his claim the Subordinate Judge has allowed execution for 
the debt of one person against the property of another. I therefore concur 
with the learned Chief Justice in making the rule absolute. 

A. A. C. . liule made, absolute. 

* MOTES. 

C This was followe*! in (1902) 29 Cal., S43. See also (1910) 10 1. C. 994.3 


202 



ISMAIL SOLOMON BHAMJI v. MAHOMED KHAN &0. [1891] I.li.R. 18 Cftl. 20T 


[18 Cai. 2981 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 10th February, 1891. 
Present: 

Mr. Justice Wilson. 


Ismail Solomon Bhamji.Flaintiif 

rei sii H 

Mahomed lAian and another.Defendants,'' 


Attachment—Claim to attached property in Calcutta Court of Small Causes — 
Suit in High Court by unsuccessful claimant —Res judicata —Code of Civil 
Procedure (X of 1882), ss ‘.iTb, ‘tbH—Presidency Small Cause Courts' 

Act (A'P of IHH-i), ss. 9, ‘Pi and ;i7—.\ct X of 1868, s. Si. 

An order made upon a cl.iim to attiichcd property jfiled in the Small Cause Court of 
Calcutta under section '27S of the Ci\il Procedure Code, 18S2, is an order in the suit within 
tho meaning of the Preffidonev Sm ill Cauio Courts’ Act, ISH'i, section 37, and is final, subject 
only to the right to apply for a new trial Where such a claim has been disallowed, a suit 
broaght>andcr.£897) section 2B.S of the Civil Procedure Code by the person against whom that 
order has been passed to establish the right which he chums to the property in dispute is not 
maintainable in anv Court 

The exclusion by the Small Cause Court under t^e powers conferred on it by section 2,S 
of the Presidency Small Cause Courts' ^ct, IH82, of section J83 of the Civil Procedure 
Code has not been affected by Act X of 1888. 

Thi.S was a suit to recover damages for wrongful attachment of property. 

The circumstances of the case were as follows:— 

One Mahomed Khan, a defendant in this suit, seized two horses, as being 
the property of Hoshein Dooply, the other defendant, in execution of a decree 
which he obtained against him in the Calcutta Small Cause Court. The 
present plaintiff alleged'that the horses in question were his property and 
applied to the Small Cause Court for their release from attachment. The Court 
refused the application. The plaintiff then paid the amount of Mahomed 
Khan’s decree and costs into Court, and applied to have the former order set 
aside. This application also was refused witli costs. He then brought a suit 
in the High Court to obtain a declaration that the horses were his property at 
the date of attachment, and to recover the sum of Bs. 2,686, being the amount 
paid by him into Court, together with the costs of his applications to the Small 
Cause Court. . 

Mr. 2’. -4. Apear and Mr. Chou'dhry for the Plaintifl’ 

Mr. HiU and Mr. Sale for the Defendant Mahomed Khan. 

The defendant Hoshein Dooply was unrepresented. 

At the settlement of issues it was contended that the suit was not 
maintainable. * 

Mr. Hill .—This suit is brought under section 283 of the Civil Procedure 
Code, a section which does not apply to suits in the Calcutta Coai$ of Small 
Causes. The procedure in tliat Court is regulated entirely by Act XV of 1882 
as amended hy Act X of 1888. Under section 37 of the former Act, every 
decree or order of the Small Cause Court in a suit shall be final, save as by 


* Original Oivil Suit No. 866 ot 1690. 
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6he Act provided. Section 23 extends to the Small Cause Court the 
portions of the Civil Procedure Code mentioned in the second schedule of the 
Act, subject, however, to the powers reserved to the Court b]i» that section. 
By a notification under the section published C89SJ in the Cahnltff Gazette of 
the 14th June 1882, the Court has declared section 283 of the Code to be in* 
applicable to it. This notification has not been affected, so far as section 283 is 
concerned, by any subsequent notification. Act X of 1888, section 2, substituted 
for this schedule a new schedule, which also extends to the Small Cause Court, 
but section 3 of the Act expressly declares that any notifications regarding the 
old schedule shall be construed as referring to the new schedule. Moreover, 
section 23 of the Act of 1882 provides that the portions of the Code specified 
in the second schedule shall be applied only so far as the Court may deem them 
applicable, and section 9 empowers the Court to make rules for all matters not 
specially provided for by the Act. Under rule 46 a claim under section 278 of 
the Code is not tried summarily, hut has to be preferred in a regular suit, and 
section 26 of the Act enables the Court in such suit to award compensation by 
way of damages for a wrongful attachment or claim. The question of wrongful 
seizure is therefore resjvdtcnla under section 13 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

Mr Apear for the plaintiff.—'f'he subject-matter of this suit is not rcjs 
judicata. This is a suit for damages, and, as we lay our damages at Es. 2,600, 
this is the proper Cohrt in which to bring it. The notification in the Gazette 
as to section 283 has been cancelled by implication by the Act of IHHB. Even 
if it has not been cancelled, it does not affect this suit. Section 283 
does not require the suit to be iirought in the Court which has adjudi¬ 
cated upon the claim. The notification, if still in force, has merely taken 
away the right of bringing such a suit in the Small Cause Court. If 
the amount of the damages is such as to iiring the matter within the 
jurisdiction of the High Court, a suit will lie in this Court. Suits of this kind 
are not appeals from the orders of the lower Courts, but are substantive suits 
to all intents and purposes— Kuhon Mohan Dass v. Harsook Daae (I. L. E., 
12 Cal., 696). We have followed the right course in adding our costs to the 
amount of our claim, and making them part of the subject-matter of our suit 
for trespass— Haqhu Nath Dasa v. Badri Prasad<*{1. L. E, 6 All,, 2l). 
This _ is the ouly Court in which suits of this nature for damages can he 
[299j maintained. The plaintiff is not barred bv this section from bringing a 
suit, as he has not claimed compensation in the Bmall Cause Court. He has 
not availed himself of the remedy afforded by section 26, and it is therefore still 
open to him to sue under section 283. Durga Prasad v. Kachla Knar (T. L. E., 

9 All., 140): Annajt Baw v. Bama Bump (I. L. E., 10 Mad., 1.52) were 
referred to. 

Mr. Hill, in reply.—The plaintiff contends that» he has a right to bring a 
suit for damages for trespass, but the Court has already decided that there has 
been no trespass. 

The following was delivered 

Wilson, J. —The plaintiff sues on allegationsr in his plaint which are in 
substaoctf to this effect:—The now defendant, in execution of a decree of the 
Calcutta Court of Small Causes against a third person, caused to be attached a 
pair of horses which, the' plaintiff says, are his property. The plaintiff filed a 
claim in file Small Cause Court, and his claim was disallowed with costs. He 
applied for a new trial, and his application was refused. He now sues to 
establish his title to the horses, and for damages. 

The case came on for settlement of issues, and the question for deeisiou is 
igrhether, on the*above statement of facts, this suit will Ue. Had the previous 
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proceedings taken place in a Court other than the Small Cause Court, there is no 
doubt that such a suit could be maintained, for it is expressly given by section 
283 of the Civil Procedure Code; and if it can be maintained, there is no doubt 
that this is the proper Court. But the case stands on a difTorent footing by 
reason of the proceedings having been in the Small Cause Court. 

The sections of the Fresid^ncv Small Cause Court Act, XV, of 1882, which 
it is necessary to consider are the following :— 

Section 9: " Except as otherwise provided by this or anv other law for the 
time being in force, the Small Cause Court may, with the previous sanction of 
the High Court, make rules to provide in such manner as it thinks fit for 
all matters not speciallv provided for bv this Act, and for the exercise, by one 
or more of its Judges, C390] of any ])ow'ers conferred on the Small Cause Court 
by this Act or by any other law for the time being in force”. 

Section 23 ; “ The portions of the Code of Civil Procedure specified in the 

second schedule hereto annexed shall extend, and shall, so far as the same may, 
in the judgment of the Court, be applioablo, be applied to the Small Cause Court, 
and the procedure prescribed thereby shall bo the procedure followed in the 
Court in all suits cognisable by it except where such procedure is inconsistent 
with the procedure prescribed by any specific provisions of this Act. Provided 
that the Court may,’ subject to the control of the Local Goj^ernment, from time 
to time by iiotification in the official Gazette, declare that any of the said 
portions of the said Code shall not extend and be applied to the Small Cause 
Court, or that any of such portions shall so extend and be applied with such 
modifications as the Court, subject to the cobtrol aforesaid, may think fit”. 

Section 26, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 . “ When any claim preferred or objec¬ 

tion made, under section 278 of the Code of Civil Procedure, is disallowed, the 
Small Cause Court may in its discretion order tlie person preferring or making 
such claim or objection to pay to the decree-holder, or to the judgmenttdebtor, 
or to both, by way of satisfaction as aforesaid, such sum or sums as it thinks fit. 

”And when any claim or objection is allowed the Court may award such 
compensation by way of damages to the claimant or objector as it thinks fit; 
and the order of the Court awarding or refusing such compensation shall bar 
any suit in respect of injury caused by the attachment. 

” Any order under this section mav, in default of payment of the amount 
payable thereunder, be enforced by the person in whose favour it is made 
against the jierson against whom it is made as if it were a decree of the Court”. 

Section 37 . " Save as is herein specially provided, every decree and order 
of the Small Cause Court in a suit shall he final and conclusive; but the Court 
may, on application of either party, made within eight days from the date of 
the decree or order in any spit (not being a decree passed under s. 522 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure), order a new trial to be held, or alter, set aside, or reverse 
[301 ] the decree or order, upon such terms as it thinks reasonable, and may, in 
the meantime, stay the proceedings". 

Among the sections of the Pf<ocedure Code specified in the second schedule 
to the Act were the sections'relating to claims by third parties to pi*operty 
attached in execution, including section 283,' which gives a right of suit to get 
rid of the effect of the decision upon a claim in the following terms ; The 
party against whom an order under sections 280, 281, or 282 is p^sed may 
institute a suit to establish the right which he claims to the propeny in dis¬ 
pute, but subject to the result of such suit, if any, the order shall be conclu¬ 
sive”. But in exercise of the power given by the proviso to section 23, the 
•Small Cause Court, with the sanction of the Looal Government, while retain¬ 
ing the other claim sections, excluded s. 283, and the effect o/ the amendi ng . 
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Act X of 1888 is, I think, to maintain the exclusion. Under section 9, 
the Small Cause Court, with the sanction of this Court, has made rules for 
dealing with claims, the eifect of which is that the claimant files a plaint, and 
the matter is then treated as a suit. 


In my opinion an order made upon a claim died under section 278 of the 
Civil Procedure Code is an order in the suit, vrithin the meaning of section 37 
of the Presidency Small Cause Courts Act. The words in section 278 to the 
effect that the Court is to investigate the claim with the like power, as regards 
the examination of the claimant or objector, and in other respects, as if he 
were a party to the suit, are strong to show this. follows that by the terms 
of section 57 of t)ie Presidency Small Cause Courts Act the order ts final, 
subject only to the right to apply for a new trial. And there can be no doubt 
that the omission of section 283 from the sections of the Procedure Code applied 
to the Small Cause Comt was intended to give effect to this view. 

The balance of convenience is, I think, altogether in favour of the same view. 
Under the rules of the Small Cause Court claims are not tried summarily ; 
they are dealt with just an suits are, with the same remedy in case of mistake 
by application for a new trial, and the Court has full power to award damages 
to either party. A person who thinks himself aggrieved by the seizure of goods, 
in execution of a Small Cause Court decree, CS02] has his choice of remedies. 
He may bring an ordinary suit in the proper Court, or he may make a claim 
in the Small Cause Court. In either case his rights are fully tried out, and it 
would, 1 think, be inoouvonient and contrary to sound principle to allow him 
to try first one remedy and then the other. The suit is dismissed with costs. 

Attorney for the Plaintiil: Bahoo Kedarnath Hitter. 

Attorney tor the Defendant . Mr. C’. Pittar. 

H. L. B. - 

NOTES. 


[This was followed in (1899) >26 Cal., 778. See also (1900) 4 C. W. N , 470 ] 


. [ 18 Cal. 802 > 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 2Nth and itSrd Juty, JoOO. 

Pp.ksknt : 

Lord Wapsox, Lord Macnaghtkn, Sir B. ‘ Peacock, and Sir R. Goctch, 

Budha M.xl.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bhagwan Das and another.Defendants. 

[On appeal from the Chief Court of the Punjab. I 

Hindu law — PartUii.n —f^uidence of partition—Distribution of family estate, 
foUowed by separate possession, equivalent to informal partition — 
Appeal to Chief Court, Punjab—Civil Procedure 
Code, 2S82, a. oHd-—Questions of fact. 

The Courts i^low found that a dUtributlon of auoeetral estate among the members of a 
lamily had uken place in formes years, and bad been followed by eontinoous possession 
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withoat their having any intention to re-adjust or to hold on behalf of the family. The right 
of an individnal member to claim another partition ^as therefore negatived* 

The parties, who had long discontinued joint residence, wore members of a family con¬ 
sisting at the time of the distribution of four sons left by a Sikh Dewan deceased. The sou 
of one brother now claimed from the son of another, joining a third who still survived, 
partition of the property which had descended from the grandfather with the increment since 
hiB time. 

That an actual partition had been effected, although probably no formal document of 
partition had been executed appeared to their Lordships to be a just inference from the 
evidence. 

An appeal from an Appollkte Court to the (Jhief Court is not limited as such appeals are 
under the Civil Prorodure Code, 1882, s. .‘>84 , but evidence may be dealt with, and 
questions of fact are open for decision.* 

[303] Appeal from a decree (20th March 1886) of the Chief Court, aflSrming, 
with an exception as to part, a decree (26th February 1883) of the Additional 
CommissioDer of the Lahore Division, wlio had reversed a decree (let May 1882) 
of the Judicial Assistant Commissioner oi the Lahore district. 

The principal question raised was whether the separate possession by the 
brothers Tara Chand, Mangal Hein, liattan Cliand, and Uarnam Das (the first 
two having been sons of Karam Chand, who died in 1835, by one of his wives, 
and the latter two his sons by anotlior wife) had been rightly considered by the 
Courts belov^ to constitute their separate estate, or this distribution among the 
brothers had been inefiectual to supply the place of a partition. The 
appellant, a son of Mangal Hein, suing on the 8th .lune 1880, claimed to be still 
entitled to a partition of the family estate, as against Bhagwan Das and 
Baikat Bam (the latter deceased duiing the proceedings), the two sons of 
Battan Chand, and Harnam Das The property to which the claim related con¬ 
sisted of houses in Lahore and its suburbs, with gardens, also houses in Amritsar, 
and some proprietary shares in the revenue-paying village of Bela Basti Bam, 
in the district and tehsil of Lahore 

The Judicial Assistant Commissioner found that no partition had been 
shown to have already taken place, and that there had been no possession by 
the brothers adverse to one another’s title : hut that the properties which had 
been at one time joint must be held to be so still. He considered that the claim 
was not: barred by limitation, and Ite awarded to the plaintiff his share of 
nearly all the property sued for. 

The Additional Commissioner agreed with the Judge of the first Court 
that the suit was not barred by limitation, but considered that the parties, by 
their acts and conduct, had shown that they had intended, and had tacitly 
consented, to possess separate portions of the family property in severalty, 
although there had been 'no formal act of partition among them. So that 
there was at the date of the suit no joint property of which a partition could 
be granted. He was of opinion that there had been long separate possession, 
and independent enjoyment, without trace of any joint account, or shaiing 
of profits, or any proof of ■intention to have any future re-adjustment, or 
that [304] each individual was holding, not for himself, but on behalf of the 
family. 

The Chief Court substantially agreed with the lower Appellate Court as to 
the intention of the parties, and as to the legal effect of their dealings, except 
as to one piece of property, viz., the village land in Bela Basti Bam; the result 
being that except as to this latter part of the claim, the suit was dismissed. 

* Act XVII of 1877, B. as, providing for saoh appeals, was replaqed bjr a. 40 of the 
Punjab Courts’ Act, XYII of 1^4. ^ 
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In considering the state of the family at Katam Chand’s death, and what 
became of the ancestral houses, the Additional Commissioner found that the 
three sons held separate offices, with separate pay and jagirs, under the Bikh 
Government, the fourth being an infant under his own brother's, Battan Ohand’s 
care. Tara Chand was the Sirdar Oommanding the Charyari Cavalry ; Mangal 
Sein was a ressaladar of the same troops. Rattan Chand was “ hasur-navis," 
or Court-writer. The brothers were all separate in residence and food at time 
of Karam Chand’s death. Without being able to fix the precise time when 
the distribution of the houses happened, the Commissioner found that it 
was, most probablv, in Sambat 1896, or 1839 A.D., when Tara Chand was 
about to depart to Benares ; quitting Lahore without leave, and contrary to the 
order of the Sikh Government, prohibiting its servants crossing the Sutlo]. A 
settlement took place at this time of most of Tara Chand’s property, he having 
taken with him a large sum in casli and jewels, and having given his houses 
in the Punjab to his brother Mangal Sain, of which last the plaintiff was in 
possession. Earam Chand’s property thenceforward remained in possession of 
his sons separately. The .\dditional Commissioner added 

“ However unequal the sharing may be argued to be, I hold that it has taken 
effect and been adhered to for over 40 years at least, and that it cannot now be 
interfered with ; it constitutes, in fact, a virtual or de facto partition, and tins 
partition is farther rendered unalterable, inasmuch as the intention of the parties 
was manifested by their subsequent conduct, by their sole and'independent 
enjoyment of these properties. It is nothing to the point that Rattan Chand 
was clever and pushing, and got the lion's share. Unless the others resistetl 
that in due time, and insisted on partition before any question of finality could 
arise, [303] their displeasure, so far from being in their favour, is mucli against 
them ; they were aware of their claims, and yet took no step to redress what 
they felt to be their grievances. It is loo late to do so now when they have 
suffered the separate enjoyment to last without interruption for forty years.” 

He added that the plaintiff’s case did not fail on the ground of limitation, 
but on the ground of long separate possession, and independent enjoyment, 
without a trace of any joint account, or sharing of profits, or any proof of 
intention that there should be any future re-adjustment, or that the properties 
held by each were only held for the family, not for the individual. 

He lastly considered whether there was any affirmative evidence relating 
to the separate properties, and showing their purchase out of joint family funds. 
This he could not find, nor would he allow that the settlement record of the 
land in village Bela Basti Ram, which was entered in the names of all the 
family both id the first settlement of 1849 and in the second ot 1867-68, was 
sufficient to show the plaintiff to be entitled to his share by inheritance in 
this part of the patrimonial estate. * 

On an appeal bv the plaintiff the Chief Court considered the questions as 
to the intentions of Karatn Chaiid's sons in distributing the property, and 
whether Rattan Ghand’s position had been shown to be that of manager. The 
judgment referred to the following authorities; 

Ttfe presumptions as to the property of a Hindu family descended from 
a common ancestor remaining joint property until separation is shown are 
presumptions of fact such as are provided for by s. 114 of the Evidence 
Act. The case of A^^ovier v. Hama Siihba Atyan (11 Moore’s I. k., 75), ant) 
the cases of Neelktsto DeJ) Baromono v. iieerchunder Thakoor (12 Moore's I. A., 
523) and Itanumtila Venkayama v. Yanumulo, Boothia Venkondora Moore’s 
I. A., 338} illustrate the ordinary rule, but the presumption may be weakened or 
^even rebutted by proof of facts which give rise to an-inference that the property is 
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held in separate ownership, even though there is no evidence of a formal partition. 
||308] See Bodh Sing Doodhoria v. Oanesh Chunder Sen (12 B. L. E., 317, at 
pp. 326, 327), a decision of the Judicial Committee, and Moro Vishvanath v. 
Oanesh Vithal (10 Bom., 444, at pp, 452, 453, 468, 469). That there may 
a partial partition of the family property, while other members remain united, is 
settled, contrary to the view expressed in Radha Churn Dass v. Knpa Sindhu 
Dass (I. L. R. 5 Cal., 474) by the Privy Council judgments cited in Upendra 
Naratn Myti v. Qopee Nath Bera (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 817). See also Manjanatha 
Shahabhaga v. Narayana Shanahhaga (I. L. R., 5 Mad., 362) and Jolly’s Tagore 
Law Lectures for 1883, ps||ge 135. The judgment in Lakshman Dada Naik v. 
Bam Chandra Dada Naik (1. L. R., 5 Bora., 48), while it notices the absence 
of a formal partition in the father's lifetime, really turned upon other grounds”. 

The result was that the Cliief Court affirmed the judgment o^he Additional 
Commissioner except as to the shares in Bela Basti Ram, as to which his 
decision was reversed, and a one-third sliare was decreed to the plaintiff. 

Mr. J. D. Mayne, for the Appellant, argued that the facts were consistent 
with there not having been a partition. and that the presumption of jointness 
should prevail. The question was as to the intention of the members of the 
family in separating,,and the discribution which had taken place had not been 
the equivalent of a partition. 

Mr. B. V, Doyne and Mr. John Eldon Banker, for the Respondents, were 
not called on. 

The juddment of their Lordships was delivered by 

Sir R. Couch. —Tlie parties to the suit which is the subject of the present 
appeal are the descendants of one Karam Chand, who died in the year 1835, 
and who was in the service of Ranjit Bingh, and apparently held a position of 
some importance in his service. Karam Chand had two wives. The first was 
the mother of Tara Chand and Mangal Sein, and the second was the mother of 
Rattan Chand and Harnam Das.' Mangal Sein died leaving a son, Budha Mai, 
who is the plaintitf, and Rattan Chand died in 1872, leaving a first son, Bhag- 
waa Das, also a son who is stated to have disappeared in consequence of 
getting into some difficulty [3073 and of whom nothing now is known, and a 
third son, Barkat Ram, who is the second defendant in the suit, but who died 
on the 29t}i of June 1884 Tara*Chand, the eldest son of Karam Chand, left 
Lahore, the residence of the family, and went to Benares, either in 1838 or 
1839, taking with him a quantity of moveable property, according to the 
evidence of the plaintiff, of the value of Rs. 60,000 or Rs. 70,000. He died at 
Benares without children in 1858, his widow succeeding to the property which 
he had. It appears that during the life of Karam Chand the sons had them* 
selves acquired and held separate property, and it is said that Rattan Chand 
had property to a greater extent than the other brothers. 

The suit was brought by Budha Mai, the son of Mangal Sein, on the 
8th of Jxme 1880, and in it he alleged that the property, or a considerable portion 
of it, was still joint family property, and he asked to have a partition. 

The question raised in the suit is stated by the Judicial Assistant bommis- 
sioner, before whom the case first came, to be that Bbagwau Das, who was the 
principal defendant, said, “ that though he has no knowledge that the property 
of Karam Chand after his death was formally partitioned, yet all the brothera 
have always been separate in food, residence, and estate and that ” each party 
enjoys the income of his own property, and has no concern with t'ne property 
in the possession of the other and further, ” that Rattan Gbaud never hel4 
nor purported to hold the property in suit as manager for the benefit of Manga} 
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Sein and Tara Chand'*. The defence was made in that form ; no doubt in eon* 
seguenoe of the plaiotiif having alleged in bis plaint that at ^rst Tara Ohand 
was the manager on behalf of the whole family, and after he went to Benares, 
Battan Chand, who was a literate man, became the manager on behalf of the 
whole family. Substantially the plaiotiif alleged that the property of which he 
sought a partition was, at the time when the suit was brought, joint family 
property. The principal defendant, Bhagwan Das, who is the only respondent 
who has appeared in the present ajipeal, alleged that although there had not 
been a formal partition of the property, yet that somewhere about the 
time when Tara Chand went to Benares, or shortly afterwards, there 
was in fact a [SOS] separation of the family in estatp as well as in food, and 
from that tune there had been a separate possession of the property by the 
different men>bers of the family iii consequence r»f it. 

The case was tried in the hrst instance by the Judicial Assistant Commis* 
sioner of Lahore ; and in his judgment, he says . “ Now the fact that plaintiff 
holds a large number of houses as sepaiate estate, and that defendants do the 
same, would seem to point to some dc facto if not formal partition of the joint 
family of the sons of Karam Chand , and this view receives emphasis from this 
other fact, that jilaintiff’s father Alangal Sein and Tara Chand have held to¬ 
gether all along, and 'are the sons of Karam Chand by one wife; while defendants 
1 and 2's father and defendant 3 have held together, and are Karam Chand’s 
eons by another wife". He says further . “ For the manager of a joint estate 

in which he is a co-sharer to acquire separate property would be unusual, 
but where we have it admitted that the respective alitged co-sharers are 
all in possession of distinct jiroperties, it would seem to import that their 
joint condition had ceased to exist". And a few lines further on ; " Where 
the two sons by one wife hold a long list of separate property, and 
the two .sons of another wife do tlie same, it seems a fair inference that at 
some time anterior to that state of things there was a separation of interest". 
Now he dues appear in a subsoiiuent part of his judgment to have thought it 
necessary that there should be, not what ho had found in the above passages, 
a separation dp facto, hutaspecibc partition. But it is evident that the con¬ 
clusion which ho came to from Hie evidence was that there had been a partition 
- some transaction between the parties, which amounted to a partition 

of the property, and that from that time they had hccumo separate in estate, and 
had enjoyed the property separately. He’ however made a decree partly in 
favour of the plaintiff and partly in favour of the defendant, in consequence 
of the view which he took as to tlnj necessity of some sjiecifie partition. 

From that decree there was an appeal to the Additional Commissioner, 
and his language upon tlie question of the partition* is this : " The case does 
not throw any light as to tlie precise time at which the de facto distribution 
was made or haupened. It was most probably aliout the time of Tara Chand's 
departure to [309] Benares in Sambat 1896. I find accounts of rents for some 
of the houses as paid to Tara Chand after Karam Chand’s death, which lead to 
the supposition that some of them remainerl with Tara Chand for a time. AU 
I can say with reasonable certainty is, that this distribution was existing in 
Bambat 1897 ^when the "ents appear first in Rattan Chand’s accounts), and bae 
ever since that remained in operation". In a subsequent part of his judgment, 
after considering the evidence, he says : “ To sum up, the conclusions I have 
come to are, that this family was predisposed to separation, or naturally oironm* 
stanced so as bo lead to it, if this phrase be prefenr^. The family consisted of 
two sons of oue*wife, who held together, and two sons of (mother wife; they 
held separate offices with separate salaries, and had certainly acquired sepanAe 
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houses. I find then that it is in every way probable, and it is certainly proved that 
as Car back as Karam Chand's death, or oven before it, they were separate in food 
and residence, Harnam Das, an infant, being in charge of Battan Chand". Then 
he says ; I find that Karatn Chand's property was tacitly apportioned without 
objection at a time which is uncertain”. And further on : “ I find that from 
dhat day to this all these houses that came to the different members, as detailed 
in this judgment, have since been separately and independently held, and that 
there has been no trace of any managership, anything remotely resembling a 
common fund, a common or joint account, or a sharing, or participation of 
profits”. He afterwards gays : “ However unequal the sharing may be argued 
to bo, I bold that it has taken effect and been adhered to for over 40 years at 
least, and that it cannot now be interfered with . it constitutes in fact a virtual 
ox de facto partition, and this partition is further rendered unalterable, inasmuch 
as the intention of the parties Was manifested bv their subsequent conduct, by 
their sole and independent enjoyment of these properties”. There is thus a 
most distinct finding on the part of the Additional Commissioner that there was 
a separation in fact, although no formal document could bo produced, and pro¬ 
bably there never was any toriiial document executed between the parties. If 
there had been, it might have been very diilicult to prove it. This judgment 
was given after a careful examination of the evidence in the case, and certainly 
appears to their Lordships to be a fair inference from it. * 

rsio] There was then an appeal from the judgment of the Additional 
Commissioner to the Chief Court of the Punjab, and it is to be observed that 
although this was an appeal from an Appellate Court it was not limited, as 
such appeals under the Code of Civil Procedure are, to questions of law, and 
the Chief Court had authority to deal with the evidence and decide questions 
of fact. After noticing tlie evidence, and the facts that were relied upon as 
showing that the property continued to be held as undivided family property, 
the first learned .fudge of the Chief Court says : “ Under these circumstances 
I am of opinion that in 1854 at latest, and probably several years earlier, 
Baftan Chand had begun to hold adversely to th»* plaintiff’s father, even if 
there had been no such acquiescence on tlie jiart of the latter as to operate as 
a de facto partition. Whetlier there had been such acquiescence the lapse of 
time and Mangal Sein's raaniffist dissatisfaction with the existing state of 
things 10 years before his death, make it difficult satisfactorily to determine”. 

Jt has been argued by Mr, Mamie, who appeared for the appellant, that 
this shows that this learned Judge was not satisfied that there had been an 
actual or a de/ocfo separation. That he was so satisfied appears from the 
previous passages in his fludgment, in which he says, after speaking of the 
presumption of a family being joint, “ but the presumption may be weakened 
or even rebutted, by proof of facts which give rise to an inference that the pro¬ 
perty is held in separate ownership, even though there is no evidence of a formal 
partition”. This part of his.judgment shows that he was of opinion that there 
had been a separation, or partition, in fact. but that even if that ha4 not been 
the case, there was the question of the operation of the adverse possession. 
The judgment of the other learned Judge is more distinct upon the question! 
He says : “ The finding of the Additional Commissioner that there was (at lea s t 
so far back as 1854) an absolute de Junto separation between Battan Chand and 
Mangal Sein, and that Battan Chand was not the manager of the joint family 

property, seems perfectly right, and, as far as I can understand, Mr, Parker"_ 

that is, the Judicial Assistaot Commissioner—" came to the svne conclusion in 
the6th and 7th pages of the printed judgment”. , 
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[311] Thus, upon fche question which was the real issue between the 
parties, whether there had been a partition of the family property, there are 
the findings of three Courts, all of which appear to have looked very carefully 
i|^to the evidence. The judgments are very full, and nothing has been urged 
before their Lordships by tho learned counsel for the appcdlant which in any 
way shows that the conclusion which they came to was not a fair inference 
from the evidence in the case It does appear that more than 40 years ago— 
although there might not have been any formal document drawn up between 
these persons—there was a partition of the family property. 

The Additional Commissioner dismissed the plaintiff’s suit entirely, but 
on the appeal to the Chief Court it appeared that there was a small portion of 
the property of which there had been no partition; and on that ground the 
Chief Court modified the decree of the Additional Commissioner by excepting 
that portion from the decree dismissing the suit. That decision has not been 
appealed from by the respondent. 

The result, therefore, i.s tiiat tlieir Lordships will humbly a^ise Her 
Majesty to affirm the decree of the Chief Court, and to dismiss this a^peitl, and 
the appellant will pay the costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. T. L. M'l/soit and Co 

Solicitors for the Bespondeiit Bhugwan Dass ; Messrs. Upcechty, MHunJord, 
Landon and Rogers. 

C. B. 


MOTES. 

[Ab rcgard.s partition buiiig iiifccnhlc from separate poa-.cs^ion and enjoyment, .we also 
29 All., 354 ; 13 Bom., 25 , 31 All., 412 There may he oral partition , 18 Bom , Gil ; 9 
G.L.J., 133; 34 Mad., 72, but when the partition is effected bv an instrument in writing 
and is of the statutory value, it most be registered .—19 M-L.J.. 228.] 


[ 18 Cal. 811 ] 

PBIVY COUNCIL 

Tfie 10th and HOtk November, IhOU. 

Pbesent: 

Lord Hodhoi’se, Umi) Macnaohten, Sik B. Peacock, Sih U. Couch 

AND Mb. Shand (Lord Shand). 


Uurro Nath Bai Cliowdhri.Plaintiff 

versm 

Bandhir Singh and others.Defendants. 


• [On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.) 

Hindu law — Widow—Power o/ Hindu wtdotv to alienate—Qualified title to 
alienate in contracting debt by manager of estate charging it^n the 
hands of heir—Responsibility of lender—Rate cf interest, . 
as regards necessity, distinguishable. 

k suit was broiigbt by a creditor who had advanced money tor the payment of Government 
ifvenue upon an estate utidor the management of [818] a Hindu widow. The ^aintifl’s 
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agent had teoeived rents to a certain amount from part of the estate. Held, that the plaintiff 
ought to have taken caro that this sum was applied in part reduction of the debt to him, 
and that it must be deducted from the amount chargeable to the estate in the hands of the 
reversionary heir. Hunooman Persad Panday v. Munraj Koomceree (6 Moore’s I. A., 398) 
followed. * 

The widow was borrowing in a case where it was for the plaintiff to soo whether there 
was actually a ground of necessity for the loan Though the loan was necessary, for her 
to borrow at the high rate of interest charged, considering the security which she gave, was 
not necessary. The rate of interest had therefore been rightly reduced to twelve per cent. 

Appeal from a decree ^24th March 1886) varying a decree (28th August 
1882) of the Subordinate Judge of Bajshahi. 

The suit out of which this appeal arose was brought by the appellant 
to recover Rs. 28,837, for money advanced by' him to Shamasunderi Bai, the 
first defendant. She was the widow of Gobind I'ersad, and purporting to act 
under his authority, hud adopted to him Radhika Persad, the second defendant. 
The clailn was secured by mortgages upon the family estate, executed by 
Shamasfitfden for kicrself, and as guardian of the adopted son, who was a minor. 
The question now raised was whether the brannactions between the plaintiff and 
the first defendant wdre binding on the estate m the hands of the reversionary 
heirs. 

Shamasunderi eommenoed to borrow in 1877 and continued till 1880, the 
loans amounting to Rs. 17,650, secured by eight mortgages upon the property 
left by Gobind Persad. 

The first defendant admitted the execution of the bonds, but asserted that 
they were not intended to bind the estate or herself, having been merely part 
of an arrangement whereby the plaintiff* had undertaken to incur all the 
expense of a suit that had been going on in the family to set aside a compromise, 
it having been agreed that the plahintifi should receive a six-annas share of all 
the property recovoiod. She had another defence upon the bonds, which was 
that the consideration had not been received on her account, but for the use and 
benefit of the minor defendant as heir Another defence, upon failure to 
establish either of the above, was that a sum of Rs. 10,000 had been received 
by the plaintiff's agent, Shamaoharan Rai, which was part of the rents of 
[813] the estate, and should have been allowed in account with the widow as 
manager. The Court did allow the deduction of Rs. 7,700, part of this sum, 
there having been an admission ofRs. 2,239by the widow,and the suit was decreed 
against her for Rs. 21,076, with interest and costs. But as against the minor 
defendant, the Court dismissed the suit, holding that the plaintiff had not made 
out that the loans, as agaipst him, were binding. 

Tlie plaintiff' appealed to the High Court, and, while his appeal was 
pending, a decision was given in another suit, to which Shamasunderi Bai was 
a party, that the adoption by her ol Radhika Persad was invalid. Also she 
died pending the appeal, andiiy order of the Court Randhir Singh, claiming as 
the next reversionary heir to the estate, and Romanath Sein, as puixihaser of 
part of it from him, ware substituted as respondents in the appeal. 

The High Court (McDONBLL and GllOSE, JJ.), in pajrt disagreeing with the 
Subordinate^Judge, held that about half the claim was binding on the estate, 
and in part agreeing with him, held that this amount must be reduced by the 
sum received by the plaintiff’s agent. Deducting this Rs. 10,000, for the 
balance the High Court decreed in the plaintiff's favour, reducing the interest 
claimed down to suit brought, from 18 per cent, to 12 per cent. 
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The plaintiff having appealed, 

Mr. C. W. Aruthoon, for the appellant, argued that the whole amount 
claimed should have been decreed against the estate. He relied on the finding 
yiat the widow had borrowed for necessary purposes, the consideration money 
stated in the bonds having been advanced. It had been for the respondents to 
show that the advances had not been made for the benefit of the estate, and citing 
Hunooman Persad Panday v. Munraj Koonweree (6 Moore’s I. A., 393), he 
argued that the appellant had done all that had been required of him in 
advancing to a person whose powers to charge the estate were limited. He had 
inquired, and had acted bond fide with due caution, oo that he was not bound 
to see to the application of the*Bs. 10,000. 

Mr. J. D. Mayne, for the respondents, was not called upon. 

Their Ijordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Cat 4] SiP B. Peacock. —Their Lordships are of opinion that the ]udg> 
ment of the High Court is correct, and that it ought to be aflirmed. 

The learned Judges of the High Court in delivering their judgment say ; — 
“ The question arises, what are the particular sums of money in respect to which 
the plaintiff is entitled to any charge upon the estate ? It is alleged, and the 
recitals in the bondq are to the effect, that the moneys were borrowed for three 
purposes—^first, litigation expenses, second, maintenance of thq widow and 
deb-sheba ; and third, Goveinmont revenue". With regard to the litigation 
expenses, the learned Judges disallow the amount claim^, upon the ground 
that the plaintiff has not proved what those litigation expenses were , that he 
has not properly rendered any accounts of them, and that under those oircum- 
atanoes he is not entitled to a decree in respect of them. As regards the main¬ 
tenance of the widow and deb-sheba they say'.-“We cannot say that the 
plaintiff was entitled to a decree as against the estate for the sums of money 
said to have been advanced for maintenance and deb-sheba except as regards 
the sum of Bs. 2,239, which is admitted by the lady iu her deposition to have 
been received by her, and which is proved by Srinath Dobey to have been paid 
for maintenance and deb-sheba expenses. To this extent we think the plaintiff 
is entitled to charge the estate". As regards the payment of Government 
revenue the learned Judges allow Bs. 12,4IK-10-6, which is proved in the 
judgment of the Court to have been paid by the plaintit! as Government 
revenue. They thus hold tho plaintiff to be entitled to Bs. 14,657-12-6, as 
money which bad been paid by him for maintenance and deb-sheba and for 
Government revenue, the litigation expenses having been disallowed, and their 
Lordships are of opinion that the High Court rightly so held. 

A question then arises whether a sum of Bs. 1Q,000, which has been found 
by the Courts below to have been received by the plaintiff's principal man of 
business on account of the tjara rent, ought to be deducted from the sum of 
Bs. 14,657-13-6. 

Their Lordships think that the plaintiff oug^t to have soon that this sum 
was applied in reduction of tho debt for which the estate was liable, and that the 
judgment of the High Court was right in deducting the whole of that sum, 
leaving Bs. 4,657-13-6 r.s the proper sum to be allowed to him. It is 

contended for the plaintiff that he was uot bouild to see to the applioation 
of the money. The rule laid down in Hunooman Persad PctndUy v, Munraj 
Koonweree (6 Moore’s I. A., 393, at p. 424) is this:-—** Their Lordships think 
that if he does so inquire, and acts honestly, the real existenoe of an allied 
sufficient and rij^sonahly credited necessity is not a condition precedent to the 
■validity of his charge, and they do not think under suob ciroumi^anoeB he is 
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bound to see to the application of the money But then their Lordships 
proceed further and give the reason why he is not bound to see to the 
application of the money. They say The purposes for which a loan is 
wanted are often future, as respects the actual application, and a lender 
can rarely have, unless he enters on the management, the means of coif- 
trolling and rightly directing the actual application In this case the plaintiff 
did have the control and actual application of the money, and having that 
control and application he was bound to see that the money was properly 
applied. 

There was also a further question relating to interest. The learned 
.fudges of the High Court say :—“The bonds*stipulate payment of interest 
at the rate of IB per cent, per annum. We do not think that the plaintiff is 
entitled to this high rate of interest as a charge upon the estate. But we are 
of opinion that the ends of justice would be quite met by allowing him interMt 
at the rate of 12 per cent, per annum, which is to be calculated upon the 
several sums of money as they were advanced from time to time up to the date 
of the decree ”, and they allow the plaintiff a total sum of Bs. 6,194, the sum 
which they give for interest being the difference between this sum and the 
above-mentioned sum of Bs. 4,657-13-6. It has been said that there is a mis¬ 
calculation of the interest at the rate of 12 per cent. If there is, the plaintiff 
ought to have applied to the High Court to set the figures* right, and no doubt 
they would have been set right. No such application having been made, the 
decree ought not to be reversed upon this ground. 

Then comes the question, was 12 per cent, a sufficient rate of interest ? 
The widow was borrowing in a case of necessity. It was for the plaintiff to 
see whether there was really and fairly a [316j ground of necessity. Was 
there a necessity to borrow at the rate of 18 per cent. ? That is a question to 
which he ought to have applied his mind, and if it were unreasonable to 
suppose that the widow could not borrow the money at a less amount than 
18 per cent he ought not to have charged her that rate. 

Their Lordships think therefore that the High Court were right in not 
allowing interest as against the estate at a higher rate than 12 per cent. 

For these reasons their Lordships think that the decree of the High 
Court ought to be affirmed; and they will humbly advise Her Majesty to that 
effect. The appellant must pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal dzsmtssed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. T. L. Wilson and Co. 

Solicitors for the Respondent: Messrs. Wrentmore and Swinhoe. 


* NOTES. 

( As regards borrowing for the payment of Government revenue, see also 36 Gal., 753 ; 
13 C.W.N., 486; (laia) 1 M.W.N., 49. 

As regards meeting the costs of litigation, see also 6 Bom. L.R., 628 ; 25 All., 296 ; 81 
All., 497 ; 36 I.A., 138 ; 16 Mad., 67 ; 31 Cal., 433 ; 6 C.L.J..-462, 490. 

As regards necessity having to be proved for a high rate of interest, see alBO*6 O.L.J., 
542 ; 1 C.L.J., 199; 6 C.L.J., 462 ; 6 C.L.J., 490. ] 
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SBIBAM SAMANTA V. 


[18 Gal. 816] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The '^nd March, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Norris and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Sriram Samanta.PlaiotifT 

versus 

Kalidaa Dey and others.Defendants. ^ 

Second Appeal—SnuiU Cause Court cases—Suit for mesne profits—Provincial , 
Small Cause Court Act ilX of 1887), Sch. II, Art. 31. 

Where the plaintifi, after obtaining a ileerec in a amt for possession of certain land of 
which he had been dispossessed by the defendants, brought a suit in the Munsif’s Court lor 
mesne profits for the period during which he had been kept out of possession, and the suit, 
though partly decreed bi the Muusif, was dismissed by the District Judge, held, that such a 
suit was not cognizable by a Small Cause Court, and therefore a second appeal in the suit 
would he to the High Court. 

The facts of thih case were as follows .— 

The defendant No. 3 was the owner of certain lands. The defendant No. 2 
had obtained a decree against the defendant [317J No. 3. The defend¬ 
ant No. S in'order to pay off the decree sold the lands to the plaintiff, who 
deposited in Court the amount due to defendant No 2 under his decree. The 
defendant No. 2 did not take the money out of Court, but cau.sed the lands to 
be put up for sale, and they were purchaseil by him and his brother, defendant 
No. 1, and they obtained the sale certificate and entered into possession. 

The plaintiff thereupon sued to recovei’ pos.session of the lands and obtained 
a decree. 

He now sued to recover mesne profits for the years 1292 and 1294. The 
amount he claimed was Bs. 389-7. The Munsil gave the plaintiff a decree, 
but not for the whole amount sued for. 

On appeal the District Judge reversed the Miinsif’s decision and dismissed 
the suit with costs. 

From this decision the plaintiff appealed. 

Baboo Saroda Churn Mitter for the Appellant. 

Baboo Promoth Nath Sen for the Respondents 

The arguments and cases cited are fully stated in the judgment of the 
Court (Norris and Beverley, JJ.) which, after stating the facts as 
above, continued •— 

In second appeal the only point urged is that the Judge was wrong in hold¬ 
ing that a certain petition, upon which the Munsif had relied, was inadmis¬ 
sible in evidence by reason of its not having been formally proved. 

Thedearned pleader for the respondents raised a preliminary objection that 
as the suit was of the nature cognizable by a Court of Small Causra, and the 
subject-matter did not 'exeeed Rs. 500, no second appeal lay. 

For the appellant it was contended that the suit was one “ for the profits 
of immoveable property belonging to the plaintiff which had been jvrongfuUy 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 6C6 of 1890, against the decree of B. F. Bampinr 
Esq., Judge of Burdwaa, dated the 6th of March 1890, reversing the decree of Baboo Bai 
Natain Chuckerbulty, Munsif of Kutwa, dated the 15th of August 1889. * 
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reoeived by the defendants," \?bioh by virtue of art. 31 of sohedule II of Aot 
IX of 1887 is exempted from the cognizance of a Court of Small Causes. 

The learned pleadcnr for the respondents relied upon the following oases, 
viz., Bam Peart Debia v. Dinonath Mookerjee (10 W. B., 375), Bheemtck Lall 
MakUm V. Bung Lall hSahton (11 W. B, 369), and Makhan Lall Datta 
C318] 7. OortbuUah Sardar (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 541). For the respondents the 
case of Krishna Prosad Nag v. Mateuddm Biswas (1. fi. B., 17 Cal.,^707) was 
relied on. 

The oases in the Weekly Reporter were cases under the repealed Act of 
1865, section 6 of which eifacted that the following suits should be cognizable by 
Courts of Small Causes, viz., ‘‘claims for money due on bond or other contract, or 
for rents, or for personal property or for the value of such property, or for damages 
when the debt, damage or demand does not exceed in amount or value the 
sum of five hundred rupees, whether on balance of account or otherwise ". 
In Bam Peart Debia v. Dinonath Mookerjee (lO W. B.,375), MacphebsoN and 
BayIiET, JJ., held that a suit for mesne profits only, no question of title or 
right arising in it, was within the meaning of this section, and that if the 
amount claimed did not exceed Bs. 500, by, virtue of section 27’’" of Aot XXIII 
of 1861, no special appeal lay. The facts of the case are not given. In Sung- 
ram Singh v. Juggun Stngh (2 N. W. P., 18), it was held thait a suit for assess^ 
mesne profits, within the pecuniary limits of section 6 of the repealed Act, was 
a suit for damages and therefore cognizable by a Court of Small Causes. 

In Krishna Prosad Nag v. Maizuddin Biswas (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 707), the 
learned Judges say that the case oiSungram Singh v. Jaggun Stngh (2 N. W.P., 
18) “has never been followed". In one sense this is no doubt correct, for it was 
decided after the case of Bam Pcari Debia v. Dinonath Mookerjee (10 W. B., 
375); but with all due respect, the dictum is somewhat misleading, for 
the case of Bam Peari Debia v. Dinonath Mooketjee distinctly decided that a 
suit for mesne profits within the pecuniary limits of section 6 of the repealed 
Act was a suit for damages, and therefore cognizable by a Court of Small 
Causes. The case of IJheenuck Lall Mahton v. Bung Lall Mahton (11 W. B., 
369) is not in point. That was a suit for damages for carrying away standing 
crops. It was contended that section 6 of the repealed Aot was limited to 
damages in respect of moveable property alone, and that standing crops were 
immoveable property. The Court held that the section made no distinction 
between suits for damages to moveable property and suits for damages to 
immoveable property. 

[81«] The case of Makhan Lall Datta v. OortbuUah Sardar (1. L. B., 17 
Cal., 541) came before this Court upon a reference from the Judge of the Small 
Cause Court of Sealdah, and no one appeared on the reference. In that case 
the plaintiff sued for Bs. 20 as damages for use and occupation' of his l*nd by 
the defendant for three months, alleging that the defendant had occupied the 
land for that period without his consent, and had used some of the earth for 
making wall sidings. The learned Judges (TOTTENHAM and AMEER At.t, JJ.) 
held that the suit was cognizable by a Court of Small Causes. • 

* CSec. 27 ;—No Bpecial appeal shall lio from any dacision or order which shall be 

on regular appeal affcsr the passing of this Act by any Court 
No special appeal from subordinate to the Sadder Court, in any suit of the nature 
decision of any Court cc^nizablc in Gourto of Small Causes under Act Yf.TT of I860 
subordinate to the Sudder (far the eatabtishment of Courts of Small Causes beyond the /off ti 
Court in certain suits. limits of the jurisdteiian of the Supreme Courte cf /udwnterw 

established by Eoyal Charter), when the debt, damage, or 
demand for which the original suit shall be instituted shall not exceed five Hundred ^peea* 
but every such order or decision shall be final.] 




9 CAL.— 98 
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The ease of Krishna Prosad Nag v. Maiznddin Bisibas (I. L. B., 17 Oal., 
707) came before the same learned Judges. It was a auib for damages for 
euttiag and carrying away grass growing on plaintiff’s land. The defendant 
contended that snob a suit was one " for the profits of immovable pro¬ 
perty.wronglv reoaived by the defendant”. This contention was overruled. 

It was held that “ article 31, schedule II of Act IX of 1887 does not except 
from the jurisdiction of a Court of Small Causes suits for damages for trespass 
and for the forcible appropriation of crops or the produce of land". This was suffi¬ 
cient for decision of the case ; but the learned Judges go on to discuss the question 
whether a suit for mesne profits is now, whatever n^ay have been the case under 
the Act of 186.‘3, cogni/.able by a Small Cause Court, and they express a strong 
opinion that it is not so cognizable. 

From that opinion, as at present advised, we are not prepared to differ^, 
and we must therefore hold that the preliminary objection fails. As intimated 
in the course of the argument, we think that, having regard to the circumstances 
under which it was filed and used in the first Court, the plaintifi should have 
an opportunity of proving the petition relied on. We therefore direct the District 
Judge to take such evidence as the plaintiff may produce to prove the 
petition, and to return his finding upon such evidence to this Court at his 
earliest convenience. 

The appellant must pay the costs of this appeal. 

The costs of the suit in the lower Courts and of the taking of the 
further evidence will be dealt with aftei the .fudge’s finding has been returned 
to this Court. 

J. V. W. 


NOTES. 

[ As regards the point of Kecoiid appeal this case was overruled :— (1896) 38 Cal., 884; see 
also (1900) 21 Mad.. IIH , (1905) :10 Bom., 147 . (1900) 25 Bom., 85, (1892) 16 M.id , 298 ] 
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C830] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 4th March, 1891. 

Present: 

Mb. Justice Tottenham and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 


Boghu Nath Pershad and another.Defendants 

versus 

Harlal Sadhu (Plaintiff) and others.Defendants.' 


Transfer of Property Act {IV of s. 8'A — Mortgage — Contribution — 

Apportionment of the mortgage debt—Mortgage decree. 

A brought a suit upon a morcgago bond Five of the dcfcndauta who had subsequently 
purchased all the mortgaged properties, contended that under section 62^ of the Transfer of 
Properly Act the mortgage debt should be apportioned between the various mortgaged pro¬ 
perties, and that each defendant should be allowed to pay oS his rateable share of the 
mortgage debt. 

Held, that the intention of section 8‘2 was not that the hen of the mortgagee should be 
split, but simply to determine the liabilities of the purchafiors infer se*; and that therefore all 
the mortgaged properties were liable in satisfaction of the plaintiff’s claim. 

This was a suit upon a mortgage bond. The only defendants who contested 
the suit were persons who had subsequently purchased all the mortgaged 
properties. They contended that under s. 82 of the Transfer of Property Act 
the amount of the plaintiff’s claim should be apportioned between the various 
mortgaged properties according to their respective values, and that the plaintiff 
should be made to accept from each defendant his rateable share only of the 
mortgage debt The Subordinate Judge was of opinion that all the mortgaged 
properties were liable in satisfaction ot the mortgage debt, and that the ques¬ 
tion of contribution must be left to a separate suit between the defendants inter 
se. Accordingly the Subordinate Judge gave the plaintiff a mortgage decree foi 
the whole amount of his claim. 

Sheo Golam Lall, defendant No. 12, one of those who defended the suit, 
appealed to the District Judge. The District Judge agreed with the Subordinate 
Judge in his view of the law and dismissed the appeal. 

Sheo Golam Lall died on the 9th Kartick 1293 (2dth October 1886), and 
his heirs Rogbu Nath Pershad and Sheo Churn Lall appealed to the High Court. 

[sail Mr. C. Gregory and Baboo Akshya Kumar Banerjee for the Appellants. 

Moulvie Mahomed Yusoof, Baboo Karuna Sunder Mookerjee, and Baboo 
Sattsh Chunder Ghose for the Respondents. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 2218 of 1889, against the decree of J. Crawford, Esq., 
Judge of Qya, dated the 7th of August 1889, affirming the decree of Baboo Abinash Chunder 
Mitter, Sul^rdinate Judge of Gya, dated the Qlst of December 1888, 

t £Sec. 82.—Where several properties, whether of one or several owners, are mortgaged to 

secure one debt, such properties are, m the absence of m contract 
Contribution to mortgage to the contrary, liable to contribute rateably to the debt secured 
debt. by the mortgage, after dedU9ting from the value of each pro¬ 

perty the amount 'bf any other incumbrance to which it is 
subject at the date of the mortgage. 

Where, of two properties belonging to the same owner, one is mortgaged to secure one 
debt and then both are mortgaged to awure another debt, and the former debt is paid out of 
the former property, each property is, in the absence of a contract to the contrary, liable to 
contribute rateably to the &tter debt after deducting the amount of the former debt from the 
value of the property out of which it has been paid. Nothing in this sibtion applies to a 
property liable under section eighty-one to the claim of the second mortgagee.] 
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Mr. Gregory contended on behalf of the appellants that, as the mortgaged 
properties had passed into other hands and the original mortgagor «ras no 
longer the proprietor, under s. 82 of the Transfer of Property Aot the 
lower Courts should have apportioned the mortgage debt between the several 
persons who then owned the properties, and should have allowed the appellants 
to pay ofiP their share of the mortgage debt. 

The respondents were not called upon. 

The jnd^nieiit of the Court (Tottenham and Ameer Alt, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

This was a suit to recover monev due upon a mortgage by the sale of the 
mortgaged properties, which were the five properties originally mortgaged ; and 
it appears that some have since passed out of the hands of the original mortgagor. 

The present owners were made parties to the suit. The present appeal 
has been preferred by one of those parties, the original defendant No. 12 ; and 
the point which we have to decide is whether by virtue of s. 82 of the 
Transfer of Property Act this defendant is entitled to require the plaintiff, 
mortgagee, to apportion his claim amongst the various properties mortgaged, 
and to accept from the appellant his rateable share only. 

The learned Pleader for the Appellant has not been able to put before us 
any authority for bis construction of s. 82 of the Transfer of Property Act, 
nor are we aware of any such authority. 

We think the position is not tenable, but that the lower Courts are quite 
right in the view they have taken of section 82, when the District Judge 
says, “ that the intention of the law is not that the hen of the mortgagee 
should be split, but simply to determine the liabilities of the purchasers 
inter se." Section 82 upon the face of it refers to contribution as between tbe 
various persons who may be liable with respect to the same debt. It seems to us 
that the lower Courts were quite right in allowing the plaintiff a decree for the 
whole sum claimed, making all the mortgaged properties liable for the satis¬ 
faction of that decree, and [322 j leaving it to any one of the defendants who 
might have to pav up more than his rateable share to recover with reference 
to s. 82 of the Transfer of Property Aot from his co-debtors. 

This appeal is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed 

0. D. P. 


ROTES. 

{ It has been held that eection 82 T. P. A., 1882, merely reform to the liabthttes of the 
owners of inoombered estates iiUer se ; 18 Cal., 320; 20 Bom., 615 ; 21 Mad., 369; see also 
Or. Baeh Behari Ohose on Mortgages, Vol. II (1914), IV Edn., 814. 

In 7 374 it was held that there was nothing in the provisions of the Transfer 6t 

Property Act to support tbe view that as between the mortgagee and the holders of the equity 
of redemption, the mortgagee is bound to distribute his debt rateably upon the mortgaged 
properties; eee idso 39 Mad., 317 ; 30 Cal., 755 ; 1 C.L.jr, 887 ; 3 C.L.J., 571.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 4th March, 1S91. 

Present 

Mb. Justice Tbevel^an and Mr. Justice Banebjee. 

Jogodimdro Nath.Defendant 

^ versus 

Sarut Sunduri Debi, on her death her heir Ilemanto Eumari Debi and 

another.Plaintiffs. 

Appeal—Withdrawal of suit—Appeal from order permitting withdrawal — 

Decree—Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of IH8^}, ss. '2,373 and 668. 

An order made by an Appellate Court under section 378 of the Civil Procedure Code 
giving pcrmiatiion to withdraw a suit with liberty to bring a fresh one is not a decree within 
the meaning of section 2, and is not appealable. 

Oanga Sam v. Data Ram (1. L. R., 8 All., 82) dissented from. Kahan Siruihv. Lekhraj 
Singh fl. Ij. R., 6 All., 211) approved of. * 

The plaintiffs brought a suit against the defendant for the recovery of 
possession of a certain piece of land. The Munsif dismissed the suit on the 
ground that it was barred by limitation. The plaintiffs appealed and the 
Rubordinate Judge passed an order under section 373 of the Civil Procedure 
Code, giving them permission to withdraw the appeal and the original suit with 
liberty to bring a fresh suit. 

From this order the defendant appealed 

At the hearing of the appeal a preliminary objection was taken on behalf 
of the respondents that no appeal lay. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul), Baboo Hem Chunder Banerjee 
and Baboo Srish Chunder Ghowdhry for the Appellant. 

Baboo Das and Baboo Grija Sunkei' Mozumdur for the Bespondents. 

[SIS] The judgment of the Court (Trevelyan and Banebjee, JJ.) 
was as follows :— 

The learned pleader for the respondents has taken a preliminary objection 
that no special appeal lies in this case. The order of the Court below, which 
is the subject of the appeal before us, is an order giving leave to withdraw the 
appeal and to withdraw the suit with liberty to bring a fresh suit. The appel¬ 
lant Itofore that Court had a decree made against him by the first Court, and 
the Appeal Court, under the powers which it has under the Code similar to 
those exercised by an original Court, gave this leave. The learned Advoeate- 
Oeneral, who appears for the, appellant, contends that an appeal does lie. The 
order is not included amongst the orders which are appe^able under secjiion 588 ; 
but he contends that the or^r made is a decree within the meaning of the word 
**deoree'‘‘a8 given in section 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure. A decree is there 
defined as " the formal exprrasion of an adjudication upon any right claimed, 
or defence set up, in a Civil Court, when such adjudication, so far as regards 
the Court expressing it, decides the suit or appeal.** There c a n be no question 

* Appsal from Appellate Decree No. 1089 of 1890, against the deoree of Baboo Kali Cham 
Ghoaal, Subordinate Judge of Mymensingh, dated the 16th May 1890, reversing the deoree of 
Baboo Mohendra Lai Ghosh, Munsif of Pingna, dated the 4th of January 1869. • 
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that where an order of this kind is made by the first Court it does not come 
within the definition of a decree in the terms of section 2 : but it is contended 
that in cases in which a decree of the first Court has been got rid of by a decree 
of the Appellate Court, the order which gets rid of that decree must be itself a 
decree: and in support of this contention he relies on a decision of Mr. Justice 
Straight and another learned Judge of the Allahabad High Court in the case 
of Ganga Bam v. Data Bam (I. L. B., 8 All., 82). There is no doubt that that 
decision is an express authority in favour of the proposition , but there is also 
an earlier decision of another Division Bench of the same Court, the case of 
Kalian Singh, v. Lekhrai Singh (1. L. B., 6 All., 211),^ which is an authority for 
the contrary proposition. Speaking with all respect to the Court which gave 
judgment in the case of Ganga Ham v. Data Bam U. L. B., 8 All., 82), it seems 
to us that we must prefer the other decision with regard to this matter. We do 
not think that this order is in any sense a decree. The setting aside or annul¬ 
ling of a decree by the Appellate Court, as it has been done in this case, does 
not set aside [324] the decree as the term is used in its ordinary sense . it does 
not substitute anything for the decree which is set aside, but simply wipes it 
out and loaves the parties to the determination of their rights in a subsequent 
suit, and what is done with regard to the first Court's decree is merely ancil¬ 
lary to the rest of the order, which is not a decree. The rest of the order does 
not express any adjudication on the thing claimed, and the setting aside of the 
first Court’s decree, or annulling it, whatever the term used maV be, is also 
no adjudication upon any right claimed. It savs, it is true, that the person 
who obtained that decree will not bo at liberty to make use of it, but the right 
which is declared by that decree will still be open for tlio determination of the 
Court in the subsequent suit, and is not adjudicated upon in this particular 
suit. It has also been pointed out to us that the Appellate Court in setting 
aside the decree does not do so in any sense of adjudicating whether the decree 
was a right or a wrong decree That being so, we think that no appeal lies 
against an order of this description, and this appeal must therefore be 
dismissed with costs. 

C. D. r. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

113118 was followed in (IflUdJ 16 All., la . (1895) 17 All., 97 , (1899) 27 Cal., 362 see also 
(1898) 21 Mad . 421.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 9th February, 1891. 

Present : 

Mr. Justice Norris and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Bepin Behari Chowdhrv.One of the Defendants 

^ versus 

Annoda Prosad Mullick and another.Plaintiffs.''' 

Arbitration—Civil Procedure Code {Act XIV of 1882), s. 510 — 

Potoer of Court to appoint new arbitrators. 

Tho Court hab power under s. 610 of the Code of Civil Procedure to appoint a new 
arbitrator in the place of another only when the latter had consented to act as arbitrator. 

Pugardin Baimtan v Mmdinsa Ravuian (I. L. R., 6 Mad., 414} approved of. 

This appeal arose out of an application under s. 521 of the Civil Procedure 
Code to set aside an award. 

[3281 The plaintiffs brought a suit against the defendants. Five persons, 
who were nominated by the parties to the suit, were appointed arbitrators by 
the Munsif to settle the matters in dispute between them. They were appoint¬ 
ed arbitrators without any communication having been made to any one of them 
by either of the parties, and consequently without their assent to act having 
been first obtained. One of the five persons, originally nominated as arbi¬ 
trators by both the parties, took no notice of his nomination and refrained 
from all action whatever in the matter. Thereupon the Munsif, purporting to 
act under section 510 of the ’Code, with the consent of the defendants, but 
against the strenuous opposition of tho plaintiffs, appointed a new arbitrator. 
The award was made: and the plaintiffs applied under section 521 of the 
Code to set aside the award on the ground, inter aha, that the award was 
illegal, inasmuch as the new arbitrator had been appointed against the wishes 
of the plaintiffs, and the Court had no power under section 510 to appoint a 
new arbitrator in the place of a person who not only had been appointed arbi¬ 
trator without his consent to act as such having been previously obtained, but 
who had taken no notice of his nomination, nor any part whatever in the 
arbitration proceedings. The Munsif overruled the objection and made a decree 
in terms of the award, dismissing the suit. The plaintiffs appealed to the 
Judge, who, in allowing the appeal, delivered the following judgment:— 

In this case the chief point for determination is whetlier any appeal lies. 
It is contended by the defendant that the latter part of section 522, Civil 
Procedure Code, is coqclusive on the question. The plaintiffs, however, urge 
that before that section can be rightly held to apply it must be shown that 
there has been a valid and legal award, and that in the present instance this is 
not the case. It appears that one of the five persons originally nonTinated as 
arbitrators by both the parties abstained from taking any notice of the nomina¬ 
tion, and refrained in fact from all action whatever in the matter. The Court, 
therefore, with the consent of the defendant, but against the strenuous* 
oppositionof the plaintiffs, appointed another individual as arbitrator, purporting 

• Appeal from Order No. 184 of 1890, against the order of H. T. Mathews, Esq. JudKo of 
Burdwan, dated the ‘i7th of May 1890, reversing the order of Baboo Baj Narain Chakravartv 
Munsif of Cutwa, dated the 30th of March 1889. • *«vatiy, 
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to aot uoder the provisioos of seotion 510 of the Civil Procedure Code. On 
reading that section along with seotion 522, [820] my first impression vras 
that the Court was perfectly justified in taking this course, that the award 
was good, and that no appeal lay. The plaintiff's pleader, however, has drawn 
my attention to a ruling of the Madras High Court in the case of Pugardin 
Ra/iyutan v. Motdinsct, Ravutart (I, Jj. B., 6 Mad., 414} which certainly seems 
to bear out his contention. By this ruling it appears to have been decided 
that section 510' of the Civil Procedure Code presupposes that the arbitrators 
have first consented to aot, and have declined after the reference to arbitration. 

In this instance, as in that, what actually occurred was that the consent of the 
person who failed to aot had not been previously obtained. Section 510, therC' 
fore, did not apply ; and the appointment by the Court of another individual as i 
arbitrator in his place, against the wish of the plaintiffs, was accordingly ultra 
ytres. The result is that the award was invalid. Seotion 522, therefore, is 
inapplicable. The Munsif s decree is consequently appealable. There being 
no materials on the record on which this Court can come to a finding on the 
merits of the case, the appeal must be decreed and the suit remanded under 
seotion 662 of the Civil Procedure Code. Costs to abide the result." 

From this decision Bepin Behari Ghowdhry, the principal defendant 
appealed to the High Court. 

Dr. Rash Behary Qkose and Baboo Jngesh Chunder Dey for the Appellant. 

Baboo Jogendra Chunder Ghose for the Respondents. 

It was contended on behalf of the appellant that the Munsif was justified 
under the circumstances of the case, and liad full power under section 510 of 
the Code, to appoint a now arbitrator, and that therefore the award was valid. 

It was also contended that, under section 522 of che Code, no appeal lay from 
a judgment upon award, but this contention was overruled on the authority of 
the case of Joy Prokash Lall v. Sheo Golam Singh (I. L. R., 11 Gal., 37). 

The judgment of the Court (NofiEis and Beverley, JJ.) was as follows: — 

We think that this appeal fails and must be dismissed. 

As the point, so far at any rate as this Court is concerned, is a new one, I 
will state the facts and give the reason for the conclusion at which we have 
arrived. 

18873 Tr .appears that the plaintiffs brought a suit against the defendant. 
Five pereons weie nominated as arbitrators to settle the matter in disputo 
between the parties. There is no evidence to show that any one of these five 
persons had been p'-eviously communicated with bji either of the parties, and 
therefore nothing to show that any of them bad given his consent to accept 
the position of an arbitrator. The so-called five arbitrators were d|>pointed by 
the Munsif at the suggestion of the respective parties in Court. It appears 
that one of these five persons abstained, as the ^udge finds, from Peking any 
notice of.the nomination, and refrained from any action whatever in the matter. 
The Munsif thereupon nominated, as he called it, a fifth arbitrator. 

We think that that proceeding on the part of the Munsif was illegiU. and 
that section 610 of the Code of Civil Procedure, under which he purports to act, 
applies only in oasm where a person has signified his assent to take ugon himself 
the duty of an arbitrator, and after so signifying his assent dies, or refuses, or 
t^omes incapable to aot, or IcMbVM British India under the ciroumstuioes 
therein referred to. That view was taken by the Madras High Court in the 
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ease of Pugardin JRavutan v. Moidinsa Bwmtan (I. L. B., 6 Mad., 414) referred 
to by the District Judge, and in that view we concur. 

We think therefore that the appeal fails, and must be dismissed with 
costs. 

C. D. P. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

[The Privy Council in (1911) 8S All,, held that according to the true construction of 
see. 510 C.T'.G., 18B'2 the Court might appoint a new arbitrator lu the place of one who had 
refused nomination, and that a refusal to act was within the section. This case was OYU- 
rnled in it. * 

A similar view to that in this case was taken in (1910) 9 I. C., 173 : 21 M. L. J., 263; 
(1909) 6 A L.J., 351, (1900) P.R.. 110 . (1891) 17 Mad,, 498 . (1892) 0 Mad., 414. 

For the present law see the C.P.C., 1908 Sch. II, para 5 (n).] 

[ iS Cal. 827 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL 

The 3rd March, 1H91. 

Present; 

Mu. Justice Norris, Mr. Justice Beverley 
AND Mr. Justice Baner-jee. 

Charu Chunder Pal, Guardian for Satish Ghunder 

Pal, Minor.Delondant 

lyersus 

Nobo Sunderi Dasi and another.Plaintiffs." 

[Iindu lav —Inheritance — Sttidhan— Bengal School of Law — 

Wtdoioed daughter with dumb son — Daughter’s son. 

Under the Bengal School of the Hindu law a widoacd daughter having a son who is 
dumb at the time the succession opens out (but is not shuw.i to bo incurably dumb) is entitled 
to succeed so her mother’s sfr«ihan in preference to a daughter's son. 

[828] The facts of the case and the authorities cited are sufficiently stated 
in the judgment of NORBIS, J. 

Baboo Umakali Mukerjee and Baboo 'Tarit Mohun Das for the Appellant. 

Baboo Mohini Mohun Boy and Baboo Golap Ghunder Sircar for the 
Respondents. 

The following judgments were delivered by the Court (NORRiS, Beverley 
and Banerjee, JJ.). 

MoPPis,d.—The facts of this case are as follows : — 

Mehal Bildiha was the stridhan of one Ilaripriya, given to her by her 
father at the tiine of her marriage. Haripriya died on 16th July 1881, leaving 
three daughters, viz , Koermonf, Nobo Sunderi, the plaintiff No. 1, and Tunimoni, 
the plaintifi No. 2. At the time of Haripriya's death, Eoermom's husband was 
alive, and they had an adopted son, Satish Chunder, the defendant No. 1; Nobo 
Sunderi was u widow with a son, Bhoshi Bhusan ; Tunimoni was a childless 
widow. Shoshi Bhusan is now dumb and partially deaf, and has been so since 

* Appeal* from Appellate Decree No. 400 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Dwatka 
Natk Bhuttaoharjee, Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, dated the 18th January 1890, afflwnj yig 
the decree of Baboo Krishna Dhun Mukerjee, Muiisif of Midnapore, dated 32iid of Aidl 
1889. 
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1879; he was not born dumb, but oould speak for some years at laut in bis 
boyhood. After Haripriya’s death, Koermoni got into possession of the mebai 
and had her name registered ; she remained in possession down to the time of 
her death in February 1885, sinoe when the defendant No. 1 has been in 
possession. 

The plaintiffs sued for possession of the mehal and for mesne profits; they 
alleged tiiat thev were the preferential heirs to their mother’s stridhan ; that 
Koermoni had no title thereto; that if she had any title it was extinguished by 
her death, and that defendant No. 1 had no title. The plaint asked that if the 
Court should he of opinion that the plaintiff No^ 2 had no title by reason of 
her being a childless widow when the succession opened out on Haripriya’s 
death in 1881, a decree might be passed in favour of the plaintiff No. V 
exclusively. 

The Munsif decreed the suit in favour of the plaintiff No. 1, and the 
Subordinate Judge affirmed the Munsif’s decision. 

The plaintiff No. 2 does not appeal, and it is clear that the deoision as 
regards her inability to inherit is correct. 

C329J The defendant No. 1, complaining that the Subordinate Judge’s 
decision is erroneous in point of law, has coniu to this Court in second appeal. 

The appeal wa's first argued before my brother, Bevebley and myself on 
the i6tb ultimo, and as it raised an important point of Hindu law, we arranged 
that it should be re-argued to-day, when we have had the assistance of our 
learned colleague Mr. Justice Bankrjee. 

The case has been very ably argued on both sides ; for the appellant by 
Baboo Umakah Miikerjee, and for the respondonr, by Baboo Mohtnt Mohun Boy, 

At the first hearing Baboo Umakah contended tliat Koermoni was the sole 
heir to her mother’s stridhan. This contention was based upon the construc¬ 
tion which the learned pleader sought to put upon the words 'parried daughter” 
in verse 9, section II., chapter IV of the D.tyahhaga. xhe verse runs as 
followsBut for the cause above stated, the son and maiden daughter 
have a like right of succr'ssion. On failure of either of them the goods belong 
to thv other. On failtue of both of them, 'the succession devolves with 
equal rights on the married daughter who has a son and on her who may have 
male issue. For hy means of their sons they may present oblations at solemn 
obsequies”. It was contended that “ married daughter ” meant a dangbter 
whose husband was alive, to the exclusion of a widowed danghter. The con¬ 
tention htiH not bfwn pressed to-day, and i think it is sufiicient to say that it 
is not tenable. 

The learned pleader's second contention at the first hearing, which be faaa 
again strenuously urged to-day, was of a two-fold character. 

In the first place, it was urged that Nobo Sunderi’s right to suooeed to 
her mother's stridhan depended upon her having a son capable of conferring 
spiritual benefits on her behalf on Haripriya in existence ft the time the 
succession oiienecl out. In the second place,* it was contended that Sbosbi 
Bhusaif, being dumb at the time the succession opened out, was incapable erf 
conferring spiritual benefits on his mother’s behalf on Haripriya. It will be 
convenient to consider the second branch of the argument first. 

[3S03 In support of it the learned pleader relied on the following anthewi- 
tiesThe Code of Manu, Chapter IX, verse 201; the Dayabhago, Chapter 
V, verses 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 17 and 18; the Dayakrama Bangraha, Chapter III ; 
the Dayatatwa. Chapter 14, verse 8; and Dr. Jolly’s Tagore Law Leofeifrea 
pages 274 ancr275 
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I only propose to refer to certain passages in the Dayabhaga relied on by 
Baboo Umakalt, for the law there laid down is stated in almost precisely 
the same terms by the other authorities. 

Verse 7 of Chapter V of the Dayabhaga says :—" So” (the same author 
t. e., Manu) “ impotent persous and outoastes are excluded from a share of the 
heritage ; and so are persons born blind and deaf; as well as madmen, idiots, 
thedio»6 and those who have lost a sense (or a limb).” Verse 9 says The 
term ‘ bom ’ ts connected in constraatton with the words ‘ hhnd ’ and ‘ deaf.' 
One who is incapable of articulating sounds is dumb. 

The exclusion from thpe inheritance is based upon the incapability of per¬ 
forming religious ceremonies. and upon the authority of these verses 
supported as they are by the other authorities. Baboo Umakah contended that 
dumbness to render the person afflicted therewith incapable of performing 
religious ceremonies, and therefore of inheriting, need not be, as in the case of 
blindness and deafness, congenital; that if a man was dumb when the succes¬ 
sion opened out, he was ipso facto excluded from the inheritance as being a 
person incapable of performing religious ceremonies, and thereby conferring 
spiritual benefits on the deceased owner of the property. In the view I take 
of the first branch of the learned pleader’s contention, 1 think it is unnecessary 
to express any opinion upon this point. If we had to .decide it, we should 
also have to ^ooide the much more difficult point, whether, admitting that a 
son who is dumb when the succession opened out, though not congenitally so, 
is excluded from the inheritance, the mother of such a son is thereby excluded 
from the inheritance to her mother's stndhaa—n point which, as remarked by 
my brother Banerjee in his Tagore Law Lectures, page 358, is at present 
undecided. 

I now proceed to consider the learned pleader's contention that Nobo 
Sunderi's right to succeed to het'mother’s stridhan [331} depended upon her 
having a son inexistence at the time the succession opened out capable of 
conferring spiritual benefits on her behalf on her mother. 

It was argued that the words " for by means of their sons they may present 
oblations at solemn obsequies ” at the end of verse 9 of section II, chapter IV of 
the Dayabhaga, conclusively showed that the existence of such sons at the 
time the succession opened out was the reason for allowing the mothers of 
such BODS to inherit 1 am of opinion that this contention cannot prevail. 
Not only do not these words by themselves show that the capability to "present 
oblations at solemn ohseguieb ” must be a capability in existence at the time 
the succession opens out, but a careful consideration of the whole verse points 
conolosively to a contrary conclusion. 

The preferential lioirs* to a woman’s slndhan are according to the verse 
declared to be the son and “ the maiden daughter.” The fact tliat the maiden 
daughter succeeds as joint tenant with her brother is alone sufficient to dispose 
of this argument. But let us look a little further :—" The maxried 
dai^hter who has a son ” an^"she who may have male issue,” are on failure 
of ‘^the son and the maiden daughter ” entitled to succeed as joint tenaa|e.‘‘ She 
who may have male issue " means " a married daughter who may have male 
issue,” for the rights of the " maiden daughtier ” have been already declared. Now 
" a married daughter who may have male issue'' is a married daughter not past 
ohildbearing, whose husband is alive. I am not in a position to e&y 
whether the words " for by means of their sons they may present oblations at 
Bolmnn obsequies ” are oonneoted in construction with ” maiden daughter ” as 
wdl as with " the married daughter who has a sen,” and her ivbo may have 
mate tesue," but 1 think it is clear that the existence of a son and tto 
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potentiality of conceiving a son are, supposing that either is neeessary, equally 
recognized. The son of the married daughter may be only an hour old when 
the succession opens out; such married daughter would be clearly entitled to 
succeed upon the above supposition, because he may at some future time be able 
to “ present oblations at solemn obsequies.” So also the married daughter who 
may have male issue succeeds, upon the above supposition, because such 
[3323 male issue if born of her may at some future time be able to " present 
oblations at solemn obsequies.” 

In this case it is not found that Shoshi Bhusan is incurably dumb ; for all 
thatappears to the contrary, he may recover and at some future time may be able 
on his mother’s behalf to confer spiritual benefits on Haripriya by the perfor* 
mance of religious oeremonies. Therefore he seems to me to stand in the same 
position as the son of the married daughter only an hour old, and as the poten¬ 
tial son of the married daughter who may have male issue. For these reasons 
I am of opinion that this appeal fails, and must be dismissed with costs. 

Beyarley, J.—1 concur. 

Banerjee, J.—I entirely concur in the judgment which has been just 
delivered by my learned brother. 

The question argued before us is whether under the Bengal law a widowed 
daughter having a sen vrho is dumb at the time the succession opens out is 
entitled to succeed to her mother’s strtdhan in preference to* a daughter's 
son; and the learned vakil for the appellant contends that tltal question 
ought to be answered in the amative, because tne reason why a daughter 
having or being likely to have male issue is entitled to a certain place in the 
order of succession is her ability to confer spiritual benefit on her mother by 
means of oblations presented by her son , and that reason cannot hold good in 
a case like this, where the son is dumb. 

A good deal of argument was addressed to us on behalf ^ the appellant to 
show that dumbness in order to disqualify a person from inhwting need not be 
congenital; and if it were necessary to decide that question in this case, 1 should 
have felt inclined to answer it in favour of the appellant’s contention. But I do 
not think it necessary to go into that question here, because the real question 
that we have to decide is not whether this dumb son, Shoshi Bhusan, is himself 
entitled to inherit, but whether his dumbness disqualifies his mother from 
inheriting. Upon that question most of the authorities referred to in argument 
do not throw any light. All that is necessary to entitle the plaintiff, Nobo 
Sunderi, to succeed in tliis case is that she should have a son by means of whom 
she may present oblations at solemn obsequies. That is the only qualification 
required of her by the Dayabhaga (see chapter [SSSj IV, section 11, paragraph 9). 
That provision of the Hindu law, as I understand tt, does not require any pre¬ 
sent capacity in the daughter’s son to confer spiritual benefit by means of 
oblations at solemn obsequies. It only requires the existence of the possibility 
to confer such benefit; and the question is whether such possibility exists in 
the present case. , 

N<vw there is nothing to show that the dumbness of Nobo Sunderi’s son 
is absolutely incurable, and that he may not in future be able to present obla¬ 
tions at solemn obsequies. That being so, I think the ooudition required by 
the Hindu law of the Bengal school to entitle Nobo Sunderi to suooeed to the 
»tridhan of her mother in preference to a daughter’s son has been fully satisfied. 
Indeed, it would be importing into this provision of the law something that is 
not implied by it, if we were to hold that l^ause the son of Nobo Sunderi, if now 
the sucoessionn^nedout to him, would not be entitled to succeed, that would be a 
> reason for exoluding his mother from mhmiting as a daughter hanng mikU 
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issue. This being my view of the Hindu law governing this case, it is unneoes- 
sary to consider the question whether the rules of exclusion from inheritance 
in the case of property left by males are applicable to succession to stndhan. 

J. V. W. Appeal dismissed. 
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APPiiLLATE CIVIL. 

T/ic 4ih March, 1891. 

Present 

SiE W. Comer Pethbram, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Ghose. 


Sheo Sahoy Panday.Plaintifl 

versiis 

Ham Hachia Boy.Defendant." 


Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of Ifj/i'j), s. 29, cl. (b)—Enhancement of rent by 
contract—Agreement not loithinthe section. 

Au agroptneni embodied in a kabuliyat to pay a rertain amount of rent agreed upon by 
the parties in siottlefhent of diHeromvN between them aa to what had been the amount and 
character of the rent, and to avoid further litigation, ih not an agreement to enhance within 
the meaning I'f e. clause (6) of the Bengal Tenancy Act 

C3343 This was a suit for the recovery of Bs 246-4 principal, nagdt rent 
for the year 1295 F.S. in respect of the defendant’s nagdt kasht land 
situated within the piaintiit’s proprietary mou/.ah on the basis of a registered 
kahultyat dntod the lOth May 1685 executed and delivered hy the defendant, 
the plaiutiff alleging that the defendant cultivated during the agricultural 
season of 1295 F.S. 66 bighas 2 oottaiis of land at au annual jama of Bs. 206 
including road and public works cesses, and appropriated the entire produce 
thereof, the land ))eing held on the nagdt system. The defendant generally 
denied the claim, and alleged that the land was held by him as his ancestral 
A;a.s/it at a rental of Bs. 153-1-6, and that the plaintiff having been 
defeated in previous litigation U]>on the same subject-matter, had instituted 
the present suit with the object of destroying the defendant’s guzashta right 
and enhancing rent payable by him. 

The lower Courts found that this kabuliyat was genuine, and Jsad been 
'duly executed and registered under the following oiroumstances :—There had 
been a long course of litigation against the defendants and other raiyats 
with reference to the rents of their holdings. On the 29th June 1886 the 
present plaintiff filed a suit against the present defendant, seeking to recover 

* AppcRl from Original Decroe No. 18 of 1891 transfecrod from appeal from Appellate 
Decree No. 2944, by an order of this Court on tho 9th of January 18U1, againet the decree of 
3. Q. Oharlea, Esq., Judge of Shahabad, dated tho 29th of June 1889 ; aifimning the dcoiiee <4 
NUtarun Banerjee, MuuBif of SasBeram, dated the 12th of January 1689. . 
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rent for the holdiag now in suit oaloulated as bhowh rent or rent in kind. Tba 
defendant pleaded that the tenure was nopdi.aod that the rental was fis. Id3'l-6t 
and the ease was decided on first appeal by the then Distriot Judge of 
Shahabad in the defendant’s favour, and an appeal against this decision was 
dismissed by the High Court, the plaintiff’s suit being dismissed with costs. 
Portions of the judgment of the District Judge above referred to are set out in 
the judgments delivered in this appeal. 

Shortly after the decision of the High Court in his favour, the defendant, 
along with other raiyats who were exhausted by the previous litigation, agreed 
to set off the arrears of rent which were due by them to the plaintiff against 
the costs which they were entitled to recover from him, the plaintiff undertak¬ 
ing not to sue for the arrears or for a further enhancement. A settlement was 
thus effected between the plaintiff and the defendant, and pottab and kabuliyat 
were exchanged, the defendant agreeing to pay rent at the rate of Bs. 206 par 
annum, or [839J more than 2 annas in the rupee in excess of the former 
s'ama of Bs. 153-1-6. 

At the first hearing of the case in the Munsif’s Court, a point was raised 
in argument as to whether the kabuliyat, though established in evidence, came 
within the operation of clause (2), s. 29 of the Bengsd Tenancy Act (VIII 
of 1889) ; that is, whether tlie kabuliyat amounted to a contract by which the 
money rent was enhanced within the meaning of the section. Upon this point 
the lower Courts held that the defendant was an occupancy raiyat, that the 
contract was void to the extent not allowed by law, and that the plaintiff oouli 
not recover more than the previous jama of Bs. 153-1-6, together with an 
enhancement at the rate of 2 annas in the rupee, or 12i per cent, upon the 
former/ama as allowed by s. 29 of the Tenancy Act, being Bs. 172-3-9. 

By consent of the parties the case was treated as an appeal from an 
Original Decree and heard as such upon the evidence, the appellant undertaking 
to prepare the paper book and give a copy to the respondent within a month. 

Mr. Woodro^i’, Moulvie Mahotned Yusuf, and Baboo Bagkunand-in Pershad 
appeared for the Appellant. 

Baboo Aubinash Chunder Banerjee appeared for the Bespondent. 

Mr. Woodroffe —The question is as to the construction of s. 29, clause 
(5) of the Bengal Tenancy .Act, whether where there is a dispute between 
landlord and tan ant and an agreement is come to of the nature of the 
present one, that is to be regarded as a oontcaot for enhancement or a new 
indeiwndent contract My contention is the present case does not fall within 
8 . 29, which contemplates a fixed money rent agreed on between landlord 
and tenant. The findings of the first Court shew thdre was a series of contests 
as to the natnre and conditions of the tenancy, and there being a prospect 
of farther litigation, a reconciliation took place and pottahs and kabuliyats 
were interchanged. This is noi iv contract for enhancement, but a contract fm: 
the settlement of differences to avoid further litigation. A similar ease may be 
mentioT^ by way of illustration wiiere a tenant agrees to pay a larger amount, 
of rent in consideration of an agreement not to measure the land on the part 
of the landlord. The rent is not [836] enhanced in such a case because there 
was sothiog in the uatare of a fixed rent between the parties. 

B^kk} a ubinash Chunder Banerjee lor the Bespondent.—The kaboliyat does 
not pnrpert to be a settlement of the rent upon a new basis, and its effect was 
in fact to eQh||no8 the rent hy more than 12i per cent., so the agreement 
qpntained in it is oi&ly binding upon the tenant to the extent allowed by s. 29* 
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The following jad^ments wore delivered by the Court (PethbbAM, O.J.. 
and GfiO^, J.):— 

Pttheram, C J. —This was a suit instituted in the Court of the Munsif 
of Sasseram by a zemindar to recover the sum of Bs. 346-4 from a raiyat on 
account of the rent of his holding, which the plaintifif stated the defendant held 
under a registered kabuliyat, dated May 10th, 1885. at an annual rental of 
Bs. 206. The defence set up in the statement was that the alleged kabuliyat 
was a forgery, and that the land held by the defendant was held by him as 
ancestral guzashUi khasht at a rental of Bs. 153-1-6. Both the lower Courts 
have found that the kabuliyat is genuine, and was executed by the defendant, 
and that question is not disputed now; hut it was argued before tbe Munsif 
and the District Judge that the entire rent cannot be enforced, because the 
kabuliyat contravenes tbe provisions of s. 29 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, 
inasmuch as, if it is proved that the rent payable by the defendant for the 
land was Be 153-1-6 prior to the 10th of May 1885, the effect of tbe kabuliyat 
of that date was to enhance the rent by more than 12i per cent., and that the 
agreement contained in it is only binding on the tenant to the extent allowed 
by law. Both the lower Courts have accepted this view, and have given 
judgment for the plaintiff for an amount calculated at an annual rental of 
Bs. 153-1-6 plm 13^ per cent., or a total rental of Bs. 1X2-3-9. The plaintiff 
has appealed^ to this Court, and contends that when the case is understood, the 
agreement embodied in the kabuliyat is not an agreement to enhance within 
the meaning of s. 29, but is one to pay a rantal agreed upon by tbe parties 
In settlement of a dispute between them as to what had been in fact the rental 
of the land held by the defendant within the plaintiff’s zemindari. By consent 
of the parties the case has been treated as a re'^ular appeal, and the whole of the 
tSS?} evidence which was taken before the Munsif is before us. It app^us 
that prior to the year 1886 there had existed disputes between the parties 
with reference to the rent of this holding, and on the 29th of June 1886 the 
present plaintiff filed a plaint'against the piesent defendant to recover rent 
for the holding calculated as bhowli rent, or as the value of a share of the 
produce. The defendant defended the suit on the ground that tbe tenure was 
not a bkotvh, but a 7iagdi tenure, that the rental was Bs. 153-1-6, and he paid 
money into Court on the basis of that rental. 

That case was decided in first appeal by Mr. Tweedie, tbe then District 
Judge of Shahabad, who has written a judgment in a somewhat eccentric and 
ambiguous form, and the fact that the form of the judgment has caused to a 
great extent the present litigation and expense should 1 think, be a warning 
to Judges to make their judgments as clear as possible, and not to include in 
them matters which are n^t before them for decision. 

After stating that ha does not believe the evidence for the plaintiff, hut 
that he does that of the defendant, he says:—“ For reasons given order 
for decree, it is found and decreed— 

“ I.—That Z (the tenant) is not liable to pay rent in kind or by money 
equivalent of kind for the jote held by him (issue Ko. 2). 

11.—That Z is liable to pay caeb rent only, namely Y (the amount 
found due) for tbe whole jote as held by him (issue No. 5). 

" III.—That the appeal be, and the same hereby is decreed, and that 
. plaintiff’s suit be, and the same is hereby dismissed; that 
plaintiff shall pay the defendant’s costs in both Courts and 
interest thereon at 6 per cent, per annum, to ru« from thja date 
to realization. * 
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“ IV.—That, Yiotwifehstanding the diamiasul of the suit as had and by 
leave of the defendant, the plaintiff shall be at liberty, if he 
thinks fit, to realize the cash rent (Y) for the period covered by 
this suit by withdrawing so much thereof as is in deposit, and 
by ordinary execution with respect to the over-plus. Interest 
on that portion which is not deposited is allow^, as from this 
date to realization, at 6 per cent, per annum,” 

[888] This judgment was appealed to this Court in second appeal, and 
the appeal was dismissed. 

• 

Afterwards the parties came to settlement, under which the plaintiff gave 
the defendant a receipt in full for all rent then due, and the defendant gave 
the plaintiff a receipt in full for all costs. No money passed, and 1 gather 
that the monev which had been deposited in Court, and which is mentioned 
in Mr. Tweedie's judgment, was taken out by the defendant, to whom it would 
belong under the settlement, and as part of the settlement the defendant 
executed the kabuliyat- set up bv the plaintiS in the present action, and the 
defendants have remained in undisputed possession ever since. Both the lower 
Courts in the present case have based their judgments on the assumption that 
the defendant’s rental was by Mr. Tweedie’s decree decreed to be Bs, 153-1-6, 
and have consideredT that no settlement would be binding on the defendant by 
which he agreed to pay a higlier rent than that sum plus 12^ per'cent. 

I am unable to agree in this view. The only portion of the document 
written by Mr Tweedie which had anv binding force between the parties was 
that portion which dismissed the suit with costs. The amount of tiagdi rent 
was never in issue and was never discussed by the plaintiff, nor was the Judge 
ever called upon to adjudicate upon it, and it is evident that one of the con¬ 
siderations which induced defendant tu agree to the settlement was that the 
plaintiff was threatening further litigation to obtain a larger }iagdi rent than 
that admitted by the defendant. There is no evidence on the record, except 
that afforded by Mr. Tweedie's judgment, that the rental ever wasBs. 153-1-6, 
and having regard to the fact that the written statement does not disclose any 
such defence as that now set up, I do not think there is any reason for taking 
fresh evidence or for remanding the case, and consequently T do not think 
it is proved here that the rental decreed by the kabuliyat exceeded the old 
rental by more than 12i per cent., and it is I think apparent that the arrange¬ 
ment of May 10th, 1685, was come to, not as an enhancement of an existing 
rent, but as a settlement of a dispute as to the amount and character of the 
rent, and is not within the provisions of section 29 at all. I think the 
[889] appeal should be decreed, and the judgment and decree amended hy 
increasing the amount to that claimed by the plaintiff in his plaint, that is, 
for a sum calculated at a rental of Bs. 206 per annum. 

Gh086, J.—If this appeal has to be decided upon the issues which wnre 
raised by the written statement of the defendant, {ihero can be no doubt that the 
decree o^the Court below cannot stand. That Court, however, having allowed 
a new question to be raised at the final hearing of the suit, and upon which 
question the judgment is against the plaintiff, the doubt that at one time 
arose in my mind wjis whether we could rightly decide this appeal without" 
sending down an issue for trial to the Court below. The question that was 
raised at the final hearing was whether the kcdmhyat executed by.the defen¬ 
dant fell within the purview of clause 2, section 29 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, 
and whether tlM plaintiff was entitled to recover any increased rent ox&c and 
«bove 2 annas in the rupee upon what was the old jama of the defendant. Now 
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this question, although from one point of view a question of law, was really a 
mixed question of fact and law ; for before it could be decided, it had to be 
found what was the old rent of the defeudaut’s holding, and what was the true 
consideration for the habuhyat in question. These were matters which could 
only be adjudicated upon the facts proved in the case. 

No doubt, in the case that'was tried by Mr. Tweedie there was an issue 
raised as to what the amount of the nagdi jama, which the defendant set up, 
was, and that learned Judge did decide the issue in favour of the defendant; 
and a declaration was entered in the decree that he made in the suit to the 
effect that the amount of the jama was as the defendant alleged. But at the 
same time it must be borne in mind that another portion of Mr. Tweedie’s 
decree was that the suit be dismissed. If this decree of Mr. Tweedie stood 
alone, 1 should have been inclined to hold that it must be taken that the old 
jama was Bs. 153 odd; and that the rent fixed by the kabuliyat was 
in contravention of s. 29. But then' let us see what does the kabuliyat 
itself say. After referring to the proceedings in the Court of First Instance in 
the previous suit, the document tSMj says as follows:—" That I, the 
declarant, preferred against the decree of the said Judge an appeal to the Court 
of the Judge of District Shahabad, and a decree was passed by the Court of the 
District Judge in favour of me, the declarant, under nagdi system, that the 
said proprietoh preferred an appeal to the High Court, Calcutta, against the 
decree of the Judge, and the High Court also upheld the decree of the Judge 
in favour of me, the declarant, in respect of the said landjas nagdi; that now I, 
the declarant, of my own will and accord, and in consideration of the real state 
of things take (from) the said proprietor the aforesaid 66 bighas 2 cottahs of 
lands as per four boundaries given below, together with dih and khatry and all 
rights and interests thereto attached in patooa khet (land held in usufructuary 
lease) at an annual jama of Bs. 191-4-0 and Bs 5-14-0 as road cess and public 
works cess and Bs. 5-14-0 as putwari's neg, in all Company’s Bs. 206, for a term 
of nine years from 1295 to 1303 Fusli". And lower down, the document says— 

“ that the said kashtkar should keep the aforesaid lands under his possession 
and occupation, enjoy the proceeds of the said lands year by year, pay the said 
defined sum to the mnhk year hv year, without objection on the scores of drought, 
inundation and destruction by hailstones, on receipts and acquittances, and pay 
the said defined sum to the proprietor more or less according as the land may on 
measurement be found more or less. Should the defined sum payable by me, the 
kashtkar, fall into arrears, the said proprietoi shall have the power to realize 
the same from me, the declarant, by institution of suit, or in any other way 
possible, with costs and interests.” It will be observed that the kabukyat no¬ 
where mentions the old jama to be Bs. 153 odd, as is now contended for by the 
defendant. It simply says that a decree was passed for the land as nagdi ; and 
it then says that in consideration of the “ real state of things ” the tenant 
agrees to take a lease fur nine years at the jama of Bs. 194-4-0. This shows that, 
notwithstanding the decision qf Mr. Tweedie, there was a contest between the 
parties as to what the true jama was ; and that, regard being had to the “ true 
state of things ” (as the document itself says), the tenant settled all the differences 
that then existed with the landlord, and entered into the agreement embodied 
in the kabuliyat. I do not think it is leally oj»n to him now to go behind 
the said agreement; and it would ne t be right in the oironmstanoes to 
remand the ease to the lower Court for the purpose of determining upon evidence 
the question what was the old jama, and whether the rent that was agreed to 
be paid under the kabuhyat was an enhancement in violation <A the terms of 
8 . 29 of the ^ngal Tenancy Act. 

90Aii.—40 ^ 233 * 
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In this view of the matter, 1 agree with the Chief Justice in aUowing this 
appeal, and that with costs. 

A. A. C. Appeal allowed. 

N0TB8. 

[See also (1900) 28 Cal., 90 ; (1906) 3S Cal., 607.] 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The yth and 13th December, 1H90. 

Present: 

Lord Macnaghten, Sir R. Couch ani> Mr. Shand (IjORD Shand). , 


LftJa Muddun Gopal Lai.Plaintiff 

versus 

Khikhinda Eoer .Defendant. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Hindu lau —Inheritance — MUakshara — Dit^gualtficatian of a brother to share — 
Intention as evidenced by conduct— Waiver of rights — Estoppel— Lirnilatton. 

Between the two surviving, brothers of a Mitak- huru family, the action of the elder to the 
vounger, who had been born deaf and duuii>, wa. such as to recognise for some years th^ 
the latter had a joint interest in the famil) proporti. The proper inference to be drawn from 
this wa.<i that the elder treated his brothei as a member of the familv, and entitled to 
equal rights until it had become clear that his disqualifioatioii would never be removed by hU 
being cured. Their Lordships would not infer that there was an intention shown by the acts 
of the elder to waive the rights accruing to him in consequence of this disqualification, nor 
would they hold that his acts operated to create a new title in the younger. 

This branch of the family became extinct, the brothers having died, and also the elder 
brother's daughter, she having been the only descendant. This daughter had an only son, 
who died before her, after taking, however, the whole family estate under a gift made to him 
with his mother’s assent by his maternal grandfather in 187^. In 1882 the plaintiff, a oo]la> 
teral relation, sued the widow of the donee to obt.aia the estate of the younger of the brothen. 
The widow made title under the gift to her dcooaaod husband, foUowed by his possession, 
and hers afterwards, since the date [312] of the gift. Upon the facts found, the suit wm 
held to be barred by limitation. • 

ApPEAfi from a decree (12th January 1887) of the High Court, affirming a 
decree (I6th May 1883) of the Subordinate Judge, Mozufferpore. 

This suit was brought against a widow some years after the death of her 
busband, the son of the last survivor of his branch of his family. The plain* 
tiff was a collateral relation, who alleged that this family consisted of three 
brothers, named Kutdip Narain, Madhoram, and Sadhoram, sons of Kisbea 
Jiwan Lull, of^whom the last, Sadhoram, was the survivor; and that be, the 
> plaintiff, us a sapind gotia” (the late Kishen Ji'wan IaI having been hw third 
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ooosin) was «atitied to Sadhoram’s estate. He did not sue for Kuldip’s share. 
The dates of the brothers’ deaths are stated in their fjordships' judgment. 


The name of Sadhoram, who was born deaf and dumb and remained incur¬ 
able, was nevertheless in his early life entered in documents relating to the 
family estate, as one of the joint coparceners, though on account of his mental 
incapacity he was represented by a guardian. 

On the LSth September 1838, Kuldip for himself and as guardian of his 
minor brother, Sadhoram, entered into an agreement with Mussummat 
Rajbunsi Koer, widow of Madhoram, whereby he agreed to allow her to have 
one-third of the family estate for her life, after which it was to pass to himself 
and Sadhoram and their heirs. Mussummat Bajbunsi sued to enforce this 
agreement, but her suit was ultimately dismiss^ on the ground that, as the 
widow of an undivided brother, she liad no right to share in the estate, and 
that as Kuldip was not the guardian of Sadhoram, he could not enter into an 
agreement which would deprive him of part of his inheritance. 

On the 29th February 185G, Mussummat Urhi Koer, describing herself as 
mother and guardian, entered into an agreement, whereby after stating that 
his name had been originally entei ed in documents, in the hope that Ins disease 
was not such as to disqualify him from inheritance, but that it had since been 
pronounced incurable, she fixed a curtain annual sum for maintenance, and 
renounced thje right to all the rest of the fauiilv estate in favour of Kuldip. 


[848] On the 18th June 1867 Kuldip executed a tamliknama in favour of 
his grandson, Biseswar, whereby, after luciting the suit by Bajbunsi Koer in 
1841, and the ikrarnamah of 29lh Februiir\ 1856, and that he had no hope of 
male issue, he proceeded : “ Therefore 1 do of iny own free will and accord, and 
with the consent of my daughter Ramlochun Koer (who is a widow, and has 
no other son beside the said Babuj, make the said Babu my heir, successor, and 
representative, and put him in possession and occupation of all my moveable 
and immoveable properties." Then followed provisions fur the maintenance of 
the grantor and of the female members of the family. “ He shall take proper 
care of the maintenance and proper exi>enses of Babu Sadhoram, who is deaf 
and dumb and devoid of sense, so that lie may be in no want and difficulty.” 

Dakhil kharij, or mutation of names in the Collectorate record, wasefiect- 
ed in the name of Biseswar, who received rents and managed the property. 

The plaint (6th May 1882; alleged that Sadhoram survived Kuldip, and 
that Biseswar had been in possession without title (the tamliknama of 1867 
being inoperative) of all the interest that had belonged to the former. The 
defendant in her written statement ailuged the disqualification of Sadhoram 
and alleged besides that he died before his brother Kuldip, also that the . 
tamlikuama in her husband's favour was valid. She also relied on limitation, ^ 
and on this ground the suit was dismissed. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court, and on the Isb April 1885 that 
Court remanded the suit for decision upon the following issues '— 

1. Did the tamliknirma come into operation during the life-time of 

Kuldip, and if so, when ? • 

2. Did Ram Loobuu Koer waive her right of inheritance, if any, 

in favour of Biseswar ? * 

3. Did any and what title pass by the tamliknama ? 

Upon, this remand the original Court decided that tlie tamliknama came 
into operation during the life-time of Kuldip and before the death ol 
Sa^oram; that Bamloohun did give at least an implied assent to the tamlik* 
aama, and therefore waived her right to the inheritance. As to the last question^ 
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the Subordinate Judge’s view was that, though Sadhoram was not competent 
£844] to take by inheritance, he might take by gift, and that the oonduot of 
Kuldip in reoognming his brother as joint owner after his inoapaoity became 
apparent, amounted to the creation of a new title in favour of Sadhoram, who 
was admitted by his brother into a joint ownership and a joint possession, 
which made him a joint tenant with Kuldip. This title could not legally be 
renounced by his guardian in 1856, and continued till his death, when it 
devolved on Kuldip. In his opinion, therefore, ‘' the tamliknama passed the share 
of Kuldip in the joint estate to Biseswar, and that share, in the absence of any 
allegation to the contrary, might be presumed to have been half the entire estate 
on the date of the gift." 

Both parties appealed against this decision, and both appeals were dismissed. 

As to the legal result of the mode in which Kuldip had dealt with his 
brother, the High Court (WILSON and O'Kinealy, JJ.) were of opinion that 
it had the effect of giving a new and good title to Sadhoram, either by way of 
family arrangement, or by virtue of the law of limitation, and that this title 
was in force in 1856. 

They then proceeded to examine whether the suit was barred by limitation 
by virtue of what took place in 1856 and 1867. .As to this, they said that in 
1867, Kuldip claiming to be the sole owner conveyed to Biseswar, and the 
conveyance in the clearest and uiost express terms was not of an^ eight annas, 
but of the whole sixteen annat>. This conveyance they pointed out was followed 
by absolute and exclusive possession on the part of Biseswar and this respon* 
dent after him. 

They added;—"Supposing, then, that limitation did not run during the 
life-time of Sadhoram, it certainly ran from the moment of his death. It 
appears to us that the very latest point of time at which the present cause of 
action can be placed is the death of Sadhoram, and that is the time at which 
the plaintiff has placed it in his plaint. From that time, which is in the year 
1869, down to the institution of the present suit, is a period which clearly bars 
the suit. The result is that the suit is barred by limitation." 

Mr. £. V. Doyne and Mr. J. H. A. Be amon, for the Appellant, argued that 
the right of suit did not accrue to him until the death of Bamlochun Koer, 
which occurred in 1880; and that the suit was therefore within the period of 
limitation. Bamlochun Koer [349] was entitled as the daughter and only child 
of Kuldip Narain, whose brothers died childless and before him ; and she'.had 
not, by assenting to the tamliknama of 1867, disturbed the right of the heir to 
the inheiitance coming after her. To have done so would have been beyond the 
power of a daughter inheriting family estate. Her son died before her', and 
the title of the collateral heir, the present appellant, was therefore made out. 
Again, the tamliknama of 1867 could not transfer *tiie interest of Sadboium, 
which, notwithstanding his disqualification accoi ding to the Shastras, had 
been treated as a subsisting interest, and was the effect of family arrangement 
confirmed by long recognition of his being entitled. Thus the possession erf 
Biseswsf by favour of his mother was not advetse as regarded the interest of 
Sadhorrfin to a collateral claiming after the death of Bamlochun Koer. They 
referred to the Transfer of Property Act, IV of 1882, sections 13 and 14. 

Mr. J. Graham, Q.C., and Mr. /. Z>. Maynt, for the Bespondent, contended 
that, m fact, Sadhoram had no interest whatever, and that if he had, be having 
died before Kuldip, the transfer of 1867 was entirely withip Kuldip'a 
right to make. Kuldip originated the tamliknama for the benefit of his 
daughter’s son* The previou9 oonduot and acts of Kuldip in reoogniring an 
> interest in Sadhoram, when there was a hope of his cure, could not to taken to 
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alter the state of things, which was that Sadhoram remained from first to last 
totally disqualified to inherit. When Bamloohun Eoer assented to the tamlik- 
nama, she accelerated the vesting of the interest in Biseswar, her son. They 
referred to Qmigapermd Kur v. Svmbhoonath Burwan {22 W. B., 393), which 
decided that if a Hindu female, entitled to the succession, relinquishes her right, 
a complete title is vested in the reversionary hair. The effect of Bamlochun 
Eoer’s assenting to the tamliknama was to relinquish her estate, and when she 
did so was a question of fact found by both the Courts below in favour of the 
respondent. By that means the inheritance was accelerated, with the result that 
the complete title was in Blraswar, and after that could not devolve, on the death 
of his mother, upon the next heir of her father, but remained vested in Biseswar 
and his heirs, of whom his widovv was the representative during her life. Thus, 
upon the [346] merits, the api^ellant could not succeed, and the suit had been 
rightly dismissed. There were concurrent judgments below as to the facts and 
the suit was barred by limitation , while both the Courts below had, without 
any real cause, weakened the case for respondent by their mistaken opinion 
that the acts aud conduct of Kuldip showed intention to create, or did create, 
a new title in Sadhoram. 

Mr. B. V. Doyite replied. 

At the coucluaioh of the arguments, their Lordships* jad^ment was 
delivered by 

Lord Maonaghten. —Kishan Jewan Lai, who seems to have acquired, 
or succeeded to, considerable projierty, moveable and immoveable, was the head 
of a Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law. He died in the year 1835. 
He left issue three sons and no more. Kuldip was the eldest, and it is upon 
his acts and conduct that the question in this case mainly turns. The second 
son was Madhoram. He died about a year after his father’s death, without 
issue, leaving a widow named Bajbunsi. The third son, Sadhoram, was not 
more than two or three years old .when his father died. 

Twenty-two years afterwards the position of the family was this:—Kuldip 
was advanced in years. He was apparently a widower, and without issue 
living, except one daughter, Bam Loebun, and one grandson, the son of that 
daughter, who was named Biseswar. Bajbunsi was living, aud entitled to 
maiutenanoe under a compromise following litigation and a previous ineffectual 
compromise. Sadhoram was a widower, and childless ; but it appears that he 
had been deaf and dumb from his birth, and it is found that he was incapable 
of inheriting or succeeding to property uccoi'ding to Hindu law. 

In this state of things, on the Ibth June 1867 Kuldip executed a document 
called a tamliknama, stating the deaths of Sadhoram’s mother and wife, and 
the particular circumstance^ which showed that Sadhoram, by reason of his 
incapacity, had no interest in the property, and making over the whole of the 
property to Biseswar ; and Biseswar was then publicly invested with possession. 
Kuldip died on the 9th May 1870, Sadhoram having died in the previous 
t»ni year. Biseswar died in^1876, without issue, leaving his wife, Khikhinda, 
who is the present respondent.* On Biseswar's death she succeeded to the pro¬ 
perty, and continued to enjoy it, without any interruption from Biseswar's 
motW, Bam Lochun, who lived till 1880. 

In 1882 the appellant Muddun Gopal brought the present suit. By bis 
plaint he made no claim to the estate left by Kuldip. He left over that elaim, 
he said, for Another occasion. His case was that Sadhoram survived Kuldip, 
and that on Sadhoram’s death Biseswar ill^aUy took possession under the 
tamliknama, and he sued for recovery of possession of the propert^of Sadhoraija^ 
whose nearrat heir he claimed to be. The Subordinate Oourt dismissed the 
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snit, having found that Sadhoram was incapable of inheriting, and also that 
he died before Kuldip. Muddun Gopal appealed to the High Court. The 
High Goure agreed with the Subordinate Court both as to the inoapaoity of 
Sadhoram and the survivorship of Kuldip; but for some reason not very apparent, 
they seem to have thought that Muddun Gopal ought to be permitted to make out 
his case in some other way if he oould ; and acoordingly, with the consent of the 
respondeat, given for some reason which is also not very apparent, they remanded 
the case to the Subordinate Court for the trial of certain issues. One of those 
issues was whether any and what title passed by the tamliknama. Further 
evidence was taken, and in the result the Subordinate Court held that though 
Sadhoram was incompetent to take by inheritance, he might take by gift, and 
that Kuldip, by recognising him as joint owner after his incapacity must have 
become apparent, had created a new title in his favour. Both parties took ' 
objections to the finding of the Subordinate Court. On the I2th January 
1887 the High Court pronounced final judgment. As to the legal result of 
Kuldip’s conduct, the High Court were of opinion that it had the effect of 
giving a new and valid title to Sadhoram, either by way of family arrangement, 
or by virtue of the law of limitation. Thev discussed the effect of the tamlik¬ 
nama, and the effect of Bisoswar's possession, which they held to have been 
exclusive; and they,came to the conclusion that the law of limitation ran 
against Muddun Gopal from Sadhorara's death at the latest, and that the 
suit was accordingly barred. 

]]348} Their Ijordships are of opinion that the dismissal of the suit may be 
justified on other and, perhaps, sounder grounds. They are unable to agree with 
the High Court in thinking that the acts and conduct of Kuldip operated to 
create a new title in Sadhoram. [Indoubtedly up to the year 1856 Kuldip did in 
every way and on every oecasion recognise Sadhoram as jointly interested with 
him in the family property. Nothing, [x^rhaps, shows this recognition more 
plainly than the line of defence adopted in the litigation with Rajbunsi, in which 
her claim was defeated by setting up Sadhoram’s interest. It is also shown by 
a deed of conveyance, by a petition for registration, by leases, and other 
documentary evidence. Bub uevertbeless their Lordships think it would be 
wrong to hold that Kuldip’s position was prejudiced by his conduct. Kuldip 
miturally and properly treated his afflicted brother as a member of the 
family, and entitled to equal nights, until it became absolutely olear that 
bis malady was incurable. Their Lordships think it would not be reasonable, 
or conducive to the peace and welfare of families, to construe acts done out of 
kinilntMn and affection to the disadvantage of the doer of them, by infen’ing a 
gift when it is plain that no gift could have been intended. 

Their Lordships are satisfied that there is no ground for supposing that 
Kuldip intended to divest himself of his own property or to waive any rights 
accruing to him by reason of Sadhoram's incapacity; and they are equally olear 
that there is no principle of law founded on the doctrine of estoppel, or laches, 
or the law of limitation or otherwise, which compels them to hold that, under 
the circumstances ot this case, Kuldip’s acts and conduct had an effect and 
operation which he oould not have intended or contemplated. 

Their Lordships therefore think that the suit was properly dismissed, and 
that this appeal ought also to be dismissed, and they will humbly advise Her 
Majwty accordingly. The appellants will pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal itmtssed. 

Solictors for the Appellant: Messrs. T. L. Wtlson A Co. 

Solioitor^or the Respondent: Mr. Samuel Oeorge Stevene, 

C.B. - 


8t8 



CHANDRABATI £OBfil/iC. V. HABBIKOTON [1891] 1.L.B* iSCal. 3t8 

HOTSB. 

[ Acts of kindness ought not to be construed as waiver or estoppel of legal rights.:— 
(1910) 9 I.C.. 1 (Cal.); (1902) 2 a. L. J., 226. 

Sm also (1897) 20 Mad , 107 as regards presumption of separate property.] 


CSi9] PEIVY COUNCIL. 

The 18th aiid 19th*-December, 1890 and the 7th February, 1891. 

Present; 

Lord Hobhodsb, Lord Macnaohten and Sir H. Couch 


Chandrabati Koeri and another.Plaintiffs 

versus 

E. T. Harrington.Defendant. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Bight of occupancy—Act X of 1859 (Bengal Rent Lane), sections 6 and 7 — 
Bengal Rent Act (Bengal Act VIII of 1869) sections 6 and 7 — 

Mostajtn lease—Cultivating possession. 

Under Bengal Act VUill of 1869, sections 6 and 7, as well as previously under the similar 
sections 6 and 7 of the Rent Act, X of 1659, a rai)<at paying rent for and cultivating land 
continuously for a period of twelve years had a rig it of occupancy, whether he held under 
a potta or not, * 

In reference to thi<., it w.as held that a lessee of land continuously in cultivating possession 
for a period of twelve years, under several written leases or pottaa, which were for specified 
terms of years, but in which there was no express stipulation for the landlord’s re-entry on 
their expiration, had a right of occupancy. The imro existence of a term in a lease was not 
an “express stipulation " to the contrary, within the meaning of section 7, so as to exclude 
the right of occupancj. 

'The decision of the Full Bench in Sheo Prokash Mtsaer v. Bam Saha% Singh (8 B. L. B., 
166) approved, and held applicable. 

In a suit for tiie recovery ot possession, with mesne profits, of land, brought by a lessor 
against a tenant holding over, the defence was, as to part of the land, that the tenant had a 
right of occupancy, his cultivatifag possession having lasted for more than twelve years. 
The right was established, but the burden of proving to which part of the land it attached 
was upon the tenant, and for proof as to this the suit was remanded. 

Appeal from a decree {4th June 1888) of the High Court, reversing a 
decree (31st March 1886) of the Second Subordinate Judge of Bhagulpore. 

The appellants, who brought this suit, were the zemindars of a separated 
one-third share of a mouzah, named Dahia, in pergunnah Naiportf, in the 
Bhagulpore district. The respondent, defendant in the first Court, was the owner 
of the estate named Bhugwanpore, belonging to a neighbouring indigo factory, 
and lessee of land within Dahia. The plaint (13tb March 1885) alleged, as the 
C8S0] ground of suit, that on the Srd July 1877 the plaintiffs granted a lease to 
the defendant of land somewhat less than their share of Dahia, comprising 89 

" * These Acta were wholly rei^aled by the Bengal Tenancy Act, VIJI of 1885, ot the 

Qovemor-General in Council, which gives the law now in force on the subjects to whMIi, 
they related. 
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bighas and some fractions, for a term of seven years, whioh lease expired on the 
5th September 1884, when the defendant, though required to give up possession, 
refused to do so. They claimed possession of the leased land, to be marked 
out in accordance with maps filed by them, and mesne profits from the above 
date. 

The defendant, by his written statement, admitted the lease and his 
kabuliyat; but as to 34 bighas 3 oottahs 8f dhoors, part of the land leased, he 
alleged that he had long been in possession, before the date of the Irase, of 86 
bigahs in the entire of Dabia, so that before 1870 he had acquired a right of 
occupancy ; and that out of them the 34 bigahs odd had under a partition of 
the revenue-paying estate in which Dahia was with other villages included (a 
partition made by the Collector in 1874} fallen into the putti or separate one- 
third share of the plaintiff ; and that of this he had a right to retain possession ' 
on his previously acquired title as a tenant with rights of occupancy. He 
claimed the latter rights under the 6th section of Abt VZIl of 1869 of the 
Bengal Council, or the 20th section ol the Bengal Tenancy Act IV of 1882 of 
the Acts of the Government of India. " 

Having fixed issues as to whether the defendant’s possession of the disputed 
land commenced with the lease of .Tuly 1877, and whether ha bad a right to 
bold after its termination, the Subordinate Judge decided that “ the defend¬ 
ant’s possession [851] of the plaintiffs’ land was all along under one or 
another mostajiri, or farming lease." The result was a decree for the 
plaintiffs. 

On the defendant's appeal, the High Court (NoRBls and O’KikEALV, JJ.) 
differing from the first Court, held that, though the defendant had taken a 
lease from the plaintiffs in 1867 for nine years of their share, during which 
term the butw'ara of Dahia had taken place, and the lands of the alleged jote 
bad faUen to the plaintiffs in severalty, the defendant had during those hutwara 
proceedings asserted, without contradiction fiotu anyone, his right as jotedar, 
and that therefore when the defendant in July 1877 took, on the expiration of 
the first term, a second lease for seven years of the plaintiffs' whole share, 
he should, in the absence of any expressed reference to the joto in the lease, be 
presumed to have continued to be both lessee for a term and jotedar, t. />., with a 
right of perpetual occupancy as to the lands of the jote, and one limited to se;reu 
years as to thoseoutside it. And they remanded the suit for the purpose of having 
the boundaries of the defendant's jote, in which be claimed a right of occupancy, 
ascertained and laid down on a map. On this remand, an amin was deputed 
by the lower Court to identify the iand, by reference to the butwara, the lease, 
and other papers, and to make a map. After hearing objections to the return 
made, under section 567 of the Civil Procedure Cod^, the High Court (NOBBIS 
and Bevbblbt. J J.) held that the remand order had been substantially carried 
out. They allowed the appeal, dismissing the suit, limiting the costs of the 
appeal to the first hearing, and making the defendant liear his own costs of the 
enquiry under the remand order. ^ 

* SeStions 6 and 7 were practically identical in bnth the Bengal Bent Act, X of 1809, 
of the liegislative Council of India, and the Act of the Bengal Oounoil, VIII of 1969. 
Section 6 enacted ae follows -T-'ETory laiyat who has cultivated, or held, land lot anetiod of 
twelve yean, ban a right of occupancy in the land ho cultivated, or held by him, whetlier it 
id held under a potta or not, so long as he Mys the rent payable on account of the same. . 

* • • .The holding of his father, or other person from 

whom a raiyat inherits, ehall be deemed to be the bolding of the ruyat withiiatbe meaning 

section '* Section 7 enacted : —" Nothingcontain^ in the last preceding section shau* 
M held to afleot terms of any written contract for the cultivation of land entered into 

® taiyaf, when it contains any express stip^tion eontcaiy 
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The plaintiffs now appealed. 

Mr. i2. V. Doyne, for the Appellants, argued that the respondent had, in 
fact, failed to show the right of occupancy by him as a raiyat, and therefore 
could not defend his retention of possession. He could not have derived ooou- 
paney rights from other proprietors of the inonzah before the partition of 1874, 
as against the appellants, who were not parties to any such arrangement; and 
in order to make good his claim to the right of occupancy, he should have 
shown that he held as a cultivating raiyat under [3S2J them. This he had 
not shown; and besides'this defect in his case, he had, by taking the lease 
of 3rd .Tuly 1877, admitted the absence of such aright, and must be considered 
as having surrendered it, if any such right had previously existed. The lease 
expired in 1884, and the respondent was now retaining possession of the whole 
of the appellants’ share of Dahia. It further appeared from the return made 
by the amin that no defined area was in the respondent’s possession, as to 
which it could be mamlained witli probability that ovei such distinct portion 
of the appellants’ share he exercised occupancy rights. The state of things 
contemplated by sections 6 and 7 of Act X of 1859, and of the Bengal Act 
VIII of 1869, did not here exist. 

Mr. T. H. Cotcie, Q.C., and Mr. J. H. A Branson, for the Bespondent, 
argued that the right of occupancy had been correctly hald to be an incident 
of the respondent’s tenure. He claimed his ]ote, or tenanted land, of which ho 
had been in cultivating possession for more than twelve years. He therefore had 
a right of occupancy, as being a tenant who himself took the profits of the 
cultivation carried on by those whom he binployed The sections of the Bengal 
Act VIII of 1869 were applicable, and might be shown to correspond with those 
of the Act of the Oovernment of tndia, the Bengal Tenancy Act, VIII of 1885, 
which did not, however, govern this case. The question was only as to the 
effect of the respondent having held under leases, which, however, as they did 
not contain anything that was inconsistent with his acquiring rights of occupancy 
under the enactments in force while he held cultivating possession, did not 
contain any such “express stipulation to the contrary ” as was contemplated 
in section 7. 

They referred to Kaleenhurn Siiigh v. ’imeerooddeen (9 W. B., 579), Sheo 
Prokash Misser v. Ham Sahai Singh {8 B, L. B., 165, 17 W. B., 62), Soorut 
Soomln Dabea v. Jardine, Skinner d Co. (25 W. B., 347; on app. L. B., 5 I.A., 
164.3 0. L. B., 140), LaidUy v. Gnurgobind Sirkar (I. L. B., 11 Gal., 501) 
and Dhunput Singh v. Gooman Singh (W, B., Act X, 61). 

t3S3 j Mr. H. V Doyne replied 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

SiF R, Conoh : - The plaintiffs in this suit and appellants in this appeal 
alleged in their plaint which asked for recovery of possession and mesne profits, 
that they are proprietors and zemindars of a third share of mouzah Dahia, 
pergunnah N aipore, and that a mostajiri settlement—a lease—of the mouzah, 
except 3 bighas 14 cottahs of khodkasht land, dated the 3rd July 1877, was 
made by the plaintins and the husband of the first plaintiff to the defendant ; 
that at the expiration of the lease the defendant did not give up possession of 
the leased share of the mouzah, and was forcibly holding possession thereof. 
The plaint was filed on the 13th March 1885, the defendant being stated 
therein to be Mr. T. Poe. 

In the orclpr sheet in the record of proceedings, it appears that on the 17th April, 
iMfore the time allowed for filing the defendant’s written statement expired, an 
order was made on the petition of the plaintiff thatE.T. Harrington should be made 
a defendant in the place of A. T. Pugh, and the plaint be amended accordingly. 
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A. T. Pugh is evidently a mistake for T. Poe, which is not the only inaccuracy in 
names in the documents in the suit. This order is not in tlie proceedings, and the 
reason for making it does not appear. It could not, however, have been made 
under section 36H of the Code of Civil Procedure, in consequence of the death 
of T. Poe, as in that case a summons would have been issued to Harrington, 
as his representative, to appear and defend the suit, which does not appear 
in the order sheet to have been done. Apparently the suit was continued against 
Poe under the name of Harrington. Poe is the ])erson who is stated in the 
plaint to be holding possession when it was filed, and is described m the title 
of it as proprietor of the Hhugwanpore concern—tpeaning the indigo factory. 
This IS material as to the right of occupancy which is one of the questions in 
the case. A right of occupancy cannot be transferred, and it is necessary that 
Poe should have been in continuous occupation. > 

In the written statement of Harrington, filed on the lith May, the defence 
set up is “ that since a long time the/lefendant, as tenant, got possession of 85 
bighas of land in mouiiali Bahia t3543 while the aforesaid mouzah was 
joint. Before 1278 F.”—1870the defendant acquired the right of posses¬ 
sion in respect of the aforesaid land. Out of the aforesaid land 34 bighas 3 
cottahs 8^ dhoors has under the butwara"—partition—“fallen into the putti"— 
share—“ of the plafintids, and it has been held by the defendant as tenant 
after the expiration of the term of lease. The defendant being a ^tenant enjoy¬ 
ing the right of occupancy is not liable to ejectment.” In another written 
statement of Harrington, filed on the I2th May, the s.inie defence is set up as 
to the 34, etc., bighas, and it is said that the remaining land is not held by the 
defendant. Thus there were two questions—(1) Whether the defendant had 
acquired a right of occupancy in the 34, etc., bighas. (2) Whether the defen¬ 
dant was in possession of tlie remaining land. The lower Court decided both 
questions in the plaintiffs’ favour. The High Court has reversed the decree, 
and ordered the suit to be dismissed Their Lordships have to decide both 
questions. 

As to the first, the evidence is both oral and documentary. The witness 
Jowhur Lai, 73 years old, an inhabitaut of Daliia and a small shareholder in 
Hurpore Chuhar, the principal mouzah, deposed that for 34 or 35 years before 
the trial 34 bighas in Bahia had been in the possession of the factory under 
indigo cultivation ; and the witness Nund Lai Hov, aged GO years, a siiarebolder 
in Bahia, deposed that indigo was planted by the factorv m 34 bighas wliich 
now "lie in the putti (or share) of the plaintiffs "; that at the tune of the ijmali 
(the joint ownership) they were in the putti of the other two-third sharers, 
that the 34 Pighas were granted to the safieh—meaning tlie factor}—34 or 35 
years before the trial, and since that tune the factory had been in possession 
of the 34 bighas cultivating indigo. Other witnesses deposed to the same effect. 

By a pottah bearing a native date, corresponding with the 29th May 1856, 
Bahai Boy, and Bukha Boy, described therein as shareholding proprietors 
of mouzah Harpore .Tower and two dependent mouzahs, leased about one-nioth 
share 4ield and owned by them to Mr. A. B* Lowe, mokhtar, on behalf of 
Mr. Kitt Macleod, proprietor of the Bhugwanpore and Surajpore factories. 
The leave stated that tlw lessee had been in possession and occupation of the 
[385] leMed property, and was to cultivate indigo or other crops and get 
cultivation made. 

In April in the following year one Posan Boy presented a petition to the 
Magistrate under Act IV of 1840, regarding the possession of 29 bighas 11 
cottahs 6 dbBors of khodkasht land in mouzah Bahia, the dakhili of mouzah 
Hurpore Chuhar. The petition stated that certain persons whose names axe 
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given, proprietors of a portion of moozah Hurpore Chuhar and Hurpore JBerhal, 
granted a tiooa pottah (in respect of usli and dakhili) in favour of Mr. Macdo¬ 
nald, the proprietor of the Bhugwanpore factory, and that the servants of the 
factory had ploughed up the crops sowji by the petitioner and had dispossessed 
him, and prayed that possession might be awarded to bins. 

The record of the Magistrate’s judgment is dated the 21st April 1857, and 
the defendant is stated to be Mr. E. T. Poe, proprietor of the Bhugwanpore 
indigo factory. The case was dismissed on the ground that the plaintiff had 
failed to prove any one of'three points :—(l) That the land was in the plaintiff’s 
possession as a shareholder in Dahia ; (2) that the land was in Dahia ; (3) that 
the parties who granted a lease of their share to Mr. Poe had no share in 
Dahia. It is immaterial whether the former proprietor of the factory was 
called McLeod or Macdonald Mr. Poe appears to bo then the proprietor, and 
in a receipt for rent in 1859, which will bo hereafter noticed, he is called pro¬ 
prietor by purchase of 16 annas (the whole) of the factories ot Bhugwanpore, 
etc. The Subordinate Judge takes a very erroneous view of this judgment when 
he says of it in his judgment:—“It is conclusive proof showing that the 
raivati holding now set up did not then exist ”. It was not proof as to any 
holding. It proved only that a charge of dispossession was made against 
Mr. Poe and was dismissed. As it does not appear that the plaintiffs or any 
persons through whom they claim wore parties to the jiroceeding, the state¬ 
ments in the* petition are not evidence either for or against the plaintiffs. 

There are in the evidence six receipts for money received “ from the general 
agent of Mr. E T. Poo” for rent of laud in indigo and jai (oat) cultivation. 
They are dated as follows;—30th September 1859 (two), 23rd July 1860, 6th 
July 1862, 3rd Pobruary 1864, and 14th March 1868. There is also in the 
I'ecord a [3963 kabuliyat executed by Mr. L. G. Crowdy, described as moktitar 
of the Bhugwanpore, Surajpore, and other concerns, pergunnah Naipore, which 
states that he had leased a third out of the whole of mou/ah Dahia at an annual 
rental of Ks. 525 from the beginning of 1275 to 1283 F. (September 1867 to 
September 1876), being a period of nine years, and on receipt of a pottah from 
Mussuinmat Ghandrabati Koeri, daughter of Janki Boy, deceased, and mother 
and guardian of Goman Singh, minor, had entered into possession of the estate 
leased. Then follow these words ;—“ For this reason, I do hereby declare that 
I the declarant shall hy good treatment keep the resident and non-resident 
tenants satisfied and contented, and shall to tlio best of my ability cultivate or get 
others to cultivate the aforesaid village with indigo or with other crops ”. The 
pottah is not in the record. In 1874 the owners of Dahia took proceedings to 
obtain a partition of it, and on the 15th .June 1874 Mr. William S Crowdy, de¬ 
scribed as the manager and general agent of the indigo factory of Bhugwanpore, 
presented a petition, complaining that the butwara (partition) amin had omitted 
to record in his measurement of the lands of the mehai Hurpore Chuhar the indigo 
cultivations made by the Bhugwanpore factory in about 85 bighas of land of 
the mehai, which it was his duty to do. The Deputy Collector dismissed this 
petition on an explanation made by the amin that he had recorded the name 
of the malik—the owner. On an appeal to the Collector he allojved the 
appeal, and by an order dated the 6th August 1874, he directed the amin “ to 
mention the plots under indigo, together yrith the names of the planter and the 
concern This was done, and there is in cbe record an extract from the khusra 
(rough paper) of measurement of the lands of mehai Dahia prepared by the 
partition apiins. In this 36 bighas 18 cottahs 6 dhoors of land are stated to 
be in the zerat cultivation of indigo of the Bhugwanpore factory ”. 

Of the documents in evidence, the next in date are a lease and kabuliyat 
thereon,dated the 3rd July 1877,the lease being, with other lauds of other owners,* 
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of the third share of Dabia, which had been awarded to Ohandrabati Koeri in 
the partition. It is the lease referred to in the plaint as the foundation of the 
suit. In it and in the kabuliyat there is a provision that the lessee is to 
[307] cultivate and get others to cultivate indigo, oats, or any other grain 
or crop. 

Both the first Court and tiie High Court have found, what in their 
Lordships’ opinion is proved by the evidence, that the defendant had possession 
of the land in the plaintiffs' putti, which he now states to be 34 bighas 3 oot- 
tahs Bif dhoors, from 1856. But the first Court held that the “ possession was 
all along under one or another niosta]iri lease, and* that therefore he did not 
acquire any right of occupancy ”. The High Court held that there was a right 
of occupancy, but the grounds of their opinion do not appear to their Lordships 
to be clearly stated. It appears to their Lordships that the leases were for 
the purpose of cultivating the land as a rai> at and were not ijaras; and that 
the decision of the Full Bencli in Shea Prokash Misser v. Bam Sahoy Sing 
(8 B. L. K., 165 ; 17 W E., 62) is applicable to this case. There it was held under 
Bengal Act VIII of 1869- the law in force during part of the occupation in that 
case, and under Act X of 1859 previously in force, that a raiyat who has held or 
cultivated a piece of land continuously for more than 12 years, but under several 
written leases or po|itahs each for a specific term of years, in which there is no 
express stipulation for re-entry, is entitled to claim a right of occupancy in 
that land. Therefore, in the opinion of their Lordships, there is k good defence 
to the suit so far as regards the 34 bighas 3 cottahs Hf dhoors. 

The plaint stated that the quantity of cultivated land in Dahia, except 3 
bighas 14 cottahs, which were excluded from the pottah and kabuliyat, was 
89 bighas 7 cottahs 7 dhoors 15 dhoorkis. The defendant in his written 
statement said this was not true ; that, “ according to the measurement which 
took place in 1880, only 63 bighas 9 cottahs 13 dhoors 15 dhoorkis of land 
was found to comprise the entire putti of the plaintiffs which was held by the 
defendant". As the suit was dismissed by the High Court, this question of 
the quantity of land included in the lease has not been determined by that 
Court in this suit. In a suit for renc which by consent of the parties was tried 
together with this suit, the first Court decided this question against the 
defendant, and there does not appear to have been any appeal upon it. 

[358] .As to the second question—possession by the defendant of the 
remaining land—the first Court thought there was reliable evidence that the 
defendant was in possession, referring to three of the plaintiff's witnesses as 
proving it The defendant appears to have mainly relied upon a lease to one 
Mannu Chowdry, made by Mmia Koeri, the mother-in-law of Chundrabati, 
dated the 25th November 1884 This lease alone, jf really made, would not be 
evidence of possession by Mannu Chowdry, and only one witness, Dukha 
Mahton, a holder of two bighas, deposed to payment of rent to him. Neither 
Mannu Chowdry nor Mr. Crowdy, the manager of the factory, who must have 
known about the possession, was called as a witness, nor any proof given that 
either ef them could not be called. The High 6ourt found that the defendant 
was not in possession of the land ; that it was in possession of the “ plaintiff’s 
mother-in-law as owner.” They rest this finding mainly upon the report of a 
Police officer, made in oonsequenoo of a petition of Muni Sing, the husband 
of Chundrabati, after the suit was instituted, that the defendant bad 
sided with his old co-sharers in the village, and had given orders th^t whenever 
be should go to collect the rents a criminal case was to be brought against 
him. The High Court say—“ In that (the report) the Police officer intimates 
that, in hi$ opinion, the case was untrue; that the mother-in-law, Mussommat 


244 



I.L.R. 18 Cal. 869 


f 

HAKEINGTON [1891] 

Muna Koerit had only one daughter who married Muni Singh, and on that 
occasion she had made a gift of the property to her daughter and her son ; that 
Muni Singh, on coming into possession, appropriated all the money and left 
the mother-in-law in a state of starvation ; that she in retaliation took possession 
of the property from the saheb (the factory), and leased it out on receipt of 
Bs. 600." This report is not in the record. Their Lordships are unable to 
understand upon what ground the High Court considered that the opinion of 
the Police officer was evidence of Muna Koeri being in possession. A Police 
officer has not authority.to make a judicial inquiry about possession, and his 
opinion most probably ^as founded entirely upon hearsay. Seeing that 
Mr. Crowdy was not a witness, it appears to be possible that the allegation in the 
petition of Muni Singh of collusion was true, and that the lease was made to 
be used as a defence to the suit. The finding of the first Ciourt on this question 
CSS9j of possession was in accordance with the evidence, and should not have 
been reversed by the High Court. 

Their Lordships’ attention has been called to the inquiry which took place 
for the purpose of ascertaining the lands in which the defendant claimed his 
right of occupancy. On the hearing of the appeal the High Court rightly held 
that the onus lay on the defendant to point out these lands, and they referred 
it to the District Judge to depute an atnin to find out the "lands covered by the 
khusra of the butwara." That appears to be right in principle. The defendant 
was bound to Identify the 34 bighas 3 cottahs Sf dhoors which he claims, and 
to show that they are in the khusra and in the putti of the plaintiffs as he 
alleges in his written statement. But the finding of the amin does not specify 
any such quantity of land. He finds that the lands now identified as the 
defendant’s jote are 76 bighas and a fraction by one measure and 36 bighas 
and a fraction by another, and that the indigo plantation land in the khusra 
is 49 bighas and a fraction. In dismissing the suit the High Court say, 

‘ We accept the report of the aaiiin, and we find that the District Judge bas 
substantially carried out the remand order." Perhaps, for the purpose of 
dismissing the suit, the amin’s findings were sufficient. But for the purpose of 
ascertaining the precise land claimed by the defendant the findings are abortive 
and useless. And as their Lordships liold that the suit should not be dismissed, 
and that it is necessary to ascertain the lands claimed, there must be a fresh 
inquiry. 

The result is that the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree for possession of 
the land included in the lease of 1877, except the 34 bighas 3 cottahs dhoors, 
in which the defendant should be declared to have a right of occupancy, and 
the decrees and order of the Courts below ought to he reversed and the suit 
remanded to the High Court to have an inquiry made as to the situation and 
boundaries of these last-mentioned lands, and also of the remaining lands 
included in the said lease, and thereupon to make a decree for possession to the 
plaintiffs of the remaining lands and mesne profits thereof, with costs to the 
parties in the Courts below in proportion to the result. Their Lordships will 
humbly advise Her Majesty accordingly. ^ 

C360] In the special circumstances of this case their Lordships are of 
opinion that the appellants should have thjs costs of this appeal 

Appeal allowed ; suit remanded. 

Solicitors for the Appellant; Messrs. T. L. Wtlson £ Co. 

Solicitors for the Bespondent: Messrs. Sanderson, Holland <& Adkin. 

O.A. 
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NOTES. 

[A right of occupancy cannot bo transferred, in Bengal;—(1891) 18 Cal., 849 ; (1897) 84 
Cal., 855; (1899) 26 Cal., 727 ; (1899) 26 Cal,, 9a7. 

5ee also the judgment of Jcnkina, G. T., m (1910) ,87 Cal., 687 ; and the Full Bench 
Judgment in Dayamnyx v. Ananda Mohan Roy, (1914) 80 C. L. J., B8 where this subject 
is fully discussed ] 


[18 Cal. 860]. 

FULIi HENCH EEFBRENCE. 

Thf 17ih March 1891. 

Pkesent: 

Sir W. Comer Pkthkram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Pioot, 
Mr. Justice O’Kinealy.Mh. Justice Macphbhson and 
Mr. Justice Chose. 


Mihomed .\hl)as I^londul.Defendant 

fcrsits 

Brojo Sundari Debia.Plaintiff.' 


Bengal Tenancy Act {VIll of st. I'J, lUo, cl. e—Sale in 

execution of dcciee — Dut-putni tenuies. 

Section 13 of the Bengal Tenancy Act applies to .sales of dmtenures m execu¬ 
tion of decrees 

Reference to a Full Bench madehv Trevelyan and Beverley, JJ. 
The Referring Order was as follows :— 

“ The plaintiff is the owner of a puini. lie brought tins suit for arrears of 
rent against the first three defendants, who were dnr-piitnuiarn under him. 
Their defence was that their tenure had been sold in execution of a decree and 
had been bought by one Amirunnessa. .Amirunnossa has lieen added as a 
defendant. 

" The Munsif gave a decree against .\rairunnessa alone. 

“ On appeal this decree was set aside, and in the place of it a decree has 
been made against the first three defendants, who have ajipealed to this Court, 
but have not made .\mirunnessa a party to the apiieai. Amtrunnessa’s purchase 
was not registered in the books of the plaintiff. It has been contended before 
us by the pleader for the appellants that Amirunnessa alone is liable, and that 
the plaintiff is bound to recogni:'.e her. 

[3613 “ The case of Krtsto BuUuv Uhose v. Krinlo hall Singh (I. L. R., 
16 Cal., 642} decided by a Division Bench of this Court, supports the viewi put 
forward on behalf of the aiipellants, that decision being based on the 
provisions of the Bengal Tenancy Act; but in a subsequent case decided by the 
same Bench, Gyanada Kantho Boy v. Bromomoyi Dasm (I. L. R., 17 Cal., 
162f}, it was held that thp provisions of that Act do not apply to pnfnt tenures. 
In the present case the question relates to a dur-putm tenure; hut having 
regard to the oliservations of the Lords of the Privy Council in the case of 
Luckt Naratn Milter v. Kheltro Pal Svngh Boy (13 146 ; 20, W.B., 380), 

• PuJl Bench Reference in appeal from Appellate Decree No, 278 of 1889, against the 
decision of the Bistriet Judged RiqAhahye, dated 28rd February, 1889, reversing the decree 
of the Sudder Munsif of that district, dated the I6tb Novooiher 1888 « 
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and to the provisions of Begulation VIII of 1819, sections 4, 5 and 6, we 
are inclined to hold that section 195 (c) of the Bengal Tenancy Act bars the 
operation of the Bengal Tenancy Act in the case of dur~putni tenures also, and 
that the decision in Krtsto Btilluv (Jhoae v. Kristo Lull Singh (I. L.B., 16 Cal., 
642) was wrong. The question which we refer to the Full Bench, there¬ 
fore. is whether section 13 of the Bengal Tenancy Act applies to sales of dur- 
putnt tenures in execution of decrees. 

“ If the section does so apply, the appellants are, in our opinion, entitled to 
have the suit dismissed as against them with costs Should the answer be in 
the negative, the appeal should, in our opinion, be dismissed with costs ”. 

Baboo Troyluckhonalh Mitter (with Baxh Beha^g G/io5c) for the 

appellant, contended that section 19.5, clause (e), only applies to piitnis properly 
so called, and does not include <///;tenures, and that section 13 .applies to 
all kinds of permanent tenures except putnis, and therefore applies to sales of 
duT'putni tenures in execution of deciees The Act was intended to lay down 
the whole law with regard to the transfer of permanent tenures with 
the exception of pK/«/tenures. ‘‘/hitn? ” has a well-known specific meaning 
in the Bengal Code, and is defined in Regulation VllI of 1819 as an estate 
held immediately pndet the zemindar. Here the tenure has been sold in 
execution of a decree against the dur-putnidar, and the rent sued for is for a 
period subsequent to the'date of the sale. It is submitted that the defendant’s 
liability ceases upon the sale taking place, and when the purchaser has 
C362] moroovei taken possession. There is no real conflict between the cases 
mentioned in the referring order. The question should be answered in the 
affirmative, and the suit dismissed 

Baboo Mohnit Mohun Hoy (with him Baboo Lai Mohun Das and Baboo 
Mokund Nath Hoy) for the respondent.—There is no conflict between the two 
cases in the Indian Law Reports ; in the case of Knsto Bulluv Ghosc v. Kristo 
ball Sinqli (I. L. R , 16 Cal.,’642) the jioint was not raised. The effect 
of di.smissing the suit will be to work injustice, the rent will be lost. Until 
the landlord receives the fee, he is entitled to refuse to recognize the purchaser 
—Luckt N(frain Mttter v. Kheiiro Pal Singh Hoy (13 B. Jj. R., 146; 20 
W. K . 380). In the preamble to Regulation VIII of 1819 two classes of tenures 
are recognized , and if sections 5, 6 and 7 of the Regulation apply to transfer of 
dur-putni tenures, I shall show that we come within section 195 (c) of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act. The distinction which the preamble makes between a zemindar 
and a putnidar is that the zemindar having to pay Government revenue, the 
privilege of holding half-yearly sales is accorded to him. Sections 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 
II, 12 and 17 apply to pntni and diu-puini and sepalni tenures equally , and the 
special sections which apply to zemindars, who can bring to sale every half- 
year, are sections 8,9, 10, 13,14 and 16. Section 19.5 of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act must be taken to refer to all such tenures as are included in Regulation 
VUI of 1819. 

The opinion of the Court (Pethjsram, C..T., and Pigot, O’Kinealy, 
MaiTHKI^son and Ghosb, JJ.) was as follows :— » 

The contention that dur-putnt tenures are included within the terns of 
clause le) of section 196 of the Bengal Tenancy Act cannot, we think, be 
supported. The words “in so far as it relates to those tenures” must, we 
think, be treated as expressly limiting the provision to enactments relating to 
putms pro^rly and strictly so called, and as intended to exclude those which 
relate to tenures, which, although resembling putms, as diir-putryts, etc., are not 
strictly putms, not possessing all the qualities of them. We answer the • 
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quesiioa in She affirmative, and the appellants are therefore entitled to have 
the suit dismissed as against theni with costs. 

T. A. P. 


MOTES. 

[This Wits followed in (1691) 14 Cal., 17.] 


[388] FULL BENCH EEFERENCE. 

The ^4th March, 1691. 

Present : 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Pigot, 
Mr. .Utsticb O’Kinealy, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and 
Mr. Justice Chose. 

Surnomoyi Debia.Sale Purchaser 

versus 

Grish Chunder Moitra. Defaulter." 

Sale for arreais of lent—Hcgulatinn VIII of 1819, cl -‘i, s. -s and a 14 — 
Putni sale — }Iotices, Fuhhcation of— Oslum sale. 

It IS imperative that thenotice.s referred to iii clau.,e S, scciinn H, of Regulation VTIl of 
1819, be published previously to the 15lh ICartick Non-eompliaiit’c with such dirertion is a 
“ sufficient pica " within the moaning of section 14 of the Hi uiilaiioii for reversal of a sale 
held thereunder. Matung Chum Miller iloormiti Mehun Gho.%e (I. L R., 1 Cftl., 175 ; 
34 W. R.! 463) dissented from 

Reference to a Full Bench made by Prinskp and Trevklvan, JJ. 

The facts on which this reference arose were that a petition was made for 
the sale of a certain prUm tenure on the 1st Kartick 1293 under tlie provisions 
of Regulation VIII of 1819, noticeof the sale having been published on the 15th 
Kartick. The sale took place on the 2nd Aughran Under section 8 of this 
Begulation such ootice should hare been published “ at any time previous to 
the fifteenth oi th*e month of Kartick ”. 

In a suit brought by the defaulting putnidar for the pur|>OHa of setting 
aside this sale amongst others, the question arose whether such non-compli* 
ance with s. 8 was a sufficient plea, within the meaning of s. 14 of the Regula* 
tion, to set aside the sale. The Court of First Instance decided in favour of 
the purchaser, upholding the sale. The District Judge, however, held that the 
notice not having been published before the 15th Kartick, the sale must be 
set aftid^ 

On appeal to the High Court the case was referred to a Full Bench ; the 
refeiTing order was as follows 

Having regard to,the terms of the more recent judgment of their Lord- 
ships of the ^ivy Council as reported in Maharajah 1380 of Durdwan u. 

* Full Benph Reference lu appeal from Appellate Decree No. iSl of 1890, against the 
decree of F.E Pargiter, Ksq., Officiating Judge of Rajahahye, dated 6th November 1889. 
rever<iing the decree of Babu Aghore Nath Ohoae, SoboMioate Judge of that district, dated 
1 36th May 1889 
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Tarasundari Dehi (1. L. B., 9 Cal., 619 ; L. E., 10 I. A., 19), we find 16 neces¬ 
sary to refer the point arising in this case to a Full Bench of this Court, 
inasmuch as the opinion that we are inclined to hold, and which is in accordance 
with that expressed in the case of AhsanuHa Khan v. Hurrt Chum Mozoomdar 
(I. L. B., 17 Cal., 474), is opposed to that expressed by two Benches of this 
Court in the oases of Sreemutty Dansee v. Pitambur Panday (24 W. B., 129) and 
Matungee Chum Mitter v. Moorrnry Mohun Ghose (I. L. B., 1 Cal., 175; 
24 W. B., 453). . 

“ The point which we desire to refer is. whether the publication of notices 
relating to an impending putm sale, made on the 15th Kartick, on a date later 
than that prescribed by law, is not a sufficient ground for setting aside a sale 
subsequently held, and whether under the terms of s. 14 fBegulation Vtll 
of 1819) this w'as a sufficient plea for a reversal of that sale.” 

Mr. n. Bell (with him Baboo Hash Behan Ghose and Baboo Bhutan 
Mohun Das) for the Appellant.—Section 8, clause 2, is not imperative but direc¬ 
tory as regards the publication of notice. See Ahsanulla Khan v. Hurr: Churn 
Afo«oo»«iar (I. L. R., 17 Cal., 474), which is in my favour on this point: the 
objection to succeed must be one of substance, and not merely formal — 
Sreemutty Dassee v..Pitambur Panday (24 W. R, 129). Clause 3 of the sec¬ 
tion makes no mention of the date of the proclamation in the mofussil. There 
is no repetition of tlie words “ before the 15th Kartick.” The case of Maha¬ 
rajah of Burdwan v. Taiasumlaii Debt (1 L. R., 9 Cal. 619; L. R., 101. A., 19) 
turns upon the place at which the publication should be made, not on the time. 
The rights of defaulters are covered bv s. 14 of the Regulation , their remedy 
IS to sue. The case of MatumeM Churn Mitter v. Moorrary Mohun Ghose 
(I. L. R., 1 Cal, 175 : 24 W. R., 453) inexactly to the point, and is in my favour 
The Pnvv Council case does not narrow either this decision or the one by 
PONTIFEX, —Sreemutty Dassee v Pitambur Panday (24 W. E, 129). 1 

would furthoi refer to Ham Sabak Bose v. Monniohini Dassee (L. R., 2 I. A., 

71 , 14 B. L. R., 394) and Maharani of Burdwan v. Krishna Kammee Dost 
(L L. R., 14 Cal., 305 ; L. R , 14 I. A.‘ 30). 

[365] Baboo Mohini Mohun Roy and Baboo Ishan Chunder Chuckerbuttf 
for the Respondent w'ere not called on 

The Opinion of the Full Bench (Pkthekam, C.J., and PiGOT, O’Kinealy, 
MacPHERSON and Ghose, JJ.) was as follows : — 

It appears that a pntni was sold on the 2t)d Aughran 1293, under the 
provisions of Regulation VIII of 1819, the notices of sale having been published 
on the 15th Kaitick And the question that has been referred to us is “ whether 
the publication of notices relating to an impending pittni sale, made on the 
15th Kartick, on a date later than that prescribed by law, is not a sufficient 
ground for setting aside a sale subsequently held, and whether under the terms 
of s. 14 this was a sufficient plea for a reversal of that sale.” 

The sale took place under clause 3 of s. 8 of Regulation VIII of 1819, 
which runs as follows ;— • 

“ On the Ist day of Kartick, in the middle of the year, the zemindar shall 
be at liberty to present a similar petition, with a statement of any balances 
that may be due on account of the rent of*the current year up to the end of the 
month of Assin, and to cause similar publication to be made of a sale of the 
tenures of defaulters, to take place on the Ist of Aughran, unless the whole of 
the advertised balance shall be paid before the date in question or so much of 
it as shall reduos the arrears, including any intermediate demand^or the month 
of Kartick. to less than one-fourth, or a 4-aDna proportion of the total demand , 
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of the zemindar, according to the kistbundi, calculated from the commencement 
of the year to the last day of Kartick.” 

The clause says that the zemindar shall “ cause similar publication to he 
made," that is to sav, a publication similar to that which«is prescribed by the 
preceding clause 2 ; and we are of opinion that the requirements in that clause, 
so far as the publication of the notice of sale, and the period at which it is to 
be published, must be imported into clause 3 mntatis mutandis. 

Now, turning to clause 2of s 8 w'hich relates to a sale in the beginning 
of the year, it prescribes that the notice of sale shall be stuck up in the 
Collector's outchen as also in the Sudder cntcMen of tiie zemindar, and at the 
cutcheri or principal town or village upon the land of the defaulter. And it then 
lavs down that CS^Sj “ the zemindar simll be exclusively answerable for the 
observance of the forms above prescribed, and the notice required to be sent 
into the mofussil shall be served bv a single };)eon who shall bring back the 
receipt of the defaulter, or of his manager for the same , or in tlio event of 
inabilitv to procure this, tiie signature of three substantial persons, residing in 
the neighbourhood, in attestation of the notice having been brought and pub> 
lished on the spot. If it shall appear, fioni tiie tenor of the receipt or attestation 
in question, that the notice has been published at any time prevous to the 
15th of the month ,of Hvsack, it shall he a sutheient warrant for the sale to 
proceed upon the day appointed," and ao on. 

The clause distinctly provides tliat it is where the notice has been published 
previous to Oie 15th of the month, thewj shall be a sufficient warrant for the 
Collector to sell the putni. And incorporating tliis provision in clause 3 of the 
ssune section, we take it that it is when the notice has been pulilished previous 
to the 15th of the month of Kartick that the Collector is authorized to sell. 
This view is strengthened by a reference to the procedure laid down in s. 10 
of the Regulation. 

It has, however, been contended liefore us by Mr Bell on behalf of the 
zemindar that what the law regards as essential i.s the actual publication of 
the sale notification, and that so far as it prescribes (if clause 2, s. H, does 
prescribe it) that the notice should be served before the 15th Kartick it is 
merely directory, and that the noii-compliance with that direction is not a 
“ suflicient plea'' within tiie meaning of s. 14 of the Regulation lor setting 
aside the sale. 

In Mnharani nf Burdwan v. Tarasurulati Debt (f L. R., 9 Cal., 619; L R., 
10 I. A., 19), which was a suit brought to set aside a putni sale, the .ludicial 
Committei‘ of the Privy Council, in referring to liegulation VIIf of 1819, 
expressed themselves as follows:— 

"That is a very important Regulation, and no doubt it was enacted for a 
certain and defined policy, and ought as a rule to he strictly observed. Their 
Lordships desire to point out that the due publication of the notices prescribed 
by the J^gulation forms an essential portion of the foundation on w'hioh the 
summary power of sale is exercised, and makes the zemindar, who institutes the 
1867} proceeding, exclusively responsible for iM regularity." And later on. 
with reference to a decision of Sir BaRKES PEACOCK, Sana Bibee v. LalL Chand 
Chotvdhry (9 W. R, 2421, they say as follows:— 

" The material pjirt of clause 2, s. 8, Regulation VIll of 1819, so far 
as this case is concerned, is that the notice required to be sent into the mo/usstl 
shall be served. The zemindar is exclusively answerable for the ^observance 
of the forms prescribed by that clause. The subsequent part of the section, 
which prescrilmB that the serving peon ghall bring back the*receipt of the 
. defaulter, or of his manager, or in the event of bis inability to procure it, that 
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he shall obtain that which by the Begulation is substituted for*it, is merely 
directory, and if not done, does not vitiate the sale, provided the notice is duly 
served 

The Judicial pommittee use the expression “ due publication ” of the 
notice of sale. This, we think, refers, not only to the actual publication of the 
notice, but also to the time at which it is to be published. The Begulation gives to 
the zemindar a summary remedy—n power to bung to sale the tenant’s estate 
without a suit; and, therefore, as the Privy Council has also said, it is ** to he 
strictly observed ”, And if it is to be strictly observed, it is impossible to say 
that, though the notice, of sale may not be published until the 15th Kartick 
(and we have already said that the Regulation prescribes that it must be 
published before the 15th Kartick), the requirement of the law as to the 
publication of the notice has been complied with. 

Again, in the case of Ham Sabah Bose v. Moimiohini Dassec (L. R., 21. A., 
71 : 14 H. L. R., 394) the Privy Council says tfiat *' the reasonable object of the 
law (t.e., Regulation VIJI of 1819) is that the defaulter should haye timely 
notice of tlie intention to sell ” , and if tins object is to be kept in view, it is 
obvious that an essential requirement of the law was not carried out in this 
case, and that the.pM/n?drfr has made out a “ sufficient plea” for setting aside 
the sale, within the meaning of s. 14 of the Regulation. 

The ley>rned Judges who have made this reference refer to the decisions 
of Sreemutty Dassee v. Vitamhm Vanday (24 W. R, 129) axiA Matungee 
[368J Churn Hitter v. Moorrary Mohan Ghose (f. L. R., 1 Cal., 175, 24 W. R., 
453) as expressing opinions different from that which they are inclined to hold. 
In the last case, which was the case cl a sale in the beginning of the year, the 
Court held that ” it would be no sufficient plea if the notification had been 
published on, instead of previous to, the 15th Bysack ” ; and that even assuming 
that the publication took jilace on the 15tli, ” still the defaulter had two days 
more than is presciihod hv the Regulation ”, because the sale did not take 
place until the 3rd Jeyt. For the reasons already expressed, we are unable to 
agree in the views expressed in this decision. 

•As regards tlie other case referred to, wo observe that it was decided upon 
a ground which does not really touch the question involved in this case. 

Upon these grounds we are of opinion that the question referred to ns 
must be answered in the affirmative. The appeal will be dismissed with costs. 
T. A. P. 


NOTES. 

[The publication of a notice under Ben. Begii. VIII of (1891) sec. 8 is essential .— Bti 
Cal. 953 ; 19 Cal, 70.S.] 
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FULL BENCH EBFERENCE. 

The 24th March, 1891. ^ 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pethebam, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Pigot, 
Mr. Justice O’Kinealy, Mr. Justice Macphebson, 

« AND Mb. Justice Ghose. 


Nagendro Nath Mullick.'.....PJaintiif 

versus 

Mathura Mahun Parhi and others.Defendants."'' 


Limitation Act {XV of 1877), s. 14—Computation of period of limitation — 
Suits for arrears of rent—Act X of 1869. 

The provisions of s. 14 of Act XV of 1877 are not applicable to suits for prrearaof rent 
under Act X of 1859. 

Reference to a Fall Bench by Norris and Beverley, JJ. ; the referring 
order was as follows ;— 

“ This was a suit'for arrears of rent for the years 1292, 1293, and 1294 of 
theAmli era. The lower Court has held that under s. 32 of Act X of 1859 
(which is the law of landlord and tenant in the district) the rent for 1292 is 
barred, and this is the sole point that is questioned before us in appeal. 

“ It appears that the plaint was presented to the Collector of Balasore 
on 13th June 1888. It should have been presented, [869] however, to the 
Sub-divisional Deputy Collector at Bhuddruck, as tiie property is situated in that 
sub-division. It was accordingly returned by the Collector of Balasore on 2nd 
February 1888, and on the 4th idem (the intervening day being Sunday) was 
presented at Bhuddruck. On that date the arrears for 1292 Atnli had become 
barred, unless the plaintiff can be allowed the benefit of the provisions of 
8. 14 of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877). 

" We entirely dissent from the grounds on which the Deputy Collector 
has held that the plaintiff cannot be allowed the benefit of that section. But 
it has been contended before us that the provisions of the Limitation Act are 
not applicable to suits under Act X of 1859. 

" On this question the authorities appear to us to he in conffict. 

“Inth.i oases of Paulson v. Madhusudan Pat Chmvdhry (B L. Ji., Sup. Vol., 
101: 2 W. S., Act X, 21), JJinonath Panday v. Itnghoo Nath Pnnday (5 W. R., 
Act X, 41), Unnoda Persaud Mooheijee v. Kristo Coomar Moitro (15 B. L. R., 
60 Note; 19 W. R , 5), Purran Chunder Ghose v. 'Mutty Lall Ghose Jahtra 
(1. L. R.. 4 Cal., 50), it was held that the provisions of the old Limita¬ 
tion Acts did not apply to suits under the Rent Act X of 1859 or 
Bengal Act VIIl of 1869. On the other hand, the following cases 
I decided that certain provisions of the present Limitation Act, XV of 1877, 
are applicable to suits under special Acts;— Behan Loll Mookerjee v. 
Mungolanatk Mooketfee (I. L, R., 5 Cal., 110), Golap Chund Nowluckha v. 
Kristo Chunder Doss Btsu/os (I. L. R., 5 Cal., 314), Khoshelal Mahton v. Gunesh 
Dutt (I. L R., 7 Cai., 690), Khetter Mohun Chuckerhutty v. Dtnabashy Shaha 
(I. L. R.. 10 Cal., 265). 

* Full Bench mferenoe in appeal from Original Decree No. 29 of 1890, against the 
decinott of Baboo Satish Chunder Bose, Roy Bahadur, Deputy Colleotor of Balasore, dated 
the 21st October ld30. 
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“ More recently in Girtja Nath Roy v. Patani Bibee (1. L. B., 17 Cal., 
263) Tottenham and Ghosb, JJ., have ruled that the provisions of s. 7 of 
the present Limitation Act are not applicable to rent suits. 

“ We accordingly refer the following point for the decision of a Full 
Bench 

“ Whether the provisions of s. 14 of the Indian Limitation Act, XV of 
1877, ate applicable to a suit for arrears of rent under Act X of 1869, 

[370]“ Besides the authorities above cited, we would refer to the difference 
in language between Act If IV of 1859, ss. 3 and 14 ; Act IX of 1871, s. 6 , Act XV 
of 1877, 8. 6 , and aUo to the provisions of s. 185 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

“ If the decision of the Full Bench upon the above point should be in the 
aflirniative, the appeal will be allowed with costs, if in the negative, it will 
bo dismissed with costs." 

Baboo Troylukho Nath Mitter (with him Baboo Jagut Chunder Bxnrrji) 
for the appellant'—I contend*that s 14 of the Limitation Act is applicable to 
this case. That section is a general section, laying down rules for the compu¬ 
tation of the period of limitation, and there is nothing inconsistent in that 
equitable rule applying to suits under Act X of 1859. The decision in Behan 
IjoU MookerjfP Mungolaiiath Mookei'jee {1. L. K., 6 Cal-> HO), a decision 
under s. (5 of the Limitation Act, is strongly in my favour. To 
cases under llie rent law of 1869, the Limitation Act, *1877, has been held appli¬ 
cable— Golap Chund Nowluckha v. KiiUo Chunder Dass Biswas (I. L. R., 

5 Cal., 314), Hossein Ally v. Donzellp U L. E , 5 Cal., 906), and see the cases 
there cited ; also Khoshetal Mahton v. Gnnesh Lriitl (I. L. R., 7 Cal., 690); in 
this last case, tlie case of Pnrran Chunder Ghose v.Mutty Lull Ghnse Jahira 
(T. L. R., 4 Cal., 50) is dissented from. And in I’hoolbas Koonwur v. Lalla 
Jogeshur Sahoy (I. L. R., 1 Cal.. 226), s 246 of Act VIII of 1859 was held to 
be subject to modification bv the Limitation Act then in force Also in Gtnja 
Nath Buy v Patani lithee (I. L R , 17 Cal , 26.3) it has been held that the 
provisions of s. 7 of Act XV of 1877 are not applicable to rent suits. And on 
the same principle the time during which a suit is jiending should be excluded. 

Baboo Hem Chunder Banerji (with him Baboo Mon Mohan Dutt) for the 
RespondentsSection 32 of Act X of 1859 provides a special limitation for 
suits, and therefore the general limitation does not apply —Poulson v. 
Madhusudan Pal Chowdhry (B. L. R., Hup. Vol., 101; 2 W. R., Act X, 21); 
Unnoda Persnud Mookeriee v Kristo Coomar Moitro (15 B. L. R., 60 note ; 
19 W. R., 5) : Juggernath Boy [371] Chowdhury v. llaj Chunder Roy (W. R., 
(1864), Act X, 120)]; Dinonath Panday v. Roghoonath Panday (5 W. R., Act, 
X, 41) ; Mohumud Bukadoor Khany. Collector of Bare.iUy (13 B. L.R„ 292 ; 
L B.. 1 I. A., 167): DoyatChunder Ghnse v. Dwaikanatk Misser (W. R.F. B., 
47; Marsh, 148). 

Baboo Troylckho Nath Mitter in reply. 

The opinion of the Full Bench (Pethkram, C. J., Pigot, O’Kinealy, 
Macpherson, and Ghose, J.I.) was as follows* 

The circumstances which have given rise to this reference are as follows:— 
Plaintiff sued the defendants under Act X of 1859 for arrears of rent due on 
account of the years 1292, 1298, and 1294 of the Amli era. It is admitted 
that the arreais for 1292 .Amli have become barred, unless plaintiff can be 
allowed the benefit of s. 14 of the Limitation Act, and the question which 
has been referred to us for decision is ;—Whether the provisions of 8.14 
of the Limitation Act, XV of 1877, are applicable to a suit for-'arrears of rent 
under Act X of 1869, 


253 



IX B. 18 Cal. 872 


WALLIS & CO. V. 


Before the passing of Act X of 1859, summary suits for rent were heard and 
decided by the ordinary tribunals. That enactment made a complete change. 
The substantive law was modified, and new procedure was introduced, emd 
special tribunals were established to carry out the provisions of the new law. 
Since that time Act X of 1859 has always been considered to be a Code complete 
in itself, and unaffected by the general laws of limitation of procedure. 

There are several decisions in conformity with this view. Thus in Paulson 
V. Madkiisudan Pal Chowdury (B. L. R., Sup. Vol., 101; 2 W. B., Act X 2l), 
a Full Bench of this Court decided tliat in a rent suit the plaintiff could not 
obtain the benefit of s. 14 of Act XIV of 1859. This view of the law was 
upheld by their Lordships of the Privy Council in the case of Uttnnda Persaud 
Mookerjee v. Ktisto Coomar J/tufroilSB. L. R.,60, note . 19 W.R.,5). Since then 
Act XIV of 1859 has been repealed. The present law of limitation is Act XV 
of 1877. UndoubtedlY some changes have been made in the law of limitation 
[3723 since 1859, but so far as the present question now before us is concerned, 
we do not think they are of such a nature as to «.ffect the view adopted by 
their Lordships of the Privy Council, already referred to. Act X of 1859, 
where it is in force, is still, as then, a Code complete in itself, and s. 14 of the 
present Law of Limitation is almost identical with s. 14 of Act XIV of 1859. 
We think, therefoi'e, that the judgment of their Lordships of the Privy Council 
disposes of this reference, and we hold that s 14 of Act XV of 1877 does not 
apply to suits under Act X of IHoU. 

T. A. P. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

[ Similar decisions were given in tho-ni casta, on the principk' that the Acts in •luestion 
in them were self-contained Codes —(1893) 18 Mad., 99, (1897) 20 Mad.. 47(1; (1898)21 
Cal , 428; (1891) 18 Cal , G81. (1903) 30 C.il , 9.12 . (1908) 12 C W.N., 893 , (1908) 7 C.L.J 
426 ; (1896) 20 Bom.. 543 , (1908) 35 Cal., 990. See also (1905) 32 Cal.. 664 , (1894) 21 Cal , 
514 : (1905) 30 Bom., 275. ] 
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SMALL CAUSE COURT REFERENCE 

The loth April, iHOi. 

Present; 

Sir W, Comer Pkthlham, Kt., Chief Justice, 
Mr. Justice Pigot, a.mj Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


Wallis A Co. 
versus 
Bailey.' 

Smalb Cause Court Presidency Towns — Jurisdiction—Presidency Town's 
SmaU Cause Court Act {X'V of IbSH), cl. 2, s. 7, s. JS, Army Act, 44 and 4S Vic. 
c. fib, sub-seet. 1, sect. 151 —57 Vic., c. 4, sect. 7. 

The words of soction 7 of 51 Vic., c. 4. amending aub-aection 1 of section 151 of 44 and 
45 Vic., c. 58, are meant to restrict the words ** within the Jansdiction, etc.” (found in sub- 
section 1 of section 151) to persons resident within it, so as to me et and exclude the case of 

* Small Cauie Court Beferanoe No. 6 of 1890 made byB. 8. T. MaoEwen, Esq., 2nd 
Judge of the Court of Small Causes, Cakutta, dated the 9th of September 16M. 
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persons casually witbin the jurisdiction and not aotually resident within it, and are limited 
to that purpose, and do not therefore aSeot the powers conferred by s. 18 of Act XV of 1882. 

Case stated for the opinion of the High Court under s- 607 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure. 

The ciaina in this case was for Bs. 422, the price of goods sold and 
delivered, and interest. The case stated was as follows .— 

The plaintitfs are Banken and Compauv, tailors of Calcutta, and the 
defendant is an officer of the 5th Lancers described as of Kurpur Tal, Naini 
Tal. The claim is on a tailor's bill for ciothest37d3 supplied to the defendant, 
and interest. The merit!? are not in dispute except as to the item of interest, 
which is objected to. 

“ The defendant is an officer of the armv subject to military law, and was 
not resident within the local jurisdiction of this Court when the suit was 
instituted. Leave to sue in this Court was applied for and granted under s. 18 
of the Presidency Small Cause Courts Act At the hearing xt was contended 
for the defendant that the Court had no jurisdiction, having regard to the pro¬ 
visions of s. 151, sub-section I of tho Army Act (44 and 45 Yic., c. 58), as 
aniendeii by a. 7 of 51 Vic., c. 4. 

“ Sub-section 16f s. 151 of the Army Act originally stood thus :—‘In 
India all actions of debt and personal actions against persons subject to military 
law other than soldiers of the regular forces within the jurisdiction of any Court 
of Small Causes shall be cognizable by such Court to the extent of its powers’. 
The language of this section coupled witli tlie provision in s. 18 of the Presi¬ 
dency Small Cause Courts Act relating to leave in the case of non-resident 
defendants lias been held sufficient to give this Court jurisdiction over military 
officers subject to military law as over other non-iesident persons when the case, 
in other respects, came within the provisions of a. 18, and leave to sue had 
been given— Wallis v. Taylor {1. L. R., 13 CaL, 37). That case was decided 
in 1885. 

“Sub-section 1 of section 151 has since been amended by an Act of 
1888 (51 Vic., c. 4), a. 7, as follows.—In sub-section 1 of s. 151 of the 
Army Act, 1881, the words ‘ where the persons so subject are resident within 
the jurisdiction ’ shall be substituteil for the words 'within the jurisdiction'. 

The amendment makes an important alteration in the law As it origi¬ 
nally stood the words were, ‘ within the jurisdiction ’ (and the Court has 
jurisdiction beyond its local limits) ; now tho words are, ‘ where the persons so 
subject are resident within the Itwal jurisdiction', clearly imposing, as it 
seems to me, a limitation of tho jurisdiction to cases where the defendant 
(being a person subject to niilitar> law other than a soldier) is resident 
within the local limits.' I tliink this is clear from the preamble as 
well as from the language of the section. The preamble is ‘ and where¬ 
as doubts have arisen as to whether the words “ within the jurisdiction 
[374} of any Court ” refer to persons resident within the jurisdiction, and it is 
expedient to remove such doubts, etc.’ 

“The cause of action having aiisen in Calcutta and leave having been 
granted, this Court would have jurisdiction hut for the alteration in the law, 
but in my opinion that alteration has ousted the Court’s jurisdiction in this case. 

“ The only answer the plaintiffs’ pleader was able to advance to the 
objection vjas —(1) that the Act of 1888 being an annual Act, which expired 
with the year for which it was passed, the amendment expired with the Act, 
and (2) that sub-section 1 only applied to actions where the axaount sued f«>r 
did not exo^ Bs. 400, whereas the present suit exceeds that sum. 
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“ As to the first point it is only necessary to say that the amendment in 
the Act of 1868 forms part'of the substantive law, and the Act of 1881 must be 
read as amended by the Act of 1888. The Act of 1889 keeps the Act of 1881 
in force in India up to 31st December 1890. It does not repeal the amend¬ 
ment made in the previous year, which therefore continues. 

“ As to the second point, sub-seotion 2 of s. 151 was clearly meant to 
exclude suits exceeding Bs. 400 for the jurisdiction of Military Courts of 
Request under section 148. but the .Act of 1S8B repeals sections 148, 149 
and 150, and the Act of 1890 repeals sub-section 2 of a. 151 as being no 
longer required 

" I have been asked by the plaintiffs’ pleader to refer the point for the 
opinion of the High Court, and as-it is one of some importance to the trading 
community of Calcutta and affects the jurisdiction of this Court in a particular 
‘ class of cases, I do so. 

” The question which I submit for the opinion of the High Court is— 

“ Whether on the fact.s as stated in this reference this Court has juris¬ 
diction to try this case, having legard to the provisions of s. 151, sub-section 1 
of the Armv Act, as amended by s. 7 of the Act of 1888 (51 Vic., c. 4). 

“ I have reserved judgment pending the opinion of the High Court”. 

Subsequently to*this reference being submitted, and prior to its hearing, 
the learned Judge of the Small Cause Court drew the attentioq of the High 
Court to a farther point which had [373] previously >escaped his notice and 
consideration, namely, " whether, having regard to the first part of clause 2 of 
section I of the Presidency Small Cause Courts Act (XV of 1882), the juris¬ 
diction given by the Small Cause Courts Act, s. 18 (a), over uon-resideiit 
defendants can prevail in this case as against the provisions of the .Array .Act 
as amended by 51 Vic., o. 4, s. 7”. 

Mr. Pugh for the plaintiffs.—The question raised is the same as that 
decided in Wallis v. Taylor (l.L.R , 13 Cal , 37) under the Army Act of 1881 (44 
and 45 Vic., c. 58), s. 151, the point, being whether the jurisdiction of the Small 
Cause Court is ousted bv the provisions of the Array Act of 1881 (44 aud 45 
Vic., c. 58), 8. 151, as amended by the Act of 1888 (51 Vic., c. 4), s. 7, which 
substitutes for ‘ within the jurisdiction ’ the words ‘ resident within the local 
jurisdiction*. The identical point was decided last September by Mr. Jij^tioe 
Wilson in Watts & Co. v. Blackett (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 144), and ho held 
that the jurisdiction was not affected. In Wallis v. Taylor (1. L. R , 

13 Cal., 37’ other questions were discussed, and the defendant was 
stationed at Quetta, where there was a Court of Small Causes. Courts of 
Request are abolished hv s. 6 of the amending Act, which rejiealR ss. 148—160 
of the Act of 1881. Probably the word ‘ residept ’ was added to explain 
‘within the jurisdiction ‘ and meet the case of troops on the march, and not 
to affect the cause of action. It is not likely tint the amendment was intro¬ 
duced on account of Wallis v. Taylor (1, L. B., 13 Cal., 37). In that case it is 
ruled that the jurisdiction should be cautiously exercised (p. 39 of the report). 
These ejipressioDs arc explained by Trevelyan, J., in Collett v. Armstrong (I L. 
R., 14 Cal., 826). [PetheeaM, C.J.—Sections 148—150 established Military 
Courts of Request in places where there was no Court of Small Causes, * 
and s. 151 says what was apparently not nece=sary because there is nothing in 
the Act taking away any jurisdiction from Courts of Small Causes ] Section 161 
is unnecessary. Here the Small Cause Court refuses to exercise any juris¬ 
diction, and pending the decision of this reference, the Court has refused to 

grant any decrees, and keeps 'all cases similar to this pending, (PlooT, 3. _ 

What was the intention ^ the Legislature in using the word ‘ resident ’ ?] 
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I can only suggest that it was intended £376] to exclude oflicers 
on the line of march. It has no reference to Walhs v. Taylor (I. L. R., 
13 Cal., 37). The Provincial Small Cause Courts Act (IX of 1887) 
says nothing as to residence or cause of action {vide chapters 2, 3). A 
certain jurisdiction is given by the Pre.sidencv Small Cause Courts Act, and I 
contend that if it is taken away by the Army Act it must bo done by apt 
words of exclusion, such as * resident only ’ or ‘ not elsewhere.’ Clear and 
undoubted language would be required to take away the jurisdiction. The Army 
Act is re-enacted every yea’r without being debated or considered. There is a 
consensus of opinion in this Court in favour of the view 1 put forward. The 
jurisdiction of Courts of Request was exclusive in cases under Rs. 400, and 
their abolition leaves all other Courts to exercise their jurisdiction, so that 
where there is no Court of Small Causes there w'ould be no jurisdiction at all. 
Thus the limits of the jurisdiction being Rs. 500 at that time, if all other Courts 
were excluded, a man would only have to incur a debt exceeding Rs. 500 and 
he would be safe. Tliis question is of great importance to Calcutta tradesmen. 

No one appeared for the Defendant 

The opinion of the Court (Pethekam, C.J., and Pigot and Macphbbson, 
JJ.), was delivered by 

Pigot, — In this case the defendant resides outside the local limits of 
the jurisdiction of the Calcutta Court of Small Causes. Leave to institute the 
suit was granted under the provisions of s 18 of the Presidency Small Cause 
Courts Act. 

The defendant is an officer of the arinv subject to Military law, and the 
question is whether, having regard to the provisions of s. 151 of the Army Act, 
1881, as amended by s 7 of the .Armv Act of 1888, the operation of which Act 
is by the .Vrniy Act of 1889 continued up to December 1890, the Small Cause 
Court has jurisdiction to entertain this suit against the defendant. 

This question has already been considered in this Court in the ease of In tlie 
matter of the pn> 2 iose(J mit of Watts tf Oo. v. Blackett (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 144) In 
that case the Chief Judge of tlie Small Cause Court on being applied to for leave 
under s IH to institute a suit against an officer of the army subject to Military 
law And resident out of tlie local bants of the jurisdiction refused to grant such 
1377] leave, on the ground that hy rea8v)n of the provisions of s. 151 as amended, 
the Court bad no jurisdiction under s. 18 to entertain the suit Application 
was then maile to this Court on its Original Side for an order to the Small 
Cause Court to exercise its discretion under s 18 as to granting or withholding 
leave to institute the suit. Mr. .Justice WiLSON made the order applied for, 
holding that nothing in thq terras of the amended section operated to restrict 
the jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court under s. 18. 

On this reference, which, it may be mentioned, was made before the deci¬ 
sion of Mr. Justice Wilson, we are practically asked as an Appellate Bench to 
overrule that decision. 

Section 2 of the Presidency Small Cause Court Act provides that nothing 
herein contained shall affect the provisions of the Army Act, 1881, s. 161; 
and this section as amended by the Army Act of 188H is now to be read' 
as follows:— 

*' In India all actions of debt and personal actions against persons subject 
to Military law, other than soldiers of the regular army, where the persons so 
subject are resident within the local jurisdiction of any Court Small Onuses, 
shall he cognisable by such Court to the extent of its powers." 
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This section so amended applira in the present case. 

The contention is that this limits the jurisdiction to the case of persons 
who are resident within the juiisdiction. 

We do not think so. We agree with the judgment of WILSON, J , above 
mentioned. It is not, perhaps, very easy to construe the preamble to the amend¬ 
ing section : as it is difficult to suppose that any doubt could have arisen that, at 
any rate, “ persons resident within the junsdiotion ” must be referred to by the 
words “within the jurisdiction.” However this may be, we think the words 
in the amending section must be meant to restrict the words “ within the 
jurisdiction, etc.,” to persons resident within it, so &s to meet and exclude the 
case of persons casuallv within the jurisdiction for a short time and not actually 
resident within it, and that it is limited to this purpose, and therefore does not 
affect the powers conferred bv s. 18 We answer the question therefore in 
the affirmative. 

Attorneys for the Plaintiffs: Messrs. Sanderson d Co. 


NOTES. 

alho (1893) P. R, l.J 


r378) APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 13 th April, ISO I. 

I^flESENT ‘ 

Mh. .Justice Prinsep anh Mb. .Justice Banerjee. 


Mowla Newax (Plaintiff).Petitioner 

versus 

Sajidunnissa Bibi (one of the Defendants).Opposite Party.' 


Appejil to Privji Council—Appealable value—Suit for restitution of 
*‘on .uQnl rights — Valuation of suit—Suit conducted up to appeal 
as if properly valued — Jurisdiction- Consent of parties. 

A Bait for restitution at conjugal right:) is not one to which any special money value can 
be attached for the purposes of jurisdiction —Uolam Rahman v. Fatijna Biln (I. L. R.. 18 
Oal., 232) followed. 

Beld, therefore, that no appeal lay as of right to Her Majesty in Council in such a nuit, 
although the suit had been valued at Rs 2S,000, and that valuation had been relied on by 
the defendant, who bad appealed to the High Court from the deciaion of the first Court 
which had gone agamat him. 

This was an application for leave to appeal to the Privy Council from a deci¬ 
sion of the High Court, dated 16th September 1890. 

The suit was brought by Sved Mowla Newaz against Sajidunnissa Bibi 
and others, defendants, and the plaint stated that the plaintiff was married to 
Sajidunnissa in Pons 1283 (January 1877), and that she lived with him until 

* Privy Council Application Nol 18 of 1891, from a judgment of Uesin. PBINSBP «nd 
Banerjee, JJ.«dated the 16th of September. 1890, in appeal from Original Deo*w Ko. 45 
of 18%. 
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Bysack 1292 (April 1685), when in his absence she was persuaded by the other 
defendants to leave bis house, and that those defendants had since put obstruc¬ 
tions in the way of bis getting his wife back again. The relief prayed for was 
a declaration of the plaintiff's conjugal rights, and a decree against her for the 
restitution of his conjugal rights, and an injunction against the other defen¬ 
dants restraining them from interfering with his enjoyment of such rights, and 
for such further or other relief as the plaintiff might be entitled to. 

[379] The suit 'was brought in the Court of the Subordinate Judge of 
Burdwan, and was valued at Bs. 25,00U. In that Court the suit was decreed 
in favour of the plaintiff,* and the defendant preferred an appeal from that 
decision to the High Court, which appeal she valued at Bs. 25,000. 

In answer to the suit the defendant set up the plea of dissolution of her 
marriage by reason of an alleged breach of a condition in an agreement set up 
by her as having been entered into between the plaintiff and his wife’s mother, 
Habibunnissa, under the terms ot which the plaintiff was not to take his wife 
to his own house or to any other places against her will and consent, and that 
a breach of this condition (and suoh breach it was alleged bad been committed 
by the plaintiff) had the effect of annulling the marriage, as if there had been 
a divorce. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the alleged condition had not been 
broken, and that there was no dissolution of the marriage, and the decree of 
that Court was that the suit be decreed wdth costs, the costs, among others 
the pleader’s fee, being calculated on the estimated value of the suit, viz., 
Bs. 25,000. On appeal the High Court held that there had been a violation of 
the condition, and that the marriage had been thereby dissolved, and they 
therefore allowed the appeal, and dismissed the suit From that decision the 
plaintiff was now desirous of appealing to the Privy Council. 

The grounds of appeal were that the judgment was erroneous in finding 
that there had been any breach of the condition by the plaintiff ; that the said 
agreement was illegal and not binding on him, nor capable of affecting the rights 
and obligations arising from the marriage which hs^ been contracted; that 
Sajidunnissa not being a party to the agreement could not avail herself of its 
provisions, and that no dissolution of the marriage was proved. 

The only question now material was as to the proper valuation of a suit 
for restitution of conjugal rights. 

Mr. J. O. Apcar and Baboo Ntlmadhub Bose for the petitioner. 

Mr. Woodroffe, Baboo Upandra Ohunder Bose, Moulvie Serajul Islam, 
Baboo Rajendra Nath Bose, and Baboo Mohan (Jhand Mitter for the 
opposite party. 

[380] Mr. Apcat for the petitioner contended that the suit being for an 
amount above Bs. 10,000, there was a right of appeal to the Privy Counoil 
under s. 596 of the Civil Procedure Code. The suit was properly valued, 
and had been tried up to the .decision of the appeal in the High Court on the 
terms of the plaintiff’s original valuation and without any o’ujection on;tbe part 
of the defendants. The costs also bad been allowed on that valuation. The 
defendant had in fact, when appealing to the High Court from the decision of the 
Subordinate Judge, valued her appeal at the same amount, and had thereby 
waived any objection, and acquiesced in the valuation of the suit. The juris¬ 
diction of the first Court depended on the valuation of the suit, and in this ease 
the defendant had relied upon the valuation and had obtained an advantage 
by reason of the jurisdiction given thereby. The suit, moreovor, was not one 
only for restitution of conjugal rights, but praotioaliy one for damages. The 

If' 
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plaintiff was therefore now entitled to say that the suit was above the 
appealable value, and to claim a right of appeal. 

Mr. Woodroffe contra contended that the suit was really one for restitution 
of conjugal rights, and was a suit which could not be estimated at a money 
valuation. In Golam Rahman v. Fatima Bibi (1 L. B., 13 Cal., 232} it was 
held that a money value could not be pub on a suit for restitution of conjugal 
rights for the purpose of giving an appeal under the Burma Courts Act (XVII 
of 1875), 8. 49. This decision should govern the present case. Consent 
of parties does not confer jurisdiction on a Court. 

Mr. Apcar in reply —Since the case of Golam Rahman v. Fatima Bibi 
was decided, the Legislature have passed an Act (VII of 1887) to prescribe 
the mode of valuing certain suits for the purpose of determining the jurisdiction 
of the Courts, and s. 9 of that 4ct gives power to the High Court, where 
it is of opinion that a suit does not admit of being satisfactorily valued, to make 
directions with regard to the valuation of such suits. No such directions have 
been given with lespect to 'Uits of this natui’e, and it is submitted the Court 
must fall back on the valuation made by the parties themselves, i c., made by 
one party and acquiesced in by the othei. 

1*381] The judgment of the Court (PniNSEr and B.\nkk. 1£E, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

This is an application fot leave to appeal to Her Maiestv in Council. 

It is first claimed that the petitioner has a right of appeal, inasmuch as 
the subject-matter of the suit was ot a value exceeding Hs 10,000. In support 
of this we have been mferred to the amount of the suit as stated in the plaint, 
and also in the appeal to this Court made by the defendant We have also 
been reminded that it was only on a con.sideration of sucli value that the suit 
was tried in the Court of the Subordinate Judge and by this Court in first 
appeal. 

On these grounds, and especially because the defendant in a way consented 
to the value stated by the plaintiff bv a<io)>ting it in her petition of appeal, we 
have been asked to hold that the subject-matter of the suit is above Bs. 10,000, 
and therefore appealable as a matter of right to Her Majesty in Council. We 
think that the action of the parties in this case cannot affect the question of 
jurisdiction. In restiect of the trial by this Couit of the case on first appeal, 
we would observe that the point was nuvet raised, and was never consider^ at 
the trial. On the other hand, we find that this point has been directly decided 
by a Div’^ion Bench of this Court in a case of Golam Rahman v. Fatima Bibi 
(I. L. B., 13 Cal., 232), with which decision we entirely agree It was tbffl'e 
laid down that a suit of this description for restitution ot conjugal rights and 
possession of a wife was not one to which any special uione> value can be 
attached for the purposes of jurisdiction 

We observe that this was a matter wdneh it was apparently contemplated 
by the Legislature should be dealt with under Act VII of 1887, but no specific 
rules being passed on the subject, the matter has remained as it was when the 
judgment to which a reference has been made was passed. Under snob 
ciroumstacoes we are unable to bold that, by reason of the value of the subject- 
matter of the suit, an appeal necessarily lies to Her Majesty in Council. 

We have next been asked to certify that this is a fit case for appeal to Her 
Majesty in Council within the terms of s. 595 [883] (c) of the Code. We 
have had some difiSculty in deciding this point, but having regard to the 
facts found in the judgment of this Court read with the allegations made in the 
affidavit put in by the opposite party, the defendant in the suit, and which 
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statements have not been contradicted on behalf of plaintiff, we are unable to 
certify that in our opinion this case is a fit one for appeal, and we therefore 
leave it to the petitioner, if so advised, to make an application to the Judicial 
Committee. 

The application is refused with costs. 

Application refmed 

J. V. W. 


NOTES. 


I Sfe »1 ho (1907) 34 Cal., 352 ;*il906) ‘28 All., 545 whore (1904) 31 Cal., 840 wa& diftsented 
ftoni.j 
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APPEILLATE CIVIL. 

, The 7th April, 1H91. 

Present; 

^^u. .Tustu'e Pktnsew and Mk. Justice Banerjee. 

Kazem Ah.Petitioner 

{crh as 

A/.im Ali Kliau.Objector.' 

Appeal— Act XX of iSfiJ, ,s. lH—Order refusing Lmvc to sue — 

Decree— Civil -Proccdutc Code, 1^82, s 2. 

All order rcfu‘.iug lo.ivo to ln^Lll.uU.> a luit under section 18 of Act XX of 1863 is not a 
“decree” within the inc.tning of section '2 of the Civil Procedure Code, and is not 
appealable. 

An application was made to the -ludRe of MonrKhedabad by the petitioner as 
one of the member'' of the Committee of Management of a Mahomedan endow¬ 
ment for-leave to institute a suit under Act XX of 1863, section 18, the object 
of the suit being to get rid of the objector as President of the Committee of 
Management of the endowment, and to have another trustee appointed in the 
place of one who had died. The Judge gave on the 8th February 1890 the 
following judgment on the application .— 

“ This 18 an application under Act XX of 1863, section 18, for leave to the 
petitioner to institute a suit against the objector. The latter having received 
notice to show cause why leave should not be granted appears by pleader. 
The petition has been lead and the pleaders have been heard The application 
does not appear to me to be a bond fide one. The charges brought against the 
[3883 Nawab are all couched m the vaguest terms, and it is a nfatter of 
extreme suspicion that for upwards of ten years during which the petitioner has 
been a trustee, he has not had a word to say against the Nawab’s manage¬ 
ment until a quarrel has occurred regarding the renewal of an ifara lately held 
by Messrs.,Watson and Company. I decline to sanction the institution of a 
suit and dismiss this application. I need not deal with the other prayers 

• Appeal from Original Decree No. 82 of 1890, against the decree of ‘B. H. Anderson 
Esq., Judge Moorshedabad, dated the 8th of Febroary 1890. ’ 
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coDtained in tlie petition except the one which relates to the appointment of 
another trustee. Each party has named a gentleman. I will hear the pleaders 
on the 14th, and then decide which of the two should be appointed. Petitioner 
will pay objector’s costs’*. 

The order made in accordance with this judgment was " that the prayer 
for bringing a suit against the objector be disallowed ; that Nawab Syed 
Mozuffer Ali is appointed member in the place of Syed Amir Ali, deceased, 
who was a member in respect of the estate of Basant Ali Khan, deceased ; and 
that the objector's costs be paid by the petitioner”. 

The petitioner appealed from this decision to the High Court. 

Mr. Woodroffe and Baboo Bam Churn Mitter for the Appellant. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul), Babuo Mohim Mohun Boy, and 
Baboo Dwarka Nath ChtckerbuUy for the Respondent. 

The following cases were cited;— Khuderam Singh v. Sham Singh Poojoory 
■ (W R., 1864, Mis. 25), Kaluh Hossein v. Alt Hossein (4 N. W., 3), Delriis 
Banco Begum v. Abdoor Bahman (21 W. R., 368), Kamraja Sundarn Murteya 
Ptllaz V. Nalla Nathan Pillai (4 Mad , 93), In re Venkaiesu'ara (I, L. R., 10 
Mad, 98), Civil Beviston Petition 101 of 1882 (I. L. R., 10 Mad., 98, note), 
which were cases in which an appeal from an order refusing leave to sue under 
Act XX of 1863 was held not to lie; Mmaksht Naidu v. Subramanya Sastn 
(1. li. R., 11 Mad., 26), a Privy Council case, in which it wa^ held that no 
appeal lay froth an order under section 10 of the Act appointing a member of 
a Committee of Management, and Ackeni Sahib v. Bara Malimtyar (1 L. R., 
4 Mad., 295), in which an appeal was allowed against tlie order of a District 
Court, under section 5 of the Act, appointing a trustee. 

[884} The judgment of the Court (PuiNSEP and Banekjee, JJ.) was 
as follows;— 

This matter ari.ses out of an order by the District Judge under section 18 
of Act KX of 1863, refusing to give leave to the petitioner to institute a suit 
having reference to a Mahomedan endowment. 

The first question raised for our decision is, whether there is any right of 
appeal. There is no such right conferred by the Act, but it is argued that, 
under the new definition of a decree given in the Code of Civil Procedure of 
1882, a right of appeal against such an order is given, because such an order 
would amount to a decree. . • 

We are not prepared to accept such an interpretation of this definition of 
a decree. The order in question is a refusal to^^ive leave to institute a suit. 
It does not come within the definition of the term ' decree,” either as amounting 
to a formal expression of an adjudication upon a right claimed, or as amount¬ 
ing to an order rejecting a plaint. The order, as we understand it, merely 
determines that there are no primd facie grounds for instituting a suit. There 
is no adjudication of any right inherent in the petitioner. Nor can it be regarded 
as an order rejecting a plaint, because it is an^ order refusing leave to file a 
plaint. , In that view we think there is no ground of appeal. 

In giving a special order for the admission of an appeal subject to any 
objections that may be takw at the hearing, another Division Bench of this 
Court gave permission to the petitioner to move the Coart under sMtion 622 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, or under section 15 of the Charter Act, with a 
view to set aside the order of the District Judge. We have accordingly heard 
all the arguments which could be raised against the merits of the order passed. 
We think, however, that there are no sufiSoient grounds for our interference 
with the order under the special powenrs thus conferred on this Court, nor do 
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we think, if we were to oonaider the ease of the petitioner on the merits, that 
there is any suffioient ground to question the oorreetness of the District Judge’s 
order. The allegations contained in the petition were of the vaguest descrip¬ 
tion, and not such as would warrant the Judge to give permission to the 
petitioner so as to make any of those allegations [388] the foundation of a 
suit for misconduct against the President of the Committee. We further have 
the satisfaction of learning that in the course of these proceedings, a third 
member has been appointed to the Committee, who will thus afford the means 
of forming a quorum, so as to guarantee the proper management of the endow¬ 
ment and satisfy any complaints that may arise. 

The appeal must therefore be dismissed with costs. 

J. V. W. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

c also 10 Mad., 98; 19 Cal., 276 ; 31 Cal , 584 ; 7 M L T. 126. ] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 27th February, im. 

Present ; 

Mr, Justice Norris and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Surendra Nandan alias Gyanendra Nandan Das, minor, by his guardian 

Santomoni Dasi, and another.Defendants 

verms 

Sailaja Kant Das Mahapatra, minor, by his guardian Chowdhury Badha 
Kant Das Mahapatra.Plaintiff.' 

Hindu law —Adoption—Validity of adoption—Effect of adoption—Divesting 
of estate already vested -Mitakshara law. 

Thu will of B, a Hindu, appointed one K manager of .ill property, and gavo his 
widow S power t>i adopt a aon, and went on to state th.at S “ shall manage all the affairs with 
the conaent of the said manager '* {K), “ .and she will not be able to do any wrongful act or 
alienate and waste property uselsasly and without his conseut If .she do so, it will he can¬ 
celled by the said manager or the adopted son ; and she will adopt a son with the good advice 
and opinion of the manager”. S, wishing to adopt ths plaintiff, sent a registered letter to S, 
who had refused to give 8 any advice or assistance, intimating her intention and asking him 
to come and see the ceremony perfowned, but he declined to receive the letter which was 
returned to S by the postal authorities, and the plaintifi was eventually adopted wi^out the 
oonsont of K. Held, that the oonsont of K was not a condition precedent to the validity 
of the adoption, and that it was not invalid bv reason of its having bean made without K’s 
advice and consent. 

B and B were living as a joint family subject to the Mitakshara law. B died on the 28th 
February 1884, leaving him surviving a widow S, to whom ho gave power to adopt a son to 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 88 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Juggo Bandhu 
Gangully, Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, dated the 27th of December 1889. 
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him, and R who succeeded by survivorship to B’s share in the Joint family property. S adopted 
the plaintiff on (8881 the 27th October lfl85. JTeld, that on her adoption the plaintiff became 
entitled to the share of his father B, notwithstanding that such share had already 
vested in B. , 

Mondaktni Dost v. Adtnaih Dey (ante, p. 69) followed. 

This was a suit to establish the validitv of the plaintiff's adoption, and to 
recover joint possession of certain lands as well as undivided possession of cer¬ 
tain other lands and moveable property, and for mesne profits. 

The position and relationship of the parties is explained by the following 
genealogical table (which was annexed to, and together with the dates attached 
to the names declared to he part of, the judgment of tiie High Court): — 

Damudar Dan Mahapatra. 


Modhapudaii Das Boidyanath Das Nittyanand D.a8 Aditja Charn Das 

Mahapatra. Mahapatra. Mahapatra (died Mahapatra. 

Aughran 1273). I 


Oopiiiath Das. Mothur Mnhan. 


Srinath—Anna Raghunath Sudba- Bissonath Bantomoni 
puma. mo^ce (died 1.3th (defendant Ho. 1) 
Assin 1293). (died 17th Falgoon 
I 1290). 



Jadabeiidra Surendra 

(defendant No. 3). (defendant No. 2) 

From this table it appears that Damudar Das Mahapatra was the ancestor 
of the family. He had four sons, Modhusudan Das Mahapatra, Boidvanath 
Das Mahapatra, Nittyanand Dus Mahapatra, and Aditya Charn Das Maha¬ 
patra. Modhusudan and Boidyanath had no children. Aditya Charn had 
Wo children— Gopinath and Mothur Mohan. Nittvanand, who died in Aughran 
1273 (November 1866), had three sons—Srinath, Raghunath, and Bissonath. 
Bissonath died on 17th Falgoon 1290 (28th February 1884), leaving his widow 
Santomoni (the defendant No l) him surviving. Raghunath died on the i3th 
Assin 1293 (28th September 1886),leaving him surviving two sons ~Jadahendra 
(defendant No. 3) and Surendra (defendant No. 2). 

(3873 The facts, so far as they were material to this report, were 
as follows:— • 

Bissonath made a will on 3rd Falgoon 1290 (14th Febraury 1884), of 
which the material provisions were— " (2) My ancestral joint taluks and 
lakheraj lands and paddy and dealings in cash and furniture and articles of 
gold, silver, brass, etc., all properties moveable and immoveable are under the 
management of my elder tfterine brother, Raghunath Das Mahapatra, and wa 
have been in joint possession. After ray death my wife Santomoni Dasi will 
be entitled to, and iu possession of, a moiety of all those properties, and will 
be able to adopt from one to three sons, she will he able to adopt a second 
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son if the first adopted son be of bad character and of a different religion or 
dies, and she will be able to adopt a third son if the second adopted son be 
similarly guilty or dies. (6) My wife being a female. I appoint Chowdhury 
Krishna Gobind Das Mahapatra of Srirampur of pergana Sip8r, who is my 
gyanti cousin and well-wisher, manager for management of my ancestral joint 
and self-acquired properties,moveable and immoveable, and trade, etc., tc^ether 
with dena-poivna and all affairs. After my death the said manager shall protect 
and look after all my estate and perform the deb-siieba and all other acts in 
my share. The manager shall continue to manage the suits which arc going 
on and those which will be instituted in future. If tlie said manager desires, 
he will be able to appoint a manager according to ins own choice and get all 
the affairs managed. (9) My wife sbalJ manage all the affairs with the consent 
of the said manager, and she will not he able to do anv wrongful act or alienate 
and waste property, etc , uselessly and without his consent If she do so, it 
will lie cancelled by the said managei or the adopted son, and she will adopt 
a son with the good advice and opinion of the manager.’’ 

The plaintiff stated that Krishna Gobiud Das, though constantly requested 
to do so by Htintomoni, refused to give her any advice or assistance ; that she 
having determined to |idopt the plaintiff, sent a registered letter to Krishna 
Gobind Das, intimating her intention to do so, and asking him to come and 
see the ceremony performed; that he declined to receive tlie letter which was 
returned bv *the postal authorities to Santomoni; that on the 8th Kartick 
[388] 1292 (27th October lHHr3j,the plaiutiff uas duly adopted by Santomoni, 
the defendant No 1 : that it had come to the plaintiff's knowledge that 
Santomoni was denying his adoption by her, and alleging that she bad adopted 
the defendant No. 2, the second son of Bagiiunath, after Baghunath's death, 
by taking him in adoption from his mother Sudhamoyea. The plaintiff 
submitted that bids alleged adoption of defendant No. 2 was invalid, and prayed 
for a declaration that he (t)ie plaintiH) was the validly adopted son of Bissonath, 
for possession of an eight annas share of the joint property which belonged to 
Bissonath and Bagiiunath, and for solo po.ssess]on of certain self-acquired 
property of Bissonath, and fur mesne profits. 

The defendants Nos. 1 and 2 filed a joint written statement in which they 
denied the adoption of the plaintiff by Santomoni, and alleged that she had 
validly and according to the Shastras adopted the defendant No. 2; that even 
if Santomoni had adopted the plaintiff, such adoption was invalid, not having 
been made liccording to the advice and opinion of Krishna Gobind Das, as 
was required bv the will of Bissonath, it being, as they submitted, a condition 
precedent to the adoption of any bo\ by Hantomoni that such adoption should 
be according to the advice and opinion of Krishna Gobind Das. 

The defendant No. 3 fifed a separate written statement in which he denied 
the adoption of the plaintifi', and alleged that Santomoni had validly adopted 
the defendant No. 2 ; that his gieat-uncle Aditya Gharn got the joint family 
property partitioned many years ago ; that his other great-uncles Modhusudan 
and Boidyanath and his grandfather Nittyanand executed an angsonama (a par¬ 
tition deed) on the 16th of Asar 1261 (28th June 1854) in respect of the remaining 
joint properties; that Modhusudan gave to Eaghunath certain of the properties 
of which the plaintiff was now claiming possession, and of which properties he 
(Baghunatb) remained in possession ; that in 1273 (1866) Nittyanand executed 
an anumatipattrO'in favour of his sons Baghunatb and Bissonath, and made 
provisions with regard to the possession and enjoyment of his ancestral 
and self-acquired property, and also of the property given by Modhnsudan to 
Baghunatb ; that Baghunatb performed the dob-sbeba and the prescribed rights 
and ceremonies, and before his death [889] appointed the defendant, 
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No. 3 the sliebaifc, and that in the teeth of this anumatipattro the plaintiff’s 
suit was not maintainable. He farther alleged that Baghunatb andBissonath 
were members of a Hindu joint family governevi by the Mitakshara law ; and 
that on Bissdhath’s dying without a son, Raghunath succeeded, and on Raghu- 
nath'a death the defendant No. H succeeded to the entire property. He denied 
that Bissonatb died possessed of any self-acquired properties. 

On these pleadings issues were framed, of which the following are those 
material to this report: — 

4. Whether Suntomoni adopted the minor pliyntiff as her son. 

5. If she adopted him as her son, whether the adoption took place 
according to the Shastras. 

6. Whether undei the directions contained in Bissonath’s will such 
adoption was made witli the permission and consent of Krishna Gobind Das 
If tlie adoption did not take place with such consent and permission, whether 
the adoption is on that account invalid. 

10. Whether tlie Mitakshara law is prevalent in the family of Bissonath 
and Raghunath. If it he so, whether the plaintit! can sue as the adopted son 
of Bissonath when his adoption did not take place in the lifetime of Bissonath 
and when Raghunath was alive. 

Issues 7, 8 and 9 as to theeKecution and validity of the anuipatipattro, and 
as to certain properties which tno defendants contended tho plaintiff was nDt 
entitled to claim, were decided against the ilefendauts 

On the 4th, 5th and 6th issues the Suliordinate .Judge found that the adop¬ 
tion of the plaintiff was duly made hv Santomoui, and that it was a valid adop¬ 
tion On tlie 10th issue he held tliat the Mitakshara law governed the family of 
Bissonath and Raghunath , that they lived joint in mess and propertv, and 
that Bissonath’s share in the property vested after Hissonath’s death m Raghu¬ 
nath by right of survivorship, and was diveste.d on the adoption of the plaintiff 
and vested in him a.s adopted son of Bissonath. 

From this decision the defendants«Nos. 2 and 3 appealed to the High Court. 

( 390 } Baboo il/u/HHi Mohim Hoy, Dr. EaMehari Ghone, Baboo Omernath 
Bo’se, and Baboo Monruothu Nath Mitter for tho Apjiellants. 

Baboo Sr/nath Dan and Baboo (rolok Chuiidp-r Hircar for the Respondent 

The arguments and cases cited are sufficiently stated in the judgment. 

The judgment of the Court (Noukis and Bevkklky, J.].), after stating 
the facts and the issues, continued as follows '— 

These issues 4, 5 and 6 were tried together, and as to them the Hubnrdinate 
Judge says:—’* I am of opinion that there is aburulant evidence in the case 
that No. 1 defendant, Santomoni, the widow of the late Bissonath Das 
Mahapatra, according to the directions contained in her husband’s will, dated 
3rd Falgoon 1290, which gave her authority to adopt, really adopted as her 
son the minor plaintiff, who was the natural son of Radlia Kant Das Mahapatra, 
on Rth.Kartick 1292, Amli (22Dd October 1884) by performing religious cere¬ 
monies as provided in the Shastras." This finding is appealed against in the 
grounds of appeal, but at the bar here it was admitted that it could not be 
successfully attacked^ and therefore it must stand confirmed. 

The Subordinate Judge then discusses the question as to.the validity of the 
adoption upon tlie assumption that Krishna Gobind Das hod not advis^ it or 
consented to it, and upon this point be says" It is urged that as the adop¬ 
tion of plaintiff did not take place with the consent of the executor or manager 
* Krishna Gobind. it is invalid. Plaintiff tried to prove that Krishna Gobind 
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gave secret consent to such adoption, though outwardly be did not give consent, 
as he was most unwilling to incur the displeasure o! Baghu with whom be was 
on friendly terms. The evidence of plainbifif's witnesses, Badba Kant and Bam 
Parsbad, that in Assin 1291 Krishna Gobind advised Santomoni to take protec¬ 
tion of Badha Kant and Gopi Mobun and co adopt a son of Badha Kant, cannot 
be believed, for Badha Kant and Gopi Mobun were then on ill terms with Krishna 
Gobind, as litigation was then going on between them in the High Court. 
Then the evidence adduced by the plaintiff that Krishna Gobind's consent was 
taken before the adoption of plaintiff in Eartick 1292 is also untrustworthy, for it 
is C39i3 improbable that Krishna Gobind would give such consent when at that 
time he applied for revocation of the letters of administration taken out by 
Santomoni It rather appears that Santomoni wrote a registered letter (Ex. VI) 
on 14th Assarl291 to Krishna Gobind to give his consent to the adoption, 
and Krishna Gobind refused. to take the letter. Hence it is clear that 
Krishna Gobind did not give his consent to the adoption. Santoraoni’s statement 
in her petition of obiection in the probate case brought by Krishna Gobind that 
she adopted plaintiff as her son with the consent of Krishna Gobind was only 
made to give more validity to the adoption of the plaintiff. The will of Bisso- 
nath in the first part of its 9th paragrapli directs that if Santomoni does any 
illegal act without an,v cause, or make anv alienation without the consent of 
Krishna Gobind, her act and alienation would be void. Itffurthe^lirects in the 
second part of that paragraph, that she should adopt with the 
of Krishna Gobind, t f , with the good advice of Krishna Gobind. It will 
therefore appear that with respect to the first part of the 9th paragraph, penalty 
is provided if the directions of that part are not complied with, but there is no 
penalty provided if the directionb of the second part of that paragraph are not 
fully taken into consideration The spirit of the will (vide the 2nd paragraph 
of the will) IS that Santomoni should lulopt a son, and in accordance 
with such directions she adopted tlie plaintiff as her son. She tried her 
best to take the consent of Kiishha Gobind before such adoption, but Krishna 
Gobind, on the grounds shown above, refused to give consent. Santomoni under 
such helpless condition w’as obliged to adopt plaintiff’ as her son in order to save 
her property by paying off the debts of her husband by taking advances from 
plaintifi’s natural father, Badha Kant. Under such circumstances, the adoption 
cannot be said to be inv.ilid, merely because Krishna Gobind withheld giving 
his advice to such adoption. Further, there is no penalty provided if the 
adoption be made without the consent of Krishna Gobind The primary desire 
of the testator, Bissonatli, was that his widow should adopt, and the widow 
carried out such dfesire by adoption. The case of Beem Churn Sen v. Jleeta LaU 
Seal { 2 1 J. N S., 22'5) has, 1 think, no application to this case, for in that 
case C392J consent was a eondition precedent to adoption, and there was a 
provision in the will that on failure to get consent to the adoption the property 
would pass over to another. But no such penalty is prescribed in Bissonath’s 
will in the present case Hence the adoption of plaintiff' by Bissonath’s widow, 
Santomoni, is valid • 

This finding is attacked in the fifth ground of appeal, and we thit^, as we 
intimated in the course of the argument yesterday, that the judgment of the 
Subordinate Judge on this point is correct and should be confirmed. We think 
that all the testator intended was to suggeilt that his wife would exercise a sound 
discretion if in the matter of choosing a boy to be adopted she consulted Krishna 
Gobind, a man in whom he, the testator, seems to have reposed confidence. 
Looking at the religious efficacy that ensues from the adoption of a son by a 
widow to her deceased husband, we think the Court shoul^ not be too antute (c 
•defeat an adoption, but should rather do its utmost to support it, unless euoh 
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adoption is clearly in excess or in breach of the power to make it. There was 
a case referred to by Baboo Mohint Mohun Roy upon this point, Rangtibai v. 
Bhagirthibat (1. L. R., 2 Bom., 377), but, as pointed out in the course of the 
argument, the power of adoption there was entirely different from the power 
of adoption here, and we think that that case is not applicable to the facts of 
the case with which we are at present dealing. 

With regard to the 7th issue, the Subordinate Judge finds that the 
anumatipattro 19 invalid. He says: “ It seems to me that the clause for deb- 
sheha in the so-called agreement of dedication is too general in its nature and 
cannot proxierly be given effect to”. This finding vras attacked ic the grounds 
of appeal, but tlie objection to it has not been pressed. It was contended, 
however, that it was in the nature of a family arrangement, and that such 
family arrangement could not and should not be disturbed by the plaintiff 
without proper notice being given. This specific ground is not taken in the 
grounds of appeal. No authority in support of it was cited by the learned 
pleader who has so ably argued the case for the defondant-appellant, and we 
cannot give any effect to it 

C31I3] Issues Htii and 9th were found against the defendants, and the 
findings with respect to those issues liave not been attacked in appeal. 

On the 10th issue it has been found that the family is governed bv the 
Mitakshara law, and that finding has not been imi>eached. But it has been 
contended, and very forcibly, by Baboo Mohint Mohun Roy for the appellant 
that as Raghunath succeeded by right of survivorship to Bissonath's share in 
the joint estate on his (Bissonath’s) death in 1290, Raghunath was not liable 
to he divested of such share by tlio plaintiff even if the adoption was good. 
That point was urged in the Court below, and upon that point the Subordinate 
Judge says as follows ■ — “ The question now is whether Raghu can be divested 
of such property by the subsequent adoption of the plaintiff by the widow of 
Bissonath. I think under the authority of the Privy Conneil ruling in the 
case of Vtrada Pratapa Ratjhunada Deo v. iirojokishore Patta Deo (1. 1^. R., 

1 Mad., 69 ; L. B., 3 I. A., Ifi4) which has been misunderstood, as pointed out by 
Mr. Mayne [note (c), article or section 172, Hindu Law, fourtli edition] in the 
case of Rally Prosunno Ghose v. Gncool Ckundcr Milter (I. L. li , 2 Cal., 295), and 
as also pointed out by the counsel on both sides in the case of Ndkomul Lahiri 
V. Jotendro Mohim Lahtri (I. L.B., 7 Cal., 178), the subsequent adoption of plain¬ 
tiff by the widow of Bissonath would divest Raghunath of Bissonath's estate 
vested in him. But this rule will not applv to the case of collateral succession as 
laid down in the case of Nilkomul Lnhtri v. Joteiuhu Mohun Lahtn quoted 
above. Mr. Mayne {vide article or section 179, Hindu Law, fourth edition), 
says that some passages m the judgment of Prosunno Ghosey. Gocool 

Chunder MtUer are more broadly expressed than they would have been if the 
Court had not misconceived the facts of the Privy Council case of Vtrada 
Pratapa Raqhunada Deo v. Btojoktshore Patta Deo. Then he goes on to say 
that the decision itself, coupl^ w'ith the other case cited, seems to lead to 
the follewing conclusions, one of which is ‘that when an adoption is made to 
the last male holder, the adopted son will divest the estate of any person 
whose title would have been inferior to his if he had been adopted prior to the 
death’. Hence the plaintiff as [ 394 } adopted son of Bissonath is entitled to 
claim the property of his adoptive father Bissonath”, 

In support of this contention Baboo Mohint Mohun Roy felied upon, 
first of all, the case of Kalidas Das v. Knshna Chunder Das (2B.L.B., F.B , 103). 
That case was tried on the Original Side of this Court by Mr. Jnstioe 
Norma??. The facts were that “Deb Chandra Das died in the year 1832, leaving 



SAILAJA. KAKT DAS MAHAFATBA ri89ll lX.B. t8 Oal. 898 

anonly 8on Bireswar Das, who had been blind from his birth, and two widows, 
the survivor of whom, Pyari Mani, died in 1849. Bireswar, the blind son, 
being according to Hindu law excluded from inheritance, on the death of Pyari 
Mani, Gurudas, tiie nephew of Deb Chandra, occupied the position of heir of 
Deb Chandra. Bireswar having married, a son, Krishnan Chandra, was born 
to him in IH58. Bireswar di^ in 1861." Upon these facts, Mr. Justice 
Norman, at page 106 of the report, says.—“ In my opinion, on the birth of 
Krishnan Chandra, be became entitled to the inheritance from which his father 
had been excluded.” The case was heard on appeal by Sir BabnES PeacOOK, 
the then Chief Justice, and«Mr. Justice A G. Macpherson, and it being found 
that the decision of Mr. Justice Norman was in conflict with a previous decision 
arrived at by Bayley and Macpherson, J.T , the case was referred to a Full 
Bench, and the Full Bench decided that “ by Hindu law an estate once vested 
cannot be divested in favour of the son of an excluded person born after the 
death of the ancestor. Such ruling does not apply to the case of the son of an 
excluded person if. having been begotten and being in the womb at the time of 
the ancestor’s death, he is afterwards born capable of inheriting.” 

The next cases relied upon were a case of Bhoobun Moyee v. Bamkishore 
Acharjee (10 Moore's 1. A., 279) and the case of Rally Prosunno Ghose v. Gocool 
Chunder Mitter (I. Ii..R., 2 Cal, 295), which was a case tfied on the Original 
side of this Court by two learned Judges, Mr. Justice PoNTlFEX and Mr. Justice 
(now Sir) BOMESH Chundeb Mitter. Reference was also made to a case which 
in the course of the argument has been called " the Madras case ”—-Ftrado 
Pratapa Raghunada Deo v. Btojohshore Patta Deo (I.L.E., 1 Mad., 69; L, R., 
3 I. A., 164). 

[395] With reference to the case of Rally Prosunno Ghose v. Gocool 
Chunder Mitter (I. L R., 2 Cal., 295), Mr. Mayne, m his last edition of Hindu 
Law and Usage at p 189 in a note, says .—“ The facts of this case seem to 
have been misunderstood by the High Court of Bengal in Rally Prosunno 
Ghose v. Gocool Chunder Mitter (post, s. 179), where they say (at page 309 of 
I. L. R., 2 Cal.,)—‘ Tlie ])roperby in dispute in that case was not a joint-family 
property, and the surviving members of the joint-family unjustly took posses¬ 
sion of it, by excluding the widow of the owner, who was entitled by the 
Mitakshara law to succeed to it.' The pioperty was joint, though impartible, 
and it was admitted that, as the brothers were undivided, the widow had no 
right to anything beyond maintenance." And a reference to the facts of the 
Madras case would seem to show that Mr Mayne has pointed out an error 
w'hicli really exists in the judgment of the Court in the case of Rally Ihrosunno 
Ghose V. Gorool Chunder Whiter. Then Mr. Mayne goes on to say at page 198, 
paragraph 179—“ But the (jecision itself, coupled with the other cases cited, 
seems to lead to the following conclusions Fust, where an adoption is made 
to the last male holder, the adopted son will divest the estate of any person whose 
title would have been inferior to his, if he had been adopted prior to the death,” 
and Mr. Mayne relies upon the Madras case, Virada Piatapa Raghunada Deo 
V. Brojokishore Patta Deo (I. L! B., 1 Mad., 69; L. R., 3 I. A., 164), as authority 
for that proposition. * 

Babu Mohmi Mohun Boy argues that Mr. Mayne is mistaken in saying 
that the Privy Council decided any suoli question in that case, that all that 
they decided in that case was a pure question of fact: and he contends boldly 
that an estate once having vested in a male, who is capable of taking an 
absolute estate, such male is not liable to be divested of that estate except in 
the case of a subsequent heir being horn who was conceived at the time 8U<^ 
male who took the absolute estate entered into^possession of it, or rathmr. 
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unless such son who is subsequently born was conceived in the wonsb at the 
tinae of the death when the succession opened out. He says that such person 
is not to be divested of the estate, except in that one contingency. 

[396] We feel ourselves unable to accede to this proposition. It has been 
pointed out that there is a vast difference between an estate taken by a male 
and that taken hy a female; that a male takes an absolute estate, a female a 
limited one; and that the divesting of an estate when once vested is repugnant 
to the Hindu law. It has been pointed out further that so repugnant is it to 
the Hindu law tliat even though a man may be guilty of such offences against 
the Hindu law as to be outcasted, or become a lunatic, or fall a victim to such 
physical maladies as would prevent his succeeding to an estate, \et once the 
estate is vested in liim he cannot be divested ; and it is urged thattliough there 
are authorities to show that a female who takes only a limited estate may be 
divested of it, a male who takes an absolute estate cannot be divested. 

In principle we can see no real distinction between the two cases, between 
the divesting of a female who takes only a limited estate and the divesting of a 
male W'ho takes a much larger estate than a female. That no sucli distinc¬ 
tion, as a matter of fact, aetiialK exists, we think we are warranted to say 
by reference to the ]udgment in the case of Mondakint Dust v. Adinuth Dptj 
(I. L. R, 18 Cal., f>9). The head-note to that case winch correctly 
represents the facts, is this • —“ \ son adopted to the last male pioprietor, who 
was the full owner of an estate, is entitled to take the whole of that estate and 
to divest the interest of any person in that estate, whose title hy inheritance 
is inferior to his, and who could not have inherited if the adoption had 
taken idace before the death of the last full owner, hut such adopted 
son is not entitled to claim as prefeiential heir the estate of any other 
person besides his adoptive father, when sucii estate inis vested before 
his adoption in some heir other than the widow w ho iulojits him. W hen 
a man died leaving two widows and having given eitlier of them tlie power 
to adopt a son, and the younger widow, on the refusal of the elder one to 
adopt, adopted a son : IDld that the estate which was in the elder widow 
was divested by the adoption, and that tlie adopted son took all the estate 
of his adoptive father.” Tiie judgment of the Court in that case was 
delivered by Mr. tiustice GlJUU D.\s Hani’H.tki:, and at page 71 of the report, the 
learned Judge mentions what points were argued in apjieal, and says that the 
[397] fourth point argued was “ that t:ven if the adoption was valid, it could not 
divest the estate of the elder widow who was no consenting party to it, and that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to recover the eight annas share of the estate of 
Raj Narain which had been inherited hy her,' and at page 72 of the report, 
referring to that contention, the learned Judge savif- — " The fourth jmint does 
not appear to have been raised in the Courts below Rut as it is a point of 
law not requiring for its disposal any further inquiry into facts, we allowed it 
to be raised and argued here. The sum and substance of the argument on behalf 
of the appellant is that an estate vested in any •person hy inheiitance cannot 
be divested by a subsequent adoption, except when the adoption is made hy 
such person, and that the plaintiff is not, therefore, entitled to recover anything 
more than the share of Raj Narain's estate inherited by his younger widow by 
whom the adoption \ya8 made, and in support of this argument the oases of 
Bhoobun Moyee v. Bam Ktshore Acharjee (10 Moore’s 1. A., 279) and 
Kally Prosvnno Ghose v. Gocool Chunder Mitter (1. L. R., 2 Gal., 295) ” 
(the case wo have cited) " were relied upon. There can be no doubt that, as a 
general rule, an estate vested in anv person by inheritance is not divested hy 
a nearer heir subsequently coming into existence [see Kahdas Das v. Ktiihna 
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Chandra l?as (2 B. L. E., F. B., 103)] But there are exceptions to this rule, 
and the question is whether the present case is one of those exceptions. Upon 
that question the cases cited are not exactly in point, as in those cases the 
adoptions which were held inoperative in divesting vested estates were made 
not to the last full owners to whom inheritance had to be traced, but to other 
persons, that is, to the father of the last full owner in the first-mentioned case, 
and to his brother’s son in the second The cases of Annammah v. Mabbu hah 
Reddy (8 Mad., 108), Drohomoifee v Shama Churn (I. L B., 12 Cal., 2461, and 
Rup Chund V. Rakfnnalai Bom., A. C , 114) are similarly distinguishable 
from tlie present, the adoption having been made to the father of the last full 
owner in the first and the ^eeond, and to his brother in the third. On the 
other hand, theie are cases (some of which are exactly in point) which sup¬ 
port the respondents’ view that a son [398] adopted bv one of several widows 
to her deceased husband takes the whole of his estate, divesting theestrite of all 
the widows. In Vnadn Prntnpa llnqhnnada Deo v. Brojokishore Patta Deo 
(I. L. E., 1 Mad ,69. Ij R., 3 I. A., 134), the widow' of Ea,ia Adikonda Deo, 
the bolder of an impartible zomindari, having adopted a son under the 
authority' of her deceased iiushaiul, the adopted son w'as held entitled to recover 
the estate from Kaghunadu, the half-brother of the deceased zemindar, who, as 
the .ludicial Cominibtiee observed, must be taken to have been an undivided 
brother, and the person who, according to the ordinary la^v of succession, was 
entitled to the zetnindari on the death of Adikonda without a legitimate son, 
either procreated or adopted. In Rukmahm v Radhahai (5 Bom., A. C., 181) 
it was held that a son adojited by an elder widow without the consent ot the 
younger was entitled to take the whole estate of his adoptive father, and to defeat 
the interests of the younger widow,” Then the learned .Tudgerefers to an unreport¬ 
ed case decided by this Court, and lie goes on to say --“The true rule deducible 
from all tliese eases is, as stated by Mi Mayne in his learned work on Hindu 
Law and Lhutje '.section 179), this, namely, that a son adopted to the last male 
proprietor, wiio was tlio full owtier of an estate, 's entitled to take the whole 
of that estate and to divest the interest of any iierson in that estate whose 
title by inheritance is inferior to Ids, and who could not have inherited if the 
adoption had taken place before the death of the last full ow'iier, though he is 
not entitled to claiin as preferential heir the estate of any other person besides 
his adoptive father, when such estate has vested before his adoption in some 
heir other than the widow who adopted him. There is notliing un]ust in this. 
Indeed there would be groat injustice if the opposite view' were to prevail, and 
if the lawfully adopted son of the last full owner, who is to hear all the obliga¬ 
tions of a son, were to he deprived of any part of Ins adoptive father’s estate. 
The case is wholly different w'here an adopted son claims nob the estate of his 
adoptive father, but that of another person after it has vested in some other heir 
who was entitled to it before the adoption. It w'ould obviously lead to incon¬ 
venience and injustice to allow vested interests to be divested in such cases. The 
contention of tlie [399] appellant is, therefore, whollv opposed to the authority 
of decided cases. It is equally repugnant to the spirit of the Hindu law.” 

• 

It is quite true that this paragraph which I have last read is an obiter 
dictum, and that it was not necessary for the decision of the precise case which 
the learned Judges had before tliem ; hub though it is an obiter, it is an obitw 
of a very learned Judge and one whose opinion upon a matter of this sortie 
entitled to4he greatest possible respect, and it entirely coincides with our own 
view, because we are unable to appreciate the distinction which Baboo Mohtm 
Mohun Roy has drawn betw'een the relative value of an estate as taken by a 
male and that taken by a female, which is the basis of his argument. 
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We would desire to add this, that it seems to us that by aooeditig to the 
argument advanced by Baboo Mohini Mohun Boy, we should be striking an 
almost fatal blow at adoption, at any rate in Milakshara families, and though 
Baboo Mohim Mohun has this morning in reply called our attention to certain 
passages in the Mitakshara and Dattaka Mimansa, which he says show that in 
the Mitakshara school adoptions are not to be favoured, it seems to us that, 
having regard to the religious efficacy which is said to result from an adoption 
to a deceased father, this is an additional reason for not acceding to the 
argument which he has laid before us. 

Therefore in the result we think that the appeal fails, and must be 
dismissed with costs. 

.1. V. W. Appeal dtsmissed. 


MOTES 

[The Privy Ccuncil in (1906^ 29 Mad.. .382, approved of the /t&eraf construction of instru¬ 
ments authorising adoption, tiee also (1898) 23 Cal., 662. (1908) 10 Bora. L.B., 692. 

Adoption IS valid though it might have the effect of divcbting the e‘>tate which survived 
to the undivided copsroener .-r29 Bom., 51; .84 I A . 109,26 Mad., J43 , but the rule does 
not apply to case.s where there were disruptions of the undivided family, e.y., by the death of 
the males .—22 Bom., 651; 14 Bom., 463 ; (1908) 32 Boin , 502.3 
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APPELLATE CIVIL 

The 24th Fehiiary, IHUl. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mr Justice Trevelyan. 

Basamaya Dhur Chowdhuri and others.Defendants 

vetsiu> 

Abul Fata Mahomed Ishak and others.Plaintiffs."^’ 

Mahomedan Law — Wakf, connUtution of,—Dedication of properly with 
temporary intermediate interests—Uncertain contingency. 

To constitute a valid wakf there must be a dedication in favour of a religious or charitable 
purpose, although there may be a tompomry intermediate application of the whole or 
part of the benefits thereof to the [4003 family of the appropri<itor or wakif, and the diMfication 
must not depend upon an uncerUin contingenev, such as the possible extinction of the 
wakif's family 

By a deed dated 21st December 1868, duly registered and purporting to be 
a deed of wakfnamah, two brotnars, Ahul Hossein Mahomed Alidur Rahman 
(defendant No. 1) and Abu Mahomed .\bdul Kadir (defendant No. 2), made a 
settlement of ail their immoveable profierties in the following terms:— 

“ For perpetuating the names of our father and forefathers and for pro¬ 
tecting our properties, we, leaving ourselves to th*e mercy and kindness of God 
and relying upon the bounty of Providence and being in possession of 
sound health of body and mind as enjoined in the Mahomedan law and fully 
capable of performing and observing all the religious rites and ceremonies and 
of our own free will* and accord and without reluctance or compulsion, 
make tiiis permanent endowment (wakf) of ail our shares and righto in the 
in^cweable profierties, that is, all our pergunnabs, zeroindaris, taluk, segfu, 

* Appeal icnm Original Decree No. 156 of 1889, against the decree of Baboo Jlbunkriahna 
Cbattcrjec, Subordinate Judge of Syffiet, dated the 30th pf March 1889, 
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rent'free lands, and all ancestral, and self-acquired properties such as purchased 
at private or auction sale, and all properties either standing in our own 
names or in the names of others, and all our rights and interest in connection 
with the same,^ that are in our possession and enjoyment, for the benefit of 
our sons and children and the members of our family from generation to genera¬ 
tion and in their absence for the benefit of the poor and beggars and widows 
and orphans. We two brothers take upon ourselves the management and 
supervision of the same in the capacity of mutwalis for such time as we may 
live, Md mutwalis we enjoy*all rights and interest in the wakf properties 

• ' We shall deal in the following way with the net 
profit that will come to our hands. If it be necessary to bring any suit or put 
in any answer or objection or claim m respoct of these wakf properties 
or the profits, etc., of the same in the Civil Courts, 

then we the mutwalis shall do those acts according to the-laws and rules for the 
time being and we shall pay the expenses for the same from the profits of the 
wakf properties. In order to maintain the name and prestige of our family, we 
the mutwalis shall make reasonable and suitable expenses according to our 
C401] means and position in life. We shall according to our choice fix 
allowances for the support and maintenance of the persons who are now living 
or may be born afterwards for whose benefit the wakf is made, and we shall pay 
the same to them every month and also the expenses oP their marriage and 
mourning ceremonies whenever they may be required It will be competent 
for us, the mutwalis and our successor mutwalis, to enhance or reduce the 
allowances of the persons who are now living or who may hereafter be 
born for whose benefit the wakf is made, in consideration of course of 
their position and circumstances and the state of the income of the wakf 
properties, ' ' to use the wakf properties as security 

and grant putni and dur-putni and permanent and temporary ijara settle¬ 
ments and to purchase some other properties with the money to be 
received as salami for the aforesaid settlements, and to exchange any 
of the lands in this wakf with some other lands and to include the lands 
so acquired by purchase or in exchange in the wakf, and to spend the 
profit of the same towards the expenses of the wakf and keep the surplus 
profit in stock in the tahcil, and to try to increase the wakf properties, and 
the amount in cash, whatever properties inav he acquired by us the mutwalis 
or our successor mutwalis after execution of this document shall be included 
in this wakf. .. s » , . None of the persons 

for whose benefit the wakf is made shall be able to make any claim for t&king 
any of the wakf properties or to sell or mortgage or to make any gift of his 
allowance and the allowance shall not be attached and sold in execution of any 
money decree against any of those persons because the wakf properties have 
been settled only for the support of our sons, grandsons, etc , from generation 
to generation. It will not be competent for any of the persons for whose 
benefit the wakf is made to call upon the mutwali or mutwalis to submit any 
accounts in respect of the w^ikf properties, or to bring any suit in any Court 
against the mutwali or mutwalis for increasing his allowance or foy taking 
possession of the wakf properties or for any accounts in respect of the same, and 
if any such suit is brought it shall be rejected by the Court, but it will be 
competent for any of the persons for whose benefit the wakf is made to ask 
the mutwalis for increasing his allowance or for any occasional expenses, and 
[402] if the mutwalis are satisfied that he is actually in need or want, then 
the mutwali will increase his allowance or meet his demands. The principal 
object of this wakf is that there be no loss to the properties, and that 
the name and the prestige of the family be maintained, and that the profits of 
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theae properties be appropriated towards the maiatenanoe of the name of the 
family and the support of the persons for whose benefit the wakf is made 
Be it known here that up to the time of executing this document we are 
not indebted to any one, that, without keeping in our possession oven a very 
small portion of the properties that are in our possession, we make a permanent 
wakf of all our properties and take in our possession and custody the docu¬ 
ments and other papers in connection with the wakf properties that will 
furnish suflicient information and description regarding the wakf properties, 
and so no schedule tliereof is given below ” . * 

The deed also contained provisions regardiii* the appointment of new 
mutwalis and for the appointment of any of the settlors' male descendants as 
mutwalis. 

After the execution of this deed Abdur Rahm.m and Abdui Kadir dealt 
with the properties as wakf properties. They held themselves out as mutwalis 
and for some years described fheniselves as such iii collection and other papers 
connected with the management of the properties. In 12b] (1874) Ahdur 
Rahman was in difficulties and on 13th Kartick 1281 F. S. (7th November 
1874), he executed an ijara potta for Rs. 4.200 per annum of his share in the 
properties in favour of his brother .Vhdul Kadir, and Abdul Kadir executed a 
kahuliat or countespart thereof in favour of Abdur Ralirnan on 12th .loiste 
1282 F. S. (1st June 1875). Both the deeds were duly registered, and in them 
the two brothers declared that by reason of their necessities they had revoked 
the wakf of the 21st December 1888. 

Ill 1288 (1881) Abdur Haliman and \bdul Kadir made a formal partition 
of all the wakf properties. In this deed of partition, which was executed on 
27th Bhadro 1288 F. S. (lltli September 1881), it was stated tliat the wakf of 
21st December 1868 was invalid, as the vvakfnamali did not contain the word 
sadkah or charitv, and was not made acconling to the provisions of the Maho- 
medan law. After the execution of the deed of partition, Abdul Kadir and 
[♦03j Ahdur Raiiman each dealt with his share as exclusively his own. And 
Abdur Rahman, who had now become heavily involved, mortgaged and alienated 
several parcels of the property. 

On the 6th March 1888, .Abul Fata Mahomed Ishak on behalf of himself 
and his minor brothers, the sons of Ahdur Rahman, instituted this suit as 
beneficiaries under the wakf, niter aha, to have it declared that all the profierties 
were wakf, to recover from the transferees the profierties alienated hy their 
father, Abdur Rahman (defendant No. 1), and to have him removed from the 
post of mutwali. 

The issues material to this report were the following :— 

2I/h .—Whether the wakf deed propounded by the plaintiffs is valid ? If 
so, what relief the said plaintiffs are entitled to? 

Jittk .—Whether the wakf deed in dispute is bad in law, fraudulent and 
collusive, and whether it was ever acted upon ? 

I3th — Whether the disputed wakf was cancelled by the subsequent acts 
snd conduct of the defendants Nos. 1 and 2 ? 

The Subordinate Judge found that Abdur Rahman and AVxlul Ksdir 
(defendants Nos, 1 and 2) had executed the wakfnauiah ; that at the time of its 
execution they were jdint owners in possession of the wakf properties; that they 
were free from debt, sound in mind and body, and had of their own* accord and 
free will and in good faith made the wakf for the purpose of dedicating their 
properties to the service of God; that after the execution of the fJeed they had 
acted as mutwalis, supported the beneficiaries, kept up a madraasa for teaching 
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the Koran and other religious books of the Mahomedans, and had described 
themselves as mutwalis in collection papers, chittas, terij taujee, and other 
documents connected with the management of the wakf; that five or six years 
after the execution of the wakfnaniah, defendant No. 1, Abdur Babman, was 
much involved in debt, and on 27th Bhatlvo 1288 (11th September 1881) had 
partitioned the wakf properties with his brother Abdul Kadir (defendant No I); 
that shortly after the partition Abdur Rahman, without the knowledge or 
consent of Abdul Kadir, had transferred, mortgaged and granted leases of some 
of the wakf properties, and that he had been guilty of waste and misconduct. 
The Subordinate Judge bald tliat the deed was valid and irrevocable under 
Mahomedan law; that Abdur [400 Rahman sliould he removed from the 
ofiice of mutwali, that defendant No. 2 should be appointed sole mutwali, and 
that the transfers, mortgages, and leases, etc., executed by the defendant Abdur 
Rahman were invalid and should be set aside. Accordingly he gave the 
plaintiffs a decree 

The defendants Nos 3, 9, 12, 13, 88 and 89, who had defended the suit, 
appealed to the High Court. 

Mr Wiuuboffc, Mr. Emns, J^sihoo Snnuth Dos, Baboo Taruck Nath Paht, 
and Baboo hhohan Mohan LSiswas, for the Appellants 
, The Advocate-Cleireral (Sir CVni/Zcs Pnnl), Mr. Moulvie Mahomed 

Yutoof, Moulvje Shams-ul-Jlvdn, Moulvie Seroj-nl-Islow, Moulvie Mahomed 
Ishfalk, and Bahoo Tarakisthare Chowdhnj, for the Resuondents. 

Mr. Di'ans .—The deed is had on the face of it The object of the wakf is 
uncertain ; the properties are not sjiecified, S4) that tlie jniblic might not- bo able to 
obtain any information as to w’liat jiroperties are the subject of the wakf. The 
mutwalis are left absolutely unfettered to spend whatever they like on the 
beneficiaries and for perjietuating the prestige of the family. They may even 
use the wakf property as security. The only ehant.rihle object in the deed is the 
formal reference to “the poor and needy.” The “ acts of religion” mentioned 
are too vague to he of any effect. The settlors never treated this deed as a valid 
wakfnaraali. This is clear from the nara pottah executed bv Abdur Rahman in 
favour of Ahdul Kadir, and the deed of partition between the brothers, and from 
their conduct afterwards Settlements of this kind are entirely opposed to 
public i»olicv. If this deed be held to ho a good wakfnamali, then any 
Mahoniedati will he able to create a jierpetuity, if he hr willing that on failure 
of descendants to himself and all his relations his land shall go to the poor rather 
than escheat to the State. 

^ This is merely an attempt to defraud the creditors of Abdur Rahman. As 
regards his indebtedness at the time the deed was executed, it is true there is 
evidence only of a trifling sum. but we find that in 1875 he was in difficulties, 
and borrowed Rs. 20,000 on an ijara pottah from his brothers. There is also • 
documentary evidence to sliow that he was in debt at the time he executed this 
(.4033 deed, and, that being so, it is for the other side to satisfy the Court that 
the wakf is valid, as we are band fide purchasers, and the sales were made with 
the knowledge of all the members of the family. ^ 

On the authorities the settlement is clearly bad. To constitute a 
valid wakf there must be a dedication solely, or at least primarily and substan* 
tially, to religious or charitable objects.. In Mahomed AshanuUa Chowdhry 
V. Amarchand Ktiadu (L. R., 17 T. A., 28; I. L. R., 17 Cal, 498), the Privy 
Council held that the deed was not*a valid deed of wakf. In the course of the 
argument Lord Watson observed that there must be an actual dedication to 
make a wakf. There must not be a mere spes snccessionis. Their Lordships said 
that they knew of no authority “ showing that, according to Mahomedan law, 
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a gift is good as a wakf unless there is a substantial dedication of the 
property to charitable uses at some period of time or other." They held that 
the use of the word ‘ wakf ’ and similar expressions were of no effect when 
the object of the deed was to benefit the settlor’s family and make their 
property inalienable. In that case there was no mention in the deed, as there 
is in the present one, of the poor and needy; but on this point they say, they 
are not called upon by the facts of this case to decide whether a gift of property 
to charitable uses which is only to take effect after the failure of all the 
grantor’s descendants is an illusory gift, a point on which there have been 
conflicting decisions in India." lu Mahomed Hamfdulla Khan v. Lotful Huq 
(I. L. E., 6 Cal., 744), it was held that a settlement in favour of the settlor’s 
daughters and her descendants, how low soever, and when they no longer 
existed, than in favour of the poor and needy, was not valid as a wakf. To the 
same effect is the ruling m Fattma Btbee v. Ariff Ismailjee Bham (9 C. L. B., 
66) (see pages 70 and 75 of the report). The Bombay High Court held in 
Abdul Ganne Ka^ain v. Hussen Mtya BiikmiUula (10 Bom , 7) that to constitute 
a valid wakf there must be a dedication solely to the worship of God or to 
religious or charitable purposes. In the two cases of Fatma Btbt v. The 
Advocate-General of Bombay (I. L. R., 6 Bom., 42) and Amruttal Kahdaa v. 
Shaik Hussein (I. L. R., 11 Bom., 492), which are against me, [406] the 
Bombay Court held that the mere mention of the poor and needy was sufficient 
to create a valid wakf. But this Court is not bound to follow those decisions. 
Sse also Nizamudm Gulamv Abdul Gafur {ILtB., 13 Bom., 264). Baillie’s 
view that the nbention of the poor in a wakf is immaterial has been overruled by 
the Privy Council. Under the Mahomedan law, therefore, this is not a valid 
wakf. 

Mr. Woodro^fe on same side referred to Pathukuiti v. Avathalakutti 
(I. L. R., 13 Mad., 66). 

The Advocate-General for the Respondents.—This Court is hound to apply 
Mahomedan law as it is to be found, and our modern ideas should not l>e allowed 
to interfere with Mahomedan customs and law. It is an unchangeable law and 
cannot be alteretl, being based entirely on their religious books. The Mahomedan 
law favmurs perpetuities; and the Knglisli rule against perpetuities is wholly 
unknown to it, and has never been applied to it. The case of Ye.ap Cneak Neo 
y. Ong Cheng Neo (L. R., 6 P. C., 381) shows that the laws of England prevail 
in the Straits Settlements, because they were introduced there. 

This is a perfectly legitimate device to secure fatherless children sharing 
in their grandfather’s estate. That it is a device is no objection : since both 
English and Mahomedan laws are full of devices. ,4 settlement upon theowifer 
and his descendants for ever is a valid wakf, if it bo made in proper form and if, 

. as in the present case, there be an ultimate dedication of the profits to the pour. 
The Privy Council in Mahomed Ashunullu Chowdkry v. Amarchand Kundu 
*L. R., 17 I .4., 28 ; I. L. R.,17 Cal., 498) do not decide whether a gift to a man 
aDd*his heirs and then to the poor is an illusory^ gift; tliey leave the question 
open, and say that there are conflicting decisions on it in India. They do not 
decide wliat is a valid wakf. They say there is no authorisy shewing that a 
gift is good as a wakf unless there is a substantial dedication to charitable uses 
at some time or other: but there is authority for this proposition —Hedaya, 
vol. 2, p. 341, Doe d, Jah Dibee v. Abdullah Barber (1 Pulton, 345) is conclusive. 
r*i»^^**^*^ thejudgment of Byam, 0 . J,, in that case this is a valid wakf. Thera 
1 io the case of Abdul Oanne Kasam v. Hussen Miua Buhnutula 

UO Boim, 7), In Fatma Bibi v. The Advocate-General of Bom^y (1. L. R., 6 
, Bom., 42; the deed was drawn for the aggrandisement of the family, and 
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because it had a proviso for the poor, it was held to be a good wakf. This case 
was followed in Amrutlal Kalidas v. Shatk Hussein (t. L. B., 11 Bom., 492). 
These two cases are irreconcilable with Abdul Oanne Kasam v. Eussen 
Miya Buhmutula (10 Bom., 7) and Mahomed Hamidulla v. hatful Huq 
(1. L. B., 6 Cal., 744), which are erroneous, and in the last case the judg¬ 
ment of Byan, O.J., could never hare been placed before the Court. In 
Muzhurool Huq v. Puhraj Ditarey Mohapaltur (13 W. B., 235), Kemp, J., 
says * a person may make an endowment settling lands on himself and enjoy¬ 
ing the profits during his lifetime, and after his lifetime devoting the profits to 
the support of the poor ”« According to the text-writers this is a good wakf. 
Ameer All’s Tagore Law Lectures, pp. 178, 316. Baillie’s Mahomedan Law, 2nd 
Ed., Appropriation, Chapter III. 


As regards indebtedness, we have sworn there was no debt, and the Judge 
finds we were not in debt at the time we made the wakf. Our conduct 
has been consistent with the wakf. 


Mr. Hell on the same side.—A settlement by man on himself and his 
family can only be impeached by creditors if at the time of the settlement the 
settlor was in debt. Story's Equity .Turisprudence, paragraph 362. Freeman v. 
Popc(T.L.H 5Ch..4p. 538 at p. 54). This is a good settlement under Mahomedan 
law. (Hedaya vol. 2', pp. 341, 349 and 352. Bailhek’s Mahomedan law, 
pp. 5H0—83, 598, 601 and 602. Shama Gharan’s Tagore Law Lectures for 1874, 
pp. 130, 142—44). The English rule against perpetuities has no application, 
because the Courts are bound to administer in these cases Maliomedan law. 
All the Calcutta cases relied on bv the appellants mainly follow Ganne 

Kasam v Ilnssen Miya Riihmutula (10 Bom., 7). In that case there was no 
ultimate dedication of the property to charity. Tiiere is no force in the objec¬ 
tion that the wakf properties are not specifically mentioned, as it is clear 
that a verbal dedication of all a man's property is sufficient; .^ineer All’s Tagore 
f408) Law Lectures, 308; Baillie’s Mahomedan Law, pp. 564, 566, 578; 
Hedaya, vol. 2, p. 345. 

On the evidence it is perfectly clear that the wakf was for many years 
acted upon, and that the various defendants to whom the properties were 
mortgaged or sold took them with the full knowledge that they were wakf 
properties. 

Mr. Evans in reply. 

The judgment of the Court (Ti'TTKNHAM and Tkkvelyan, JJ.) was as 
follows;— 

• The question which we have to decide m tins appeal is whether a certain 
deed, dated the 21st Deconber 1868, and purporting to be a wakfnamah, did 
create a valid wakf according to Mahomedan law. 

The deed was executed by the defendants 1 and 2 in respect of all their 
immoveable property without particularising the various items of which that 
projierty consisted. They appointed themselves mutwalis, and for some yiars 
describe themselves as such in collection papers and other documents connect¬ 
ed with the management of property. But in 1874 they declared tnat they 
had revoked the wakf by reason of their necessities, and thenceforth they dealt 
with the property as if no wakf existed Tjie defendant No. 1, who had become 
much involved in debt, mortgaged and alienated numerous parcels of the pro¬ 
perty. This suit was instituted in 1888 by his sons as beneficiaries under the 
deed of wakf to have it declared that all the property was wakf, to recover 
from the transferees all the property alienated by their father, and to have him 
removed from the post of mutwali. The plaintiff No. 1 in his evidence before 
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the lower Court stated that before instituting; the suit he consulted various 
legal authorities in Calcutta, and ascertained from them that the wakf was 
valid according to Mahonsedan law. The lower Court decided that it was 80. 
and made a decree accordingly. 

In the hearing of this appeal against that decree we have been assisted by 
learned counsel on both sides, who have dealt with the case exhaustively from 
their respective points of view*. 

We would premise by saying that if the instrument in question did create 
a valid wakf when it was executed, no subsequent [409] conduct of the 
wakifs could affect its validity ; and unless from that conduct it can be inferred 
that they never intended to make a wakf at all, the consideration of it is not 
material to the question which we have to decide. 

It is necessary next to state what the declared objects of the instrument 
were. In its opening sentences it states as follows —“ For perpetuating the 
names of our fathers and forefathers and for piotecting our properties, 
we . . .of our own free will and accord and without 

reluctance or compulsion make i>erpetual wakf of all our sliares and rights in 
the immoveable properties perguunahs, itemindaries, taluks, 

that are in our possession and enjoyment for the benefit of our 
children and graiid-children and the members of our family from generation 
to generation and upon failure of them for the benefit of the poor and beggars 
and widows and orjihans.’ And in a sub.sequent part of the deed it is 
stated that “-the principal object of tins wakf is that there be no loss to 
the properties; that the name and prestige of the family he maintained , 
and that the property be appropriated towards the maintenance of the name of 
the family and the sujiport of the persons fur whose heneht the wakf is made ; 
and for acts of religion," etc. Tlie appropnators make themselves the rautwalis 
for their lifetime, and provide that none of the lieiieficiaries shall be entitled to 
call for accounts from them or to sue them for increase of their allowances or 
for possession of any of the proiwrty 

From the passages above quoted it is quite clear that the purposes for 
which this wakf was made were, so to sjioak, secular rather than religious ; and 
that it was intended to ojicrate as a per|>etual tying uj) of the properties for 
the sole benefit of the appropri.itors ami their descendants for so long as any of 
them should exist in the world Tlie only definite religious or charitable object 
indicated is the support of tlie po ■»r, tlie widows and orphans. and this object 
is contingent upon the tut.il extinction of the appropriators’ family in some 
future age. 

Such being tiie character of the w'akf, we have to decide whether it is one 
that is valid and irrevocable according to Mahomedan law. 

[410] The contentions of the parties are* (I) for the defendants appellants, 
that a wakf is not valid unless the property is dedicated solely, or, at least 
primarily and substantially, to religious or charitable objects ; and (2) for the 
plaintifTs respondents, that a settlement upon t|ie owner and his descendants 
forever is a valid wakf, if made in proper form, and if, as in the present case, there 
is an ulumate destination of the profits to the poor. Indeed, it is said on this 
side that even with its express mention of the poor a wakf for the benefit of 
the owner's descend^ts is valid. .\nd the learned Advocate-General goes so 
far as to suggest that the intention of the Mahomedan law is that “ wakf “ 
should be a device to enable perpetual family settlements to be made under the 
veil of religious trusts. 

Mr. nans for the appellants relied on the following oases as authorities 
for the proposition that a wakf will not be recognized by the Court as valid. 
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unless the property is substantially appropriated to religious or charitable pur¬ 
poses. Ghowdkry v. AmarchandKimdu (L.E., 171. A.,28; and 

1, L. E., 17 Cal., 498); Mahomed HamiduUa Khan v. LotfulHuq (L L. E., 6 Cal,, 
744); Abdul Ganne Kasamv. Husien Mt(/a Ruhmutula (10 Bom., 7); Fatima 
Biheey. Ari^ Ismailjee Bham C. L E., 66;. This last case was, as regards 
the point in question now, decided upon the authority of the second and third ; 
and the second case proceeded to a great extent upon the authority of the third. 
VIZ., the case of Abdul Ganne Kasam v. Himsen Miya RuhmiUula (10 Bom., 7). 
In that case tlie Judges came to the conclusion that the balance of authority 
was strongly in favour of tj;io view that to constitute a valid wakf there must 
be a dedication of the propeity solely to the worship of God, or to religious or 
charitable purposes. They referred for support in this view to the Calcutta 
case of Bibee Kuneez Fatima v. Bihce Sahrba Jan (8 VV. R., 313) and toJewun 
Doss hahoo v. Hhnh Knbeerooddeen (2 Moore’s I. A , 390.) 

On the other side, the learned Advocate-General contended that the 
decision in Abdul Ganne. Kasam v. TIussen Aliya liiihmiitula (10 Boro., 7) 
[4113 and Mahomed HamiduUa Khan v. Lotfia Huq (1. L. R., 6 Cal., 744) 
were erroneous . and he dismissed the Privy Courcil decision in Mahomed 
AshanuUa Choicdhry v. Avuirchand Kundii (L. R , 17 I. A., 28, I. L. E., 17 
Cal, 4U8) as not setting anything that is material to the case now before us. 

It appears to us, however, that their Lordships in that'ea^e did say enough 
to negative the learned Advocate-Geneial’s rather hold proposition that the 
Mahomedan law intended to allow jierpetual family settlements to be made 
under the veil of religious trusts At an^ rate they expressly refused to coun¬ 
tenance it in the case tlicy were then deciding And the judgment shows that 
they accepted as an undisputed proposition that to constitute a valid wakf in 
the case before tliem the projierty mu.-.t he in substance given to charitable uses. 

The learned Advocate-General contended that the decisions in Abdul Ganne 
Kasamv. [Jus.',en Miya lluhmutuii (10 Bom., 7) and Mahomed Hamtdulla Khan 
V. Lotjid Iltuj (I. L. 11.0 Cal, 741) were wrong ujion the authority of Doe d. 
Jan Bibee, v. Abdullah Barba (1 Fulton, 346), a case tried in the Supreme Court 
of Calcutta before Rvan, C.J., and Giiant, J. He also relied upon Fatma Bihi 
V. The Adtxtcate-General of Bombay (1 L. R., G Bom., 42), and Amtutlal 
Kahdas \ Shaik Hiis'^eni H L. E , 11 Bom., 492), and upon the authorities 
cited by Mr Ameer .Mi in the Tagore Law Lectures for 1884, including 
Mr. Baillie. 

Tlie judgment of EvaN, C. J , based as it was upon tho opinions of the 
Moulvies to whom the questions of Mahomedan law were referred, is certainly 
entitled to very great weight; but ail that that judgment decides in respect of 
the validity of a wakf is th^it an endowment to chantahlo uses is valid, though 
quahhed by a reservation of the rents and profits co tho donor himself during 
his life, and that the donor may appoint himself mutwali and need not deliver 
possession to another, it does not declare that a wakf which on the face of it 
is* not ail endowment to religious or ciiaritable uses is valid , and that is-the 
question now before us. Tha't judgment does show that the decisions in Abdul 
Ganne t412] Kasam v. llussen Miya liuhmutula (10 Bom., 7) and Ufahomed 
HamiduUa Khan v. Lotful Huq (I. L R., 6 Cal., 744) went too far in holding 
that a valid viakt musl from its creation he solely &nd exclusively tor religions 
or charitable purposes; but it does nob show that tliey were wrong in laying 
down that Jbhe primary and substantial objects must he of that nature. And in 
the case of Djoe d. Jan Btbee v. Abdullah Barber the benefit to the religious 
purposes indicated in the deed were nob wholly and indefinitely postponed ^ 
the interests of the donor and bis desoendauts so long as any of the latter should 
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confcinae to exist; but the reserve was io favour of the donor himself and of certain 
persons only who were already in existence. 

The other two oases relied upon by the Advocate-General, Fatma Bibi v. 
The Advocate-General of Bombay (L L. R., 6 Bom., 42) and Ammtlal Kalidas 
V. Shaik Hussein (I. L. R., 11 Bom.. 492), are really in direct conflict with the 
decisions in Abdul Ganne Kasam v. Hussen Mtya Buhmutula {10 Born., 7) and 
Mahomed Bamtdnlla Khan v. Lotful Bug (1. L. R., 6 Cal., 744) cited by 
Mr. Evans; and we agree with him that they are irreconcilable with the latter. 

The oases of Fatma Bibi v. The Advocate-Germal of Bombay (I. L. R., 6 
Bom., 42) and Amrutlal Kalidas v. Shark Hussein (1. L. R., 11 Boir., 492) 
seem to lay down practically that a perpetuity in favour of the donor and his 
descendants is a valid wakf, if an ultimate dedication be made in favor of some 
religious or charitable object upon the occurrence of a contingency, however 
remote and improbable. And we are not prepared to follow this ruling, unless 
we And it irresistibly supported by unquestionable authority. Baillie no 
doubt as well as the learned Tagore Law Lecturer of 1884 seem to favour 
this interpretation of the law ; but the Hedaya, as translated by Hamilton, 
and most of the case.s laid before us, seem to us to establish tlie fact that 
wakf must be in favour of a religious or charitable purpose, although there 
may be a temporary intermediate application of the whole or part of the 
benefits to the ap^ropriator's family. All tho cases that expressly sanction 
this latter arrangement were cases in which at least the bstonsiblo and 
[413] principal object of the wakf was religious or charitable. And that the 
dedication must not depend upon an uncertain cuntingeiicv, such as the possible 
extinction of the family, has recently been well laid down by the Madras High 
Court in Vathukutti v. Avaihalakntti (I. L R., 1.3 Mad., 66). 

We have the authority of tho Privy Council in the case of Mahomed 
Ashanulla Chotcdry v. Amtrchand Kundn (L. R., 17 I. A., 28; I. L. R , 17 Cal., 
498) cited by Mr. Evans for refusing to recognize as a valid deed of wakf an 
instrument which uses a particular form of words as a veil to cover arrange¬ 
ments for the aggrandisement of the family and to make their property 
inalienable. 

Precisely such, in our juilgment, is the deed before us, and notwithstanding 
the fact that fur a few years after its execution the owners of the property 
dealt With it nominally as mutwalis, it is certain that they had not really intended 
to give up their proprietary rights in it. And before very long they 
abandoned even the semblance of mere trusteeship. We cannot believe that 
the authors of Mahome<lan law intended that, under cover of a pretended 
dedication to.Vlinighty God, owners of property should be enabled to secure it 
for their own use, protect it for ever from their own and their descendants' 
creditors, and repudiate alienations in respect of which they have received full 
consideration. In our opinion, then, the deed before us cannot Bb sustained 
as a valid wakfnaiiiah. and consequently we decree this appeal, reversing the 
deeree of the Court below, and dismissing the plaintiffs’ suit with costa of 
the other Courts. 

C. D. P. Appeal allowed. 


* * NOTES. 

(This oase was affirmed by tfa«i IMvy Council in (1894) IS CaL, StS. See aloo (1^1) 30 
Gal., 116; 4 C.L.J. 442;U,S03) 19 Cal,, 413. The Legislatare has done away witli 

the authority of these oases by enacting The Mussulman Wakf Validating Act, VI of 1918.] 


280 



MUHAMMAD NEWAZ KHAN &o/v. ALAM KHAN [1891] I.L,R. 18 Cal. #11 

[414] PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 30th and 31st January and 28th February, 1891. 

Present: 

Lord Watson, IjORd Horhouse, Lord Morris and Sir R. Couch. 

Muhammad Nowa/ Khan and another.Plaintiflfa 

, versus 

Alarn Khan.Defendant. 

[On apfieal from the Chief Court of the Punjab.] 

Arhitratfon —Airard — Refusal to ule award -Civil Procedure Code, 1882, 

13 and 520 —Res )udioata. 

The refusal of an applieation for the filing of an award, under section 526,* Civil Procedure 
Code, merely If nves the awanl to have its own ordinary leg.ilefieot; and it cannot be contended 
that an award is not to be relied on as ,i dDfeiiuc in a stiit relating to the subject-matter dealt 
with by It unlv, because such an application has not been granted Separable claims, viz., 
(a) to ahani propprt\ b> light of inberitaiicc, and (6) for the office of lumberdar, had been 
disposed of, fin the rofereiu«* of the present parties, without the intervention of a Court by an 
arbitrator’s award between them. An application under section 525 had been rejected, for 
the reason, among others, that ib) w’as not a mattei of civil jurisdiction Held, however, that 
the present suit, which was grounded oii (a) was barred by the award made. 

Appeal from a doeroe (l2th December 18H7) of tiie Chief Court, reversing 
a decree (15th Januaiy 18Hf>) of the Subordinate .Judge of the Bannu district. 

The suit related to tiie inlientance of Maddat lihan, wlio died on 6th June 
1883, leaving two widows, sons, four grandsons of a deceased sou, and also 
daughters. Tlie plaintilTs weiij tlie eldest and second son by the first wife, and 
the defendant was the eldest son by tlie second wife. In September 1863 
[1883?] the two present plaintifis for themselves and as guardians of their 
nephews, and the defendant, Alain Khan, appointed ITosain Ali arbitrator for 
the decision of their disputes as to the inheritance, and also as to their 
respeotive claims to tlie lumberdari of village Muddutwali. 

The award, dated 6th October 18H3. was that a distribution of his lands, 
made by Maddat Khan in his lifo-tinie, was binding .itid conclusive upon alibis 
male desoendants; tliat tlie present plaintiffs, the sons of Muhammad Khan 
and Fateh Khan, liad received all [413] that thev ought to obtain; and that 
the office of lumberdar should remain with .\lani Khan as heretofore. The 
latter appli^, under s 525 of the Civil Procedure Code, Shah Nawaz, 
now plaintiff, objecting to have the awai'd tiled in Court. This application 
was rejected for several lea-sons, of wdiioli one was that the Court had no 

*C8oo. 526 When :inv luatUT.hns been mferred to arbibmtion without the intervention 
' '. of a Court of Justice, .md an award has been made therfon, any 

Filing award in matter niti-restod in the iiwatd niai apply to the Court of the 

referred to arbitration with- jowest grade having jurisdiction over the matter to which the 
out intervention of Court, ^ward relates, that the award be filed in Court. 

The apppliciitioii shall be in writing and shall be numbered 
Application to la* and registered us a suit between the applicant as plaintiff and 
numbered and rcgi8ter.>d. ^^hor parties as defendants. 

* The Court shall direct notice to given to the parties to the 

Hotioe to parlies to arbitration, other than the applicant, requiring them to show 
arbitration cause, within a time specified, why the award sbohld not be 

flled.J 
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jurisdiction to allow it to bo filed, since it' related in part to the offioo of 
lumberdar—a matter beyond the jurisdiction of the Civil Courts. 

Tl)o present suit was founded on the alleged right of all the sons of Maddat 
Khan to equal shares. The defendant, Alam Khan, set up the award as a bar 
to the suit. Th^ Subordinate Judge, after the proceedings which are set forth 
in their Lordships' judgment, decreed equal division. On appeal the Chief 
Court, (Plowden and Taemlktt, JJ.) gave effect to the award as a bar to the 
suit, which they dismissed except as to a sum of money not in dispute. The 
Judges observed that “ the award dealt separately^ith the claim of each 
of the parties to the reference, and the claim bf the sons of Muhammad 
Bukah and of Fateh Khan in respect to the land; and that it dealt 
separately with the claim to the office of lumberdar. The finding upon this 
point as a separate matter, unconnected with the proprietary shares of the 
parties, distinguished this case from a previous one (No. 56, of Punjab Record, 
1686), where the Court held that part of an award relating to lumbe^ari profits 
could not he separated in that particular instance. This award, on the contrary 
gave separate decision ^; and also it could receive effect, without prejudicing 
tuA rights of any one not a partv to the reference There was no con¬ 
dition that the award should accord with the Mahomedan law; and it was 
cloar, and had been admitted, that in inheritance the parties were governed 
hv custom. If the law had to he administered, the four surviving sons and 
the son of the fifth son who had died before his father, would not have taken 
the land in equal shares. Ti-e son of Muhammad Buksh would have been 
excluded, and the widow and daughters of Muhammad Khan would have been 
entitled to a share.” 

H.iving observed that there was no evidence of misconduct in the arbi¬ 
trator, the Judges added that, “liowever favourable to .Mam [416] Khan the 
award was in its result, there was no ground for imputing an intention to 
favour iiiin unjusth It could not be said to he opposed to ascertained 
custom that a father should divide unequally among his sons and their issue 
during his own hfe-time property which he bad himself acquired. It was the 
basis of the award that Maddat Khan did this, and that he was competent to 
do so. They knew' from ex|)orienofi in that Court that it was not unusual for 
a selected son, lu a frontier family of good position, to receive a larger portion 
of the estate even when it was ancestral, and that it was sometimes contended 
that the head of the family was entitled to the whole estate, and the other 
sous to niamtenance only. In the present instance Maddat Khan seemed to 
have desired to put one of his sons in a position to maintain the dignity of 
the family, ■md to have taken steps in that direction in his own hfe-time. The 
arbitrator had set forth in his award Maddat Khan's action, which he had 
upheld, :f his assumption was true.” They therefore decided that the award 
must receive effect. *■ 

Mr. C. IT. Araih/mi, for the Appellants, argued among other points that 
the order of the Subordinate Judge dismissing the application under s. 525 
of the Civil Procedure Code had the effect t)f precluding the insisting on 
the award as valid. His reasons had been given on the question whether the 
award was leg.dly binding or not, and he had decided, in the negative. 

There was no appearance for the respondent. 

Afterwards, on’ the 28th February, their Lordships’ j mig mawt was 
delivered by , 

Lord MoftIs —The plaintiffs and appellants are two of the sons cff Maddat 
Khan, who died on the 6th of June 1883, leaving four sons and the ebitdrwi 
of a fifth son, him surviving. The defendant, Alam Khan, is one of the sons. 
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plaintiffs claim two-fifths of their father’s property, moveable 
and immoveabe. The moveable inheritance is not in dispute, the plaintiffs 
being cl^rly entitled to two-fifths thereof. They would be also prtmd 
facte entitled to the same proportion of the immoveable property. After ohe 
death of Maddat Khan the pleiatiffe, for themselves and purporting td be guar¬ 
dians of the sons of their deceased brother, entered into an agreement, dated the 
l417j 20th of September 1883, with the defendant, who also purported to be 
the guardian of his younger brother Fatteh Khan, whereby it was agreed to 
appoint a private arbitrator for a decision of the dispute relating to4heir father’s 
lands and the office of lumberdar, and that Mian Sultan Ali, who was intimately 
connected with the circumstances of the family and was their pir, should 
act as the private arbitrator, and they agreed to accept whatever the said Mian 
Sultan Aii might decide in respect of the dispute between them The said 
arbitrator soon after made his award, whereby be found in effect that the 
plaintiffs were not to get any land of the deceased except the portion given to 
them by him in his lifetime, and that the defendant Alam Khan should remain 
the owner of the whole of the remaining landed property. He also awarded to 
Alam Khan the office of lumberdar. 

Shortly after, .-^lam Khan applied to the Extra Assistant Commissioner, 
Mr. Homan, to have the award filed, pursuant to section 626 of the Civil Pro¬ 
cedure Code, and on the 5th November 1883 that official decreed that the 
award be tiled in Court. Against that decision the plaintiff’s in the present suit’ 
appealed upon several grounds, first, that Mr. Homan, by reason of the value 
of the subject-matter, had no jurisdiction , next, that the award disposed of the 
lamlierdari, a matter over which the arbitrator could have no jurisdiction ; and 
also for the misconduct of the arbitrator The Civil Judge held that the award 
could not be filed by reason of the pecuniary limit of the lower Court’s juris¬ 
diction, and by reason of the lower Court having no jurisdiction to deal with 
the lumberdari, and remanded the case to the Court of the Deputy Coiniuissioner, 
Colonel Connolly, who transferred the case to the Subordinate Judge, Nawab 
Ailadad l\lian, who h\ his order of the 15th of Decoiiilier 1885, decreed that the 
claim of the defendant, .\lam Khan, to tile the award should be dismissed. 
His grounds for the said decree are set forth in his judgment. Some of them 
are entirely at variance with the functions of a Judge He states that the 
arbitrator misconducted himself in making the award contrary to the custom of 
the parties and the Mahomedan law, and that he, the Judge, knew that the 
arbitrator was an intimate friend of Alain Khan, and that he had conse¬ 
quently made his award in Alam Klian's favour. Alam Khan thus [418] 
failed to have the award filed On the same day the plaintiffs filed their 
plaint, which is the commencement of the present suit Alam Khan on the 
22nd of December 1885 put in his statement in writing in answer to the 
plaintiffs' claim. He therein relied on the award of Mian Sultan Ali. Issues 
were settled, and amongst them is number ten. the issue on the result of which 
the decision of this case rests, namely, what is the legal effect as against the 
plaintiffs of the arbitrator's aw,ard. The case came on for hearing before the 
same Subordinate Judge, who m effect re affirmed his form(jr judgQi jnt,on the 
application of Alam Khan to tile the award. He decided that the award was 
invalid. The defendant appealed to the Chief Court of the Punjab. That Court 
reversed the decision of the Subordinate Judge. They held that the award 
was valid as against the plaintiffs, and dismissed their claim in respect of 

Maddat Khan’s landed property. mL « 

Their Lordships concur in the judgment of the Chief Court. The firat 
contention on the part of the appellants before their Lordships has been 
that the decree of the Subordinate Judge, dismissing the claim of Alam Khau 
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to file the award, pursuant to section 535 of the Civil Procedure Code, has the 
effect under section 13 of the same Code of a res judicata. One of the Judges 
of she Chief Court says that that contention was not very strongly pressed 
before them. It has been most strenuously urged before their Lordships, who 
cannot accede to it. Though the application under section 525 was refused, 
that merely left the award to have its ordinary legal validity. It could not be 
successfully contended that an award is not valid because the party in whose 
favour it was had never applied to have it filed in Court. Gan then the 
refusal to file, or of an application made to do so, have the effect that the award 
can never be relied upon in anv suit relating to the subject-matter dealt with 
by it? Their Lordships are of opinion that section 13 has not that effect. It 
enacts that “ no Court shall try any suit or issue in which the 
matter directly and substantially m issue has been directly and substantially 
in issue in a former suit between the same parties, or between patties 
under whom they or any of them claim, lili;;<iting under the same title, 
[419] in a Court of jurisdiction competent to try such subsequent suit or the 
suit in which such issue has been subsei|Uently raised and has been heard and 
finally decided by such Court". Section 525 says that the application to 
file the award is to be registered as a suit. Assuming for the purposes of 
this argument that such an application is a suit such as is contemplated in 
section 13, what is decided in it*’ Only that the award ought not to be 
filed. That question is not raised in this suit, so that their Lordships have 
not to discuss how far the refusal is conclusive on that point, or how far the 
circumstance that one of the two matters referred was bevond the control of 
the arbitrator constitutes an objection to filing the award. In order to make 
the refusal to file an award a binding judgment against its \ahdity on 
the ground of the partiality of the arbitrator, it would bo at least necessary to 
show that the point was definitely raised and put in issue and made the subject 
of trial. The validity of the award as an award was never directly and 
substantially at issue in that application. In this action respecting the land 
alone, the award can be separated as to it from the office of lumberdar. 
Consequently their Lordships are of opinion that the contention of ra judicata 
is unsustainable. The plaintiffs then rely on misconduct of the arbitrator as 

* L Soc. l‘i ;—No Court '■hull trv auy <>uit or iisuo m which the matter diri.'ctU and 
bubfiantially in lasue has br>cn directly and aulattantiaily iu 
Bes judicata. is^ue in a former suit between the same parties, or between 

parties under whom they or any of them claim, litigating 
under the same title, in a Court <>f jurisdiction competent to try such subsequent suit 
or the suit in which such issue has been suO'.equeutl> raised, and has been beard and finally 
decided b\' such Court. 

ExplaTUilton I .—The matter above refened to must in the former auit have been alleged 
by one paity and either denied nr admitted, cxprenaly or intpliedly. by the other. 

Explanatwm II .—Any matter which might and ought to have been made ground of 
defence or attack in such former suit shall be deemed to have l.ceti a matter directly and 
substantially in issue in such »uit. 

Explanation 111 .—Any relief claimed in the plaint, which is not expressly granted by the 
decree, shall, for the purpose of this section, be deemed U> have been refused. 

Exj^analton IV .—A decision is final within the meaning of this section when it is such 
as the Court making it could not alter (except on review) on the application of either party or 
reconsider of its own motion. A decision liable to appeal may he final wi^in the meaning of 
this section until the apMal Is made. 

ExplaniUion V .—Whepe persons litigate bond fide in respect of a private right claimed in 
common for themselves and others, all persons interested in such right shall, for the purpose 
of this section hr deemed to claim under the persons so litigating. 

Ex^iuUton VI. —Where a foreign judgment is relied on, the production the judgment 
dnly authenticated is presumptive evidence that the Court which made it had competent 
jurisdiction, unless the oontrary appear on the record; but such presumption may be removed 
by proving the want of jutisdietkm.] 
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invalidating bis award. There is no independent case or testinaony to sustain, 
or indeed to give colour to, such a charge. They merely rely on the award 
itself as showing such partiality and making such statements as to amount to 
misconduct. That contention seems to be mainly founded on an entire mis¬ 
conception of the agreement to arbitrate. It was not an agreement that the 
arbitrator was to be controlled in his decision by any custom or Mahomedan 
law or otherwise. It was an agreement to refer the matter in dispute 
generally to his decision. He appears to have decided according to w^t 
he conceived was the wish and intention of the deceased Maddat Khan, He 
was within his right in so doing. Some criticisms have been offered on some 
of the reasons assigned by the arbitrator for arriving at his decision. These 
criticisms, even if justified, could not amount to any proof of ^ misMn- 
duot. The arbitrator appears to have acted on the broad view of giving eaeot 
to the deceased’s intentions. He was selected by reason of his knowledge 
of the circumstances of the family. Their Lordships see no ground for 
imputing misconduct to him. They will humbly advise Her Majesty to affirm 
the judgment of the Chief Court of the Punjab. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the .Appellants Messrs T. L. Wilson and Co. 

C B ' 

NOTES. 

[ A refusal Id fill' thi‘ award has not the effect of res judtentn (IfiOl) 15 Mad., fK), 
(1807)20 Mad. 490. (IsOH) 22 Mad, 299; (1911) 33 All., 490, 33 Cal , 881, unless its 
validity had been adjudicated, (1907) 9 Bom., L R., 259, (1896) 20 ]Mdd., 89. 

As reg.irds iippciil,w also (1906) 9 O.C , 205 , (1905) 2 C L.J , 80, (1905) 28 AIL, 21 ; 
(1904) 14 M L J., , (190.1) l.J M L.J., 275 . (1894) 17 All , 21 , (1898) 25 Cal., 757.] 
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FULL BENCH REFERENCE. 

. The J 8th March, 1891. 

Pbesent: 

SiK W. COMKB PETHBBAM, KT., CHIEF JUSTICE, Mb. JUSTICE PlGOT, 
Mb. JusticeO’Kinealy, Mr. Justice Macpherson and Mb. JusticbGhose, 

Preii] Sukh Cliunder and others.«... Defendants 

versus 

Tndro Nath Banerjee.Plaintiff.^ 

Interrogatories—Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of I88'<i), ss. IU7, ISO — 

Interrogatories, omission to answer, effect of. 

m 

Umission to answer inierrogatorios, delivered alter leave graiited-undor section l‘21t 
of the Civil Procedure Code, docs not render the party^ so omitting to answer liable to have 
his defence struck out under s. 136 of the Code. 

Lalla Dabee Pershad v. Santo Perahad (I. L R., 10 Cal., 505) overruled. 

REPBBENCB to a .Full Bench by Pbinsep and BEVERLEY, JJ. The 
referring order was as follows:—“ In this case certain interrogatories were, by 
leave of the Court, served on the defendant. On the day fixed for trial, the 
defendant asked for further time to answer, which was refused The Munsif, 
therefore, under s. 136' of the Code of Civtl Procedure, struck out the defence. 
The District Judge on appeal affirmed this order, following the case of Lalla 
Dabee Pershad v. Santo Pershad (I. L. H., 10 Cal., 505). His attention 
was drawn to the decision in Neckram Dohay v. The Bank of Bengal 
(I. L. B., 14 Cal, 703), in which a contrary opinion was expressed, but he 
preferred to follow the first-mentioned case, because it was more directly in 
c«o point. These two decisions appear to us to be in oonflicl, and as we 
doubt the correctness of the decision m Lalla Dabee Pershad v. Santo Pershad 
(I. L. B., 10 Cal, 505) we refer this case to a Full Bench. The point we desire 

‘Full Bench Reference in appeal from Appellate Decree^o. 'iS3 of ISllO from the decision 
of the District Judge of Butdwan, dated the 19th December 1889, afiirming the decree of the 
Munsif of Cutwa, dated the 17th June 1889 

r [Sec. 121:—Any party may at any time by leave of the Court deliver through the Court 

interrogatories in writing for the examination of the opposite 
Power to deliver inter- party, or where there are more opposite parties than one, any 
rogatories. one or more of such parties, with a note at the foot thereof 

stating which of such interrogatories each of such persons is 
required to answer. , 

Provided that no party shall deliver more than one set of interrogatories to the 
same person without the permission of the Court, and that no defendant shall deliver 
interrogatories for the examination of the plaintiff unless such defendant has proviooMy 
tender^ a written statement and such statement has been received and placed on roe 
tecord.J ^ 

t 18m. 136:—If any party fails to comply with any order under this chapter, to answer 
* mterrogatoriec or for discovery, production or ineMctiou, whmb 

Consequences of failure has been duly served, he shall, if a plaintiff, be liable to have his 
to answer oi give inspec- suit dismissed for want of prosecution, and if a defendant, to 
tton. . have his defence, if any, struck out, and to be placed in the same 

position as if he had not appeared and answered ; and the party 
interrogating or seeking discovery, production or inspection may apply to the Court for an 
order to that effMit, and the Court may make such order accordingly, * 

Any party failing to com^y with any order under this chapter, to answer intarrogatoriaa 
or for discovery, production or inspection, which has been aer^ personally upoii him, shaB 
also be deemed guilty of an offehoe ondM a. 188 of tba Indian' Penal Code.} 
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to refer is, whether a Court is competent tb act ander s. 136 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, merely because it may have given leave to have interrogatories 
served." 

Baboo^ Chunder Roy for the appellants : —The order made by the 

Court was * Let the interrogatories be served; ” there was no order to answer. 
In the case of Lalla Dabee Pershad v. Hmto Pershad (I. L. R., 10 Cal., 505), 
there was an order to answer within 10 days. The case of Sham Kishore 
Mundh V. Shoshi Bhoosan Biswas (I. L. R., 5 Cal,, 707) shows what is the 
effect of an order under s. 121. 

(The Court here called on the respondent.) 

Baboo Rash Behan Qhoae (with him Baboo Golap Chunder Sirkar) for the 
respondent:—An order giving leave to interrogate contains an implied order on 
the other side^ to answer. If the party served with the order declines to answer 
some of the interrogatories, then an order may be made requiring him to 
answer, hut if he objects generally, then no order is required. The Judicature 
Act, order XXXI, rules 6, 7, and the case of Sammons v. Bailey (L, R., 
24, Q, B. D., 727) were referred to. 

The opinion of the Court (0. Petheram, C.J., Pigot, O’Kinbaly, 
Macpherson, and Ghose, .7J.) was as follows :— 

We think that when the Court, under the provisions of s. 121 of the Civil 
Procedure Co^e, gives leave to one of the parties to deliver interrogatories, 
it does not thereby make an order to answer interrogatories ’’ under Chapter 
X, within the meaning of s. 136. The grant of leave to one party to deliver 
interrogatories to another does not amount to an order requiring the other party 
to answer them , that party may perhaps have good ground for refusing to 
answer them or some of them is. 125J. The order to answer interrogatories 
contemplated by s. 136, upon failure to comply with which the party in default 
is liable to have his defence struck out, is an order made under s. 127 upon 
application made by the party interrogating. 

1418] We think the case of Lalla Dabec Pershad v. Santo Pershad (T. L. R., 
10 Cal., 505) was wroiiglv decided, and that the omission to answer inter¬ 
rogatories delivered after leave granted under s. 12i does not render the party so 
omitting to answer liable toliave !im defence struck out under s. 136. 

NOTES. 

tThih was followed in (1894) 19 Bom.. 307 ; (1906) 8 0 C., ]7‘2.1 
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FULL BENCH. 

The 24th March, 1891. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Pioot, 

Mr Justice O’Ktneait, Mr. Justice Macphbbson ani> 

Mr. Justice Chose. 

Nana Kumar Boy.Judgment-debtor 

versus 

Golam Chunder Dey.Decree-holder.’’" 

Sale tn execution of decree — Proclamation—Civil Procedure Code, Act XIV 
nof 1982, ss. 299, Sll, 312—Substantial injury—Irregularity. 

A sale of revenuc-payiug land is not ipso fncto void by reason of a copy of the sale 
proclamation not having been fixed up in the Collector's office as required by s. 289 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure. 

An omission .so tn fix up such notice is an irregularity the remedy for which can only 
be by an application under s. .811 

An order of an Appellate Court under s. 312 confirming a sale cannot bd the subject of a 
second appeal. 

Case referred to a Full Bench by Prinsep and Banerjee. JJ. The referring 
order was as follows. - 

“ This is an appeal by the judgment-debtor against an order of the Judge 
of Bankura. upholding an order of the Munsiff of Bishenpur, confirming a sale 
in execution of decree. The lower Appellate Court has held that as the 
judgment-debtor has failed to show that the slight damage that he has 
sustained was brought about by reason of the irregularity complained of, the 
sale cannot be set aside. 

“ It is contended for the appellant tliat as the sale was held without fixing 
a copy of the .sale proclamation in the Collector’s office as required by s. 289 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure (the property sold being land paying revenue to 
Government) it C483]| was not merely vitiated by a material irregularity, but 
was absolutely null and void, and should be set aside even if no substantial 
injury was shown to have resulted by reason of the defect in publishing it. 

" In answer to the objection that s. 588 of the Code bars an appeal 
against an Appellate order confirming a sale, it is urged that the application of 
the judgment-debtor, being one for setting aside a sale that was absolutely void, 
ought to be regarded, not as one under s. 311 of the Code, but as an appli¬ 
cation invoking the inherent power of the Court to set aside an act of its own 
which was a nullity , that the order rejecting that application was not an order 
contemplated by s. 312 or s. 588, clause 16; that as the decree-holder is 
the purchaser that order should be regarded as determining a question under 
clause (c) of s. 244, and that in that view it is a decree as defined in 
8. 2 of the Code, and a second appeal consequently lies. Tn support of his 
contention, the learned, vakeel for the appellant cited the cases of Bakshi Hand 
Kishore v. Malak Chand (I. L. B., 7 All., 289), Sadhusaran Singh v. 
Panchdeo Lai (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 1), and Ballodeb Lall Bkagat v . Anadt Moha- 

• FaU Bench Befeienoe on appeal from Order No. 37 of 1890 from the order of the Dis- 
triot Judge of Bankura, dated the Ifith November 1889, affirming an order of the Munaiff of 
Bishenpur, dated the ^th June 1889. * 
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pattur (L L. R., 10 Oal., 4l6}, and also an unreported decision of this Court in 
Appeal fi;oin Order No. 334 of 1888, Man-ida Sunduri Debi v. Bamranjan 
Chiio^erbuttt. 

" In our opinion the appellant’s contention does not appear to be sound. 
We do not see any reason why the defect in the publication of the sale procla¬ 
mation here complained of should be re^'arded as anything more than a 
material irregularity as contemplated bv s. 311. This is the view that has 
been taken of the' matter in several cases, of which we may notice the 
following: —Bandy Ali v. Madhuh Chuiuler Nag (1. L. R., 8 Cal., 933), Tri¬ 
pura Sunduri v. Durga Gliurn Pal (1. L. R, 11 Cal., 74), and Satish Chunder 
Bat Ghowdhiy v. Thomas (I L R., 11 Cal., 658). 

“ If this view is correct, the appeal will fail as well on the merits as on the 
preliminary ground that a second appeal is barred in this case under s. 688, 
the order complained of being one [424j specified in that section, and therefore 
not being a decree as defined in s. 2. 

“ The reported cases cited for the appellant are not exactly in pdlnt. But 
the unreported decision refeired to above does support the appellant’s conten¬ 
tion ; and as it is in conflict with our view and with some of the cases men¬ 
tioned above, we think it necessary to refer the following questions to a Full 
Bench:— • 

“ First. —‘ Whether an appeal lies against an order of an Appellate Court 
upholding art order of the First Court confirming an execution sale of land 
paying revenue to Government, when such Stile is held without fixing a copy of 
the sale proclamation in the Collector’s office, as required by s. 289 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, and the decree-holder is the purchaser’. 

“ Second. —Whether an execution sale of land paying revenue to Govern¬ 
ment, iield without fixing a copy of the sale proclamation in the Collector’s 
office, as required hy s. 289 of tlie Code of Civil Procedure, is liable to be 
set aside without any proof of substantial in]ury by reason of the defect in 
publishing the sale’". 

Baboo Kanina Sindhti Mukcrji for the Appellant. —As to the objection 
taken before the Division Bench that no second appeal lies in this case, in- 
asQiucii as s. e688 of the Code bars an appeal against an appellate order 
confirming a sale, I say that the application of the judgment-debtor being one 
to set aside a sale which was ahsolutolv void, ought to be regarded, not as one 
under s. 311 of the Code, but as an application invoking the inherent 
power of the Court to set aside an act t'f its own which was a nullity. The 
order rejecting the application was. the decree-holder being the purchaser, 
appealable as having determined a Question under clause (c) of s. 244 of 
the Code— Balladeb Lull Jshagat v. Anadi Mohapatiur (J, L. R., 10 Cal., 410), 
BashnrutuUa v. Uma Churn Duit (1. L. R., 16 Cal., 794), Viraraghava 
Ay yangary. Venkataoharyar (I. L. R., 5 Mad., 217), .S'nrorfrt Ghurn Chucker- 
butty V. Mahomed Isvf Meah (I. L R., 11 Cal., 376). On the merits, 
s. 289 of the Code has not been complied with, the proclamation not havingf^en 
fixed up in the Collectorate. This makes the sale void, and it ought to be set aside 
1425) even though no substantial injury has been shown to have ‘resulted' 
from the defect in publishing. I refer to Sadhusaran Singh v. Panah Den Lnl 
(I.L. E., 14 Cal., 1), Bakshf Nand Ktshorey. Malak Chand (I. L. R., 7 All., 289) 
Ganga Prasad v. Jag Lai Bat (1. L. R.,‘11 All., 333). An infringement of 
8. 290 of the Code has been held to be not'merely an irregularity, but a vitiation 
of the sa.\e-T^Sadhtisaran Singh v. Punch Deo Lai (1, L. R„ 14 Cal., 1). The 
general rule to be deduced from s. 311 is that every irregularity vitiates a 
sale and makes it void. The case of Mohendro Narain Chaiuraj v, Gopal Mundul 
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(I. L. B., 17 Cal., 789) points out what is an irre;;ularity in publishing, and 
that non>pablicBtion of a notice is not an irregularity, but is a defect vitiating 
the sale. In Ivdro Uhunderv. Dunlop (10 W. B., 264), which was a case of the 
validity of an attachment, it was held that the omission to 6x the notice up in the 
Colleotorate rendered the attachment bad. The unreported case of Manada 
Sunduri Debt v. Bamranjan GhuckerbuUi (Mis. App, No. 324 of 1888) is in 
my favour. 

Baboo Srinath Das (with him Baboo Ntl Madhuh Sen) for the Bes- 
pondent.—As a principle of interpretation of statutes a distinction must be 
drawn between oases in which an official omits to do something which a statute 
enacts shall be done, and cases in which he does something which a statute 
enacts shall not he done. In the former case the omission may not amount to 
more than an irregularitv in procedure ; in the latter the doing of the thing 
prohibited is illegal— Rameshur Singh v. Sheodm Singh (I. L. B., 12 AIL, 510). 
In the present case the omission to fix up the notice is an irregularity of pro¬ 
cedure only, and that is not sufficient alone to set aside a sale—see Joy Tara 
Dossee v. Mahomed' Hossein (2 \V. R., Mis., 2), Nilmonee Shaha v. Bam Churn 
Deb (6 W. E., Mis., 45), Sheo Prokash Misser v. Hurdat Narain (22 W. E., 
550). As to the question whether an appeal lies, the definition of the word 
"decree” in s. 2 of the Ckxle shows that an order detern)ining«a question 
referred to in s., 244 not specified in s. 5H8 is a " decree.” Uere the matter 
is specified in s. 5H8. 

[4263 The opinion of the Court (Petheram, C..I., PiGOT, O’Kikealy, 
Macphebson and Ghose, JJ.) was as follows — 

The answer to both questions put to us on this reference depends, in tmth, 
upon one point alone, namely, whether the sale of revenue-paying land is ipso 
facto void by reason of a copy of the sals proclamation not having been fixed 
up in the Collector’s office as required by s. 289 of the Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure. That question, we think, must he answered in the negative. There 
is nothing in the Code of Civil Procedure 'which renders that formality a neces¬ 
sary preliminary to the validity of the sale. We expi'ess no opinion in answer¬ 
ing the questions now before us upon the question which has been decided by 
the Allahabad Court in Jasoda v. Mathura Das (1. L.E., 9 AIL, 511), and Ganga 
Prasad y. Jag Lai Bai (1. L. E., ll AIL, 333), namely, whether non-compliance 
with the requirements of s. 290 of the Code of Civil Procedure does 
or does not invalidate a sale held, or purporting to be held, under Chapter 
XIX. That question is not before us, and we do not deal with it. In the 
present case we are of opinion that the omission to fix up a copy of the sale 
proclamation in the Collector’s office, in neglect of the provisions of s. 289 
of the Code, was an irregularity the remedy for which can only bo by an appli¬ 
cation under s. 311. 

Being of opinion that the sale in question is not invalidated by the 
omission referred to, we think that the first question must be answered in the 
negitive, inasmuch as an appeal from an order dismissing an application under 
s. 311 of the Code cannot be the subject-matter of a second appeal. 
Both questions submitted to us by the referring Bench must therefore be 
answered in the negative. 

T. A. P. 


MOTES. 

c This was flowed in (1895) SS Cal., 803; (1894) 19 Mad., 39; (1900) 38Cal., 4 ; (1907) 
8 C KJ., 103.1 
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[127] SMALL CAUSE COURT REFERENCE. 

The 10th April, 1891. 

Present : ^ 

Sir W. Comer Pbthbram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice 
P iooT AND Mr. Justice MACPHEBsojf. 

Chogemul and others.Plaintiffs 

• versus 

The Commissioners for the Irnprovemant of the Port 
of Calcutta.Defendants.* 

Carrier—Carriers by Railway, liability of —Railway Act IV of 
1879, !ilO — 'Joiri'ma earner'! — friHur'^r — let of God. 

A carrier by Railway is, un.lnr Act IV of L'<7') li.vMe as an insarer of giid'i eatrastad to 
him, and not merely for loss occasioned by negligence 

Reference to the^High Court made by R. S. T. MaoEwan, Esq., 2nd Judge 
of the Calcutta Court of Small Causes. . 

The following was the referring order :— 

"The first set of pUintiifs are the consignors and the second set the 
consignees of 4 bundles of piece-goods and 1 box of woollen goods delivered to the 
defendants for conveyance to Mongal Hat, a station on the Northern Bengal 
State Railway. The goods were delivered at the Armenian Gh&t station of 
the Port Trust Railway in Calcutta on 23rd October 1889, and receipt note 
No. 162 was granted for them. The goods had to be carried by the Eastern 
Bengal and Northern Bengal State Railways. 

" The suit is one for damages for the non-delivery of the goods, and is 
for Rs. 1,836-1-9, being tlie price of the goods and certain other charges. The 
following matters were admitted ; by the defendants, the receipt of the goods 
and the price at which they have been valued hv the plaintifTs: by the plaintiffs, 
that the goods w'ere lost on board a fiat, \l, attached to the Eastern Bengal 
State Railway’s steamer Soorma in transit from Kooshtea to Sara. 

" The defendants denied their liabilitv to pay damages, and pleaded that 
their responsibility for lose was governed by sections r42S3 151 and 152 of 
the Indian Contract Aot They took upon themselves theoaus of proving that 
they had taken as much cave of the goods as a bailee is bound to take, under 
section 151, of goods entrusted to him. 

" The plaintiffs called no witnesses : the defendants called four—the 
commander of the steamer Soorma, the native pilot, the sookaney of the 
steamer, and the serang of the Tiira belonging to the India General Steam 
Navigation Company. The commander's evidence was that the Sborma with 
2 flats, A1 and A2, left Kooshtea at 9-10 a M. on the 26th October last for 
Sara: the draught of the steamer was 3 feet 10 inches forward and 4 feet 
7 inches aft; that of the flat A1 was 2 feet 9 inches forward and 3 feet aft; A2 
was 2 feet 4 inches forward and 4 feet aft. These ware lighter draughts than 
usual. Flat A1 was lashed on the starboard aide and A2 on the portside of the 
steamer. They were lashed on either side by one 12, one 8, two 7, and two 

* Small 'Cause Court Befetenoe No. 7 of 1890, from the judgment of B. B. I. 
MooEwen, Esq., Sad Judge of the Calcutta Court cf Small Causes, dated the 11th 
October, 1890. 
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6-inch hawsers, fore and affc. The hawsers were new and strong, and had only 
been about 10 days in use. The steamer had one 13 cwt. anchor at her starboard 
bow, one 11 cw't. at her port bow, and three 6 to 8 cwt. kedge anchors 
on deck. The flats had each two anchors (one at either bow) and two 
5 cwt. kedges. The steamer was a paddle in good order. Everything 
that w'aa necessary for working the steamer and flats was on board and good ; 
the flats were in good sound working order; the steamer and flats were 
sufliciently manned and found in tackle. The steamer carried a native pilot 
who knew the channel and gave the course and the soundings. The pilot had 
a boat and 4 men, whose duty it was to watch the shifting of the sands and 
channel, and mark with bamboos tipped with grass the dangerous parts of the 
navigable channels. All went well till about 10-46 A M., when the steamer 
and flats came to a long bend in the river. There was a low sand bank on 
the right-hand side and a high bank on the left. The channel at that point' 
was about 80 yards wide, and the iiver(the Gorai) about 34 miles. The 
obamiel is close to the river bank. The dangerous sand banks to the right 
were marked by the hamhou stakes At 10-40 a squall was seen approach¬ 
ing, which struck the steamer and flats end on, and drove them back with 
the current which was running with great force against them at the time. 
C429] The engines were going full speed. At this time another steamer 
the Ospray, with two flats passed the Sotirma on the left and under the high bank 
on shore The Soomia gave way a little to allow the Ospray pags her. After 
she had passed, the Soorma got back into mul-channel, when the squall 
increased and sent the steamer and flats on the sand bank The engines 
were still going full speed, but the steamer could nob make way against the 
wind and current. The commander’s evidence was that he did everything in 
his power to prevent the steamer going on the bank, but was powerless. The 
stern of the steamer took the ground first; two of the hawsers of flat A1 were 
carried away, and the stern of the flat got awav from the steamer. The other 
flat did not part. The rush of water caused the sand to accumulate between the 
steamer and flat Al, and raised the steamer, but nob the fiat, causing greater 
tension on the hawsers. Another lino was passed to the flat, and attempts were 
made to bring her hack into position, hut these failed. An anchor from flab A2 
was thrown out to preVent the steamer and flats from being carried down 
with the current, and an endeavour was made to get them into the centre of the 
channel. This failed, as the anchor would not catch. 

“The steamer’s starboard anchor was next thrown out to prevent the ves¬ 
sels swinging back into their old position , it held and had the desired result. 
The steamer's port anchor with 30 fathoms of chain and a coil of now 7-inch 
roiie was passed to flat A2, and tlirow'ii out at the stern and made fast to the 
steamer’s capstan. After waiting for an hour the steamer and flats got away 
with the current leaving the anchor on the port bow of A2 : the starboard 
anchor was then picked up as the steamer was swinging off into the channel, 
and to prevent the flat going over it in case she should again go ahead. It 
was hauled up to the how of the steamer and hung there out of the water. It 
was so Jeft to be ready at a moment s notice in case of need. This is said to 
have been the safest position for all emergencies. It was now 7-30P.M., dark 
and raining The steamer and flat Al were still aground. There was another 
steamer about 600 yards ahead, also aground. By observing the light on board 
that steamer, it was seen how the Soorma wae awinging ; a sound of something 
bursting was heard, [4303 atiA ii! found that the 8-inoh backing hawser of 
Al had carried away, the result of the strain caused by the swinging of the 
steamer into the channel. Al immediately crossed the steamer's bow, going on 
the top of the slarboacd anchor which made a hole in her side, and she began at 
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oiice to fill with water. An attempt was made to lieach the fiat by going full 
speed ahead : an order was given when the starboard steering gear was carried 
away, as the steamer swung off. The port anchor’s hawser was also carried away. 
The engines were stopped, and the steamer and fiats were carried down by the 
force of the current against the opposite hank. Al was attached to the steamer 
by one forward hawser only : A2'8 port anchor was lot go. All the men and what 
could be saved from the deck of Al were got off : she was sinking fast, dragging 
the steamer down with her, so that the only remaining hawser had to be cut. 
She sank in about 5 minutes after striking the anchor, and at minutes to 
8 o’clock at night. The ccwnmander and sookaney further said that immediately 
the fiat Al was seen to be coining across the steamer, the order was given to put 
the helm round to get out of the way of the fiat and to let go the anchor ; but 
before it could be carried out, the fiat struck. To secure it the anchor had 
been chained to the lower part of the capstan, and could liave been released in 
12 seconds, but the fist struck in half that time. The men were at their posts 
and carried out all orders given to them promptiv. The reason assigned for 
the breaking of the starboard steering gear was that the rudder had got buried 
in the sand, and when the helm was poited, the strain caused the chain to break. 
The pilot's evidence on this point was that the chain gave wav at 11 o’clock in 
the morning, when the steamer and fiats were working against the squall, and 
that this was the cause of their being unable to hold up against the wind, 
w’hich drove tjiem on the sand. The sookanov was jxisitive that it was not 
until he got the order to put the helm round at night so as to get out cf the w^ay 
of the flat, ]U8t before she struck, that the chain gave away. The commander 
says it was not till tiieu, when he gave tlie order to go full speed ahead, that 
he discovered the steering gear would not work. 'The sookaney was at the 
wheel in the morning, when the steamer first took the ground, during the day, 
and again at night, when the collision occurred [43IJ He attributed the 
breaking of the chain to the same cause as the commander. He and the 
commander were in a much 'better position to judge of the matter than the 
pilot, who had nothing to do with the working of the ship, he was unable to 
state at what place the chain gave w:i\, and vet he said it Iiad been mended 
during the day. Theie was nothing to account for its breaking in the 
morning before the steamer touclied the sand. Tlie sookaney said he had 
examined it before leaving Kooshtea, when it was in good order. On this 
point 1 held in favour of the commander’s evidence. 

“ It is unnecessaiy to enter more full> into the details of the evidence. 
The pilot, the sookaney, and the serang of the Tara all corroborated the com¬ 
mander as to the state of the weatlier on the 26th October; the pilot and 
sookaney also describe the squall as of unusual force and the current as very 
strong. They and the commander stated that all possible efforts were made 
during the day to get the steamer and flats off' tlie sand, hut without effect; that 
these efforts were of the usual kind, and were carried out in a proper manner, thg,t 
the steamer and flats were well found and manned ; the engines were properly 
worked and orders carried out promptly , all that it was possible to 'save out of 
the flat was saved before s\ie sank : no other assistance was available. 
Another steamer, the Lakeea, passed the Sooryiia about noon after she^had got 
aground, but at that time the Sootma's position was not considered dangerous, 
and the commander expected to get off in the ordinary way. He whistled to the 
Lakeea to let it be known he was aground that it might be reported, but she 
could not have assisted the Soorma by reason of the weather, aud could not 
have left her flats in safety; there were no country boats anywhere in the 
neighbourhood which could have been availed of, it was raining with a strong 
wind blowing, and the current running all day. The witnesses were oroas- 
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esajnioed, and the evidence was unoontradioted in any material particular except 
as to the time when the rudder chain broke, already referred to. 

“ It was proved that the transhipment of the goods to a flat at Kooshtea 
was necessary, and that at the time of their loss the route taken from Koosh* 
tea to Sara by water was the only one open for goods traffic. In the dry 
weather the route is by Damookdea, but in October of last year that 

route was only open for passengers, passengers' luggage and small parcels. 

" On a full and careful consideration of the facts relating to the accident 
and the measures taken to save tiie flat and cargo I held for the defendants. 

I found as a fact, in terms of s. Ibl of the Contract Act, that they had 
taken as n)uch care of the goods bailed to them as a man of ordinary 
prudence w'ould, under similar circumstances, take of his own goods of the 
same bulk, quality, and value as the goods hailed. i 

“ Mr. Upton for the defendants contended, in the first instance that, the 
measure of the defendants’ liahilitv as earners by railway was governed by 
8. 72 of Act IX of 1890. That section is as follows:— 

‘ (l) The responsibility ot a railway administration for the loss, destruc¬ 
tion, or deterioration of animals or goods delivered to the administra¬ 
tion to be carried by railway shall, subject to the other provisions 
of the Act, bo that of a bailee under ss. 151, 152, and 161 of 
the Indian Contract Act, 1872.’ 

f ]|c V "k 

♦ V V s*' 

‘ (31 Nothing m the common law of England or in the Carriers’ Act, 
1865, regarding the responsibility of common carriers with resfiect 
to tlie carriage of animals or goods, shall afect the responsibility 
as in this section defined of a railway adminnstration.' 

“ This Act only came into force on the Ist May 1890. It has no retros¬ 
pective efl'ect except that hv s. 2, clauses (2) and (3), it declares all rules, 
declarations, appointments, sanctions, duections, forms, powers, and notifica¬ 
tions made, given, approved, conferred and published under previous enactments 
to be in force as if made, etc , under that Act: and any enactment or document 
referring to any of those enactments, so far as may be, is to be constinied as 
referring to the Act of 1890, or to the con esponding portion thereof. The 
matter is not saved by these provisions, nor is it merely a matter of procedure 
but of the rights and liahilites of the parties. 

C«3] “ ‘ Where an enactment would prejudicially afl'ect vested rights or 
the legal character of past acts, the presumption against a retrospective opera¬ 
tion is strongest. Every statute which takes away or impairs vested rights 
acquired under existing laws, creates a new obligation, or imposes a new doty, 
or attaches a new disability in respect of transactions or considerations already 
pllsed, must be presumed, out of respect to the Legislature, to be intended not 
to have a retrospective operation.’ And ‘ when the law' is altered pending an 
action, the rights of the parties are decided aocbrding to the law as it existed 
when tb% action was commenced, unless the new statute bhows a clear inten¬ 
tion to vary such rights.' (Maxwell on the Interpretation of Statutes, pages 
192-93) I take it, then, that the Act of 1890 has no retrospective effect as 
applied to the present case, and that the defendants cannot claim the benefit 
of B. 72 of that Act. 

" It was subsequently contended that if the defendants’ responsibility was 
to be measured by the law as it stood before Ist May 1890, the effect was still 
the same, as the law then applicable was s. 10 of Act IV of 1879. 
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*' That section enacts:— 

‘ Every agreement purporting to limit the obligation or responsibility 
ina{) 08 ed on a carrier by railway by the Indian Contract Act, 1872, ss. 151 
and 161, in the case of loss, destruction, or deterioration of, or damage to, 
property shall, in so far as it purports to limit such obligation or responsibility, 
be void unless - - 

‘ (a) it is in writing signed by or on behalf of the person sending or 
delivering such property, and 

‘ (/j) is otiierwiso Jn a form approved by the Governor-General in 
Council.’ 

“ In the present case there was no special contract signed by or on hehaK 
of the consignors of tlio goods. 

"The question then ame.s, what was the measure of the defendants’ 
responsibility as carriers by raiiwa's in October 1889? It will be observed 
that there is a great difference m the language of s. 72 of Act IX of 1890 and 
8. 10 of Act IV of 1879 The former declares what shall in future be the 
responsibility of a earner hv railway - t)ie latter merely assumes that sections 
C434j 151 and 161 of the Contract Act apply to carriers by railway. The 
Bombay Higli Court in Kuvnji I'lilsidas v. The Great Indian Peninsular 
Railway Company (I L. B., .S Bom., 109) held that the bailment sections of the 
Indian Contract Act applied to carriers by railway ; but the High Court of 
Calcutta in Mntkoora Kant Shatr v. The India General Steam Navigation Com¬ 
pany (f. L B., 10 Cal. 166) dissented fiom that view, and it may be that s. 72 
of the Act of 1K90 is the outcome of that decision. It is true the point was not 
in fact decided in that case, because the defendants were earners by water, and 
the case was decided with reference specially to the Carriers Act, 1865. So 
that the question which arises in this case has not been decided by the High 
Court of Calcutta ; but having regard to the oliservations of the learned Judges 
in that case (which was a Full Bench decision), and to the doubts expressed by 
Mr Justice O’Kinkaly in Moh.'suar Das v. Carter (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 210 at 
p. 218) that the question is by no means free from doubt, it would appear to be 
the view of the High Comt of Calcutta that s 10 of Act IV of 1879 effected no 
change in the law on the euh]ect. 

" It was contended for the plaintid in the present case, and as it seems to 
me rightly, that the defendants at the tune the goods w’ere lost were common 
carriers, to whom the English common law, as applicable to common carriers, 
applied, and that they were insurers of the goods, except onlv as to an act of 
God or the Queen’s enemies, and such other conditions of the contract as appear 
on the back of the receipt npte, none of which affect the present question. 

“ It was argued in Mothoora Kant Shair's case, on the authority of Pooley v. 
Driver (L. B, 5 Ch. D., 460), that where an existing law is different fro^ 
what the Legislature supposes it to he, implication arising from statutes cann'ot 
be followed, and it was suggested that s. 10 was passed on the assumption 
that the Bombay case bad fieen rightlv decided. It was distinctly held in 
Mothoora Kant Shaw's case that at the time of the passing of the Indian Carriers 
Act in 1865* the English law relating to common carriers was in force in 
this country, and that that Act effected no alteration in the law in relation 
to the responsibility of a common carrier, for goods entrusted [ 436 } to him for 
carriage. That Act did not apply to railwiavs. Did s. 10 of Act IV of 
1879 alter the law as applied to railways ? Gabth, C J., in that case says, 
referring to that section (page 187): ‘From this section we are asked to infer 
that the Legislature has put a construction upon ss. 152 and 161 of the 
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Contract Act which relieves all carriers in India from any common law liability. 
But if, in our opinion, the Contract Act was not intended to have that effect, 
but, on the contrary, was intended to leave the liability of common carriers as it 
was before the Act passed, the fact that the Bail ways Act several s'ears afterwards 
alluded to sections 152 and 161 as applying to caiTiers by railway, is not, 
I think, sufficient to justify us in giving the Contract Act a construction which 
we disapprove and which we believe to be contrary to its meaning. Besides, 
it is really difficult to sav what the Legislature did intend by s. 10 of 
the Bailways Act. Very possibly it mav have taken for granted that the view 
of the Bombay Court was right, or it mav have*suppo3ed that carriers by 
railwas' were not common carriers.’ The re.sult of the decision in this case 
is that the bailment sections of the Contract Act were never intended to 
apply to common carriers, and do not apply. Having regard, then, to that 
decision, and to the views expressed with reference to s. 10 of the Bailway 
Act of 1879, I am of opinion that that section effected no change in the 
responsibilities of railways as common cat net's, or of the position of the 
defendants as such in 1889. and that they were, at the time of the occurrences 
out of which this case has arisen, coinnion cari’iers, and as such, insurers of the 
goods, the act of God and the Queen’s enemies onlv excepted. 

“The next question is, can the accident he said to have been the act of 
God ? The point was not argued before me, Init Mr. Upton said he was pre¬ 
pared to argue that it was. I think it is clear on the authorities that tiie act 
of God, which excuses a carrier, must lie a direct and violent act of nature. 
The words of this exception designate the immediate operation of puieiy 
natural agents, such as lightning, earthquake and tempest, exclusive altogether 
of human intervention, and not so extensive .is to comprehenrl what is merolv 
inevitable (McLachian on Shipping, 2nd edition. 499). In Smith v Shephcid 
(referred to in Abbott [436] on Shipping, 11th edition, pp. .‘1.’1H.39) it was held 
that the act of God which could excuse the earner must he immediate and not 
remote Even allowing that the primary cause of the accident was the violent 
squall W’hich sent the steamer and flats on tlie sand h.tnk, the grounding was 
not the solo or the immediate cause of iniurv to the flat which caused her to 
sink and destroy the plaintiffs’ goods. Smith v Shephi^rd .seems to me very 
much in point: in the uresent case hkewise the act wa^ too loinofa'. 1 held, 
therefora, that this was not an act of God which excused tlie defendants. 

" It was suggested that if Act IX of 1H90 was inaiijilicahle to the case, 
the plaintiffs were not entitled to the benefit of s 80 (which allows a 
suit to he brought either against the railway administiation to which the goods 
were delivered or ag.iinst tiie railway administration on whose railway the 
loss occurred) , and inasmuch as the accident occurred when the goods were 
in the custody of the Eastern Bengal State Railway, the suit ought to 
hAve been brought against that Railway. Now’, whetlier s. 80 applies 
to the present case or not, I think that the defendants have been properly 
sued. The contract was witii them, and they, wore hound to the plaintiffs 
under that contract. In fhe Great Indian Peninsular Railway Company v. 
Uadhaknan Khusal Das (I Ij.B., 5 Bom , 371), it was held that the apjiellantB 
had been rightly sued, although the goods had been delivered to the Madras 
Bailway Company on the ground that the appellants were the agents of the 
Madras Bailway Ceftnpany. It has not been shown in the present case what 
agreement exists between the defendants and the other railways over which 
the goods were to he carried ; hut the defendants I'eceived the goods for carriage 
to Mongill H&t and granted a receipt note for them, which constituted the 
contract between the parties, and on that contract the defendants may bo 
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sued, whether or not the suit would also lie against the Eastern Bengal 
State Railway. There is a question as to which of the two sets of plaintiffs 
ought to receive a decree. The goods are deliverable to the consignees 
or to any person to whom the receipt note may h® endorsed. There is no 
contest as between the consignors and consignees, and it was stated that the 
t«7] goods had not been paid for by the consignees, and as they are parties 
plaintiffs, and have made no objection to a decree in favour of the consignors, 
1 have made the decree in their favour with costs. 

“ My judgment is contingent on the opinion of the High Court on the 
following question, whicif I have been requested by Mr. Upton on behalf of 
the defendants to submit.— 

Whether or not upon the facts of the case as they have been found and 
stated the judgment is correct in law ? ’ ” 

At the hearing of the reference before the High Court the following 
authorities were referred to in the course of the arguments given below :—The 
Indian Railway .Act (IV of 1H79), ss. 10 and 13 , the Common Carriers’ 
Act (III of 1H65), 88 . 6 , H and 9 . the Indian Railways Act (IX of 1890), 
s. 79 the Railways .Act (XVIII of 1854), ss. 9, 10. 11, the Indian 
Contract Act (TX of 1H72), ss 150, 151 and 161 ■ Mothaota Kant Shaw y. 
The India General Steam Navigation Company (I L. R , 10 Cab. 166); Moheswar 
Das V. Carter^ 11 L. R., 10 Cal, 210) ; Kuverji Tulsidas y. The Great Indian 
Peninsular Railway Company (I L R., .3 Bom., 109); Nugent y. Smith (L. R., 

I C P. D., 423), .Abbott on Shipping, edition 11 , p. 3.38, and the case of Smith 
y. Shepherd there cited, Pootei/v. Driver (U R., 5 Ch. Div., 460), Queen y. 
Mayor of Oldham (L R ,3 B , 474). Peek v. North Staffordshire Railway 
Company (32 B .1 Q. B., 246) . India General Steam Navigation Company y. 
Joykristo Shnha (1 L K., 17 Cal, 39). Abdulla v. Mohan Gir (1. L R., 

II All., 490), Wilberforce on Statutes, pp 15, 16. 

Mr. Emits (with him Mr. Stnhu) —The questions are (l) whether upon the 
findings of fact this is an act of Clod, (2) as to the liability of railway com¬ 
panies as carriers of goods under the Repealed Act (IV of 1879). As regards the 
first question, the leading authority is Nugent v. Smith (B R •, 1 C. P. 1)., 423). 
The accident must have been directly caused by elemental force which could 
not have been averted by anv amount of reasonable skill and care. The carrier 
does not insure against acts of nature, and here the facts found bring us within 
the ruling in Nugent v Smith That case was not before the lower Court, 
which relied on Smith v. Shepherd, [438] a case cited in the notes to Abbott 
on Shipping (11th ed , 338, 339), and McBachlan on Shipping (2nd ed , 499), 
which was a very different case. 

As to the second questiion, I admit that, having regard to the Full Bench 
decision in Mothoora Kant Shaw v. The In^ha Geneial Steam Navigation 
Company (I. B. R., 10 Cal., 166), common carriers are governed by the common 
law, and are liable as insurers subject to anj^ ktatutory law affecting them. 
Then the effect of the Carrier®’ Act (III of I 860 ) was to provide that the known 
liability of common carriers as insurers was to be capable of being cut ^own by 
special contract to a minimum (s. 6 ). There was upon them a higher 
liability which could be cut down, but not so as to execuse negligence (s. 8 ) 
or criminal acts. It is provided bv.s. 9 that the onus of proof lies on the 
defendant to rebut negligence, and there is a corresponding provision in the 
case of railway carriers in Act IV of 1879, s. 13, which is imported 
into the latter Act from the Carriers’ Act, and must be read in the same 
sense. If the Carriers’ Act be excluded, I say that railway carriers are free from 
all liability except that governing bailees as defined in the Contract Act 
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(ss. 161, 152, 161). A railway carrier’s liability, then, is that of the ordinary 
bailee, and we may limit even that by s. 10 of the Carriers’ Act. All that 
8 . 13 says is that the loss itself is evidence of negligence: res ipsa loquitur. 
Section 11 of the Bailwav Act of 1854 makes railways liable only on proof of 
negligence. ‘The definition of a common cai-rier is wide enough to include all 
railways other than Government, and railways are a species of common carriers. 
The Contract Act does not affect statutes not expressly repealed by it, so the 
Contract 4ct could not apoly without affecting the Carriers’ Act. The Bombay 
decision in Kumrjx Tulsidas v. The. Great Indian Peninsular liathcay (I. L H., 

3 Bom., 109) held that the Contract Act does not a^ect the Carriers’ Act, but 
effects its purpose and renders it unnecessarv. The Full Bencfi case here 
could not follow that, and said that if the Act is rendered unnecessary and the 
insurance liability of the carrier is lovrered down to a liability for negligence, 
that must have the effect of affecting the Act. C4393 1 put a case which was 
not before the Full Bench in Muthoura Kant Shaw’s case. The course 
of decision for many years shows that it has never been held that 
railways were liable if theN took reasonable care. Now it is sought to 
place upon them an insurance liability which cannot be upon them unless 
by virtue of the Act of 1H79. The Contract .\ct w’ould appiv to all 
bailees if it does not affect the Carriers' .\ct wliich applies to railways, and 
renders it unnecessary for them to have a special .Act. The liability for 
negligence is an irreducible minimunn. The Act of 1879 allowed railway 
carriers to reduce their liability bv a special contract. The result of removing 
the Carriera' Act is that they become bailees under ss. l-Al, 152 and 16) 
of the Contract Act, which is identical with their obligations under the Carriers' 
Act, as they are a specially favoured class. The .Act of 1879 must he interpreted 
with reference to the history of che matter and the probabilities. .An erroneous 
recital in an Act mav become correct by reason of the changes it has effcctud— 
Wilberforce on Statutes, pp. 15, 16 . Queen v. Mai/or nf Oldham fL R, 

3 Q. B., 474): Abdulla v. HohanGir (1. L. R., 11 All., 490) They are bailees 
clear of statute, and their Itahility is governed bv s. 151, which is practi¬ 
cally identical with s. K of the Carriers’ Act except that thev may limit it. 
An intelligent purpose must be attributed to the legislature. Railways have 
never been liable for more than negligence, and three Judges in the case of 
Moheswar Dasv. Carter (1. L. R , 10 Oal., 210) assumed that the Contract Act 
applied to railways. The express provision in s. 72 of the new Railways 
Act (IX of 1890) w'as intended to get rid of the doubt raised bvO’KiNEALY, J., 
at page 213. It would be unreasonable to say that there was an interval 
between 1879 and 1890 in which the liabilitv of insurers was imposed upon 
railways. It is more reasonable to assume the continuitv and consistency of 
the legislature culminating in the Act of 1890. 

Mr. Henderson. —Tbe primary and immediate cause of the accident in this 
case was not the squall whicli took place eight hours before. There was, 
therefore, no act of God fwithin the principles in Nuqent v. Smith (L. R.. 

1 C. P. D., 423). As to the other question, my argument shortly is that the 
Contract Act when passed in 1872 was never [tiOj intended to apply to 
carriers, there being two Acts expressly dealing with them—the Railway Act 
of 1854 and the Carriers’ Act of 1865—and it was at that time intended to 
amend and consolidate the law relating to carriers (I, L. R., 10 Qal., 192). 
This being the case, the Railways Act of 1879 repealed entirely the two previous 
Acts, and nothing else being substituted, and the Contract Act not being made 
expressly applicable, the English common law revived, and they became liable 
as insurers. The legislature was under a misapprehension as to what the law 
really was. There was nothing to prevent them from expressly declaring in the 
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Act of 1879 the law to be what it was afterwards stated to be in the Act of 
1890, when tfae Legislature appears to have been alive to the fact that there wah 
some doubt. It was necessary to use clear and unmistakeable words, in order 
t that the liability imposed by ss. 151 and 152 of the Contract Act should attach. 
Section 161 could only apply on loss or deterioration of goods after^the time the 
goods were to be delivered. 

Mr. Evans was heard in reply. 

The opinion of the Court (Petheium, C. J., Picot and Macpherson, JJ.) 
was delivered by 

Potheram, C.J. —The* facts of this case are so fully and clearly set out in 
the judgment of the Judge of the Small Cause Court that it is not necessary to 
re-state them. 

The two questions which have to be considered are, first, whether the 
liability of a carrier of goods bv railway in India was, between the passing of the 
Railways Act of 1879 and the passing of the Rtuiway Act of 1890, that of insurer 
against everything iiut whit is known as the act of God, or was that of a bailee 
as defined in the Contract Act, and second, if the liability was that of an insufer, 
whether this particular loss was caused by the act of God within the legal 
meaning of the term 

In order to answer the first question, it is necessary tq ascertain what has 
been the history of the law relating to earners by railway, in this country. 
The first legislation on the subiect is that contained in Act XVIII of 1854, 
8.11 of which is as follows:—"The liability of such Railway Company 
for loss or £4^1 j injury to any articles or goods to be carried by them 
other than those specially provided for by this Act, shall not be deemed 
or construed to be limited, or in anywise affected by any public notice given, 
or any private contract made by them , but sucli Railway Company shall be 
answerable for such loss or injurv when it sliall have been caused by gross 
negligence or misconduct on the,part of theh* agents or servants.” This con¬ 
tinued to be the case until the passing of the Carriers' Act, 1865, s. 7 of which 
related specifically to the owners of railways, and was in these words :—“ The 
liability of the owner of any railroad or traniroad constructed under the pro¬ 
visions of the said Act XXII of 1863, for the loss of or damage to any property 
delivered to him to bo carried, not being of the description contained in the 
Schedule to this Act, shall not be deemed to be limited or affected by any 
special contract; but the owner of such railroad or tramroad shall be liable 
for the loss of or damage to property delivered to him to be carried, only when 
such loss or damage sliall have been caused by negligence or a criminal act on 
his part or on that of his agents or servants.” 

On the 10th of Septeu\,bor 1867 it was decided in the case of East Indian 
Railway Company v. Jordau (4 11. L. R., O. C., 97) by a Division Bench of 
this Court (PEACOCK, C.J., and Macphbrs6n, J ) that Railway Companies 
in India were common carriers, and liable as such, that is to say, as insurers 
of goods delivered to them. Sections 151, 152 and 161 of the Contract Act, 
1872, limit the liability of bailees of goods to a liability for negligence, but a Full 
Bench of this Court on September 13th, 1883, in the case of Mothoofa Kant 
Shaw V. The India General Steam Nangaium Company (I. L. R., 10 Cal., 166) 
decided that the liability of common carriers was not affected by these sections, 
and as this Court had before, in the case first cited, decided that Railway 
Companies in India were common carriere, these sections do not affect the 
present question. 

We now come to the Railways Act of 1879. Section 2 of that Act contains the 
following provision: "Nothing in the Carriers’ Act, 1865, shall apply to carriers 
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by railway.” I cannot read these words in any other sense than as repealing 
all the provisions of the Carriers’ Act which relate exclusively to carriers 
■ by railway, [4423 and confining the operation of the remaining provisions to 
carriers other than carriers bv railway, so that by the repeal of so much of 
the Carriers' Act of I 860 as related to railways and that of the whole of the 
Bailway Act of 1854, the liability of carriers by railway as it stood before the 
Acts of 1854 and 1865 was restored. The case of the East Indian Railway 
Company v. Jordan decided that carriers by railway are common carriers, and 
the case of Mothoora Kant Shaw v. The India General Steam Navigation Company 
decides that tlie liability of common carriers was not affected by the Contract 
Act, so that, unless there is something in the Act of 1879 itself vrhich limits it. 
their liability after the passing of that Act was that of common carriers 
according to English law, that is to sav, of insurers. On behalf of the defend- ' 
ants 8. 10 is relied on. That section is in the following words ;—“ Every 
agreement purporting to limit the obligation or responsibility imposed on a 
carrier by railway by the Indian Contract Act, 1872, ss. 101 and 161, in 
thy case of loss, destruction, or deterioration of or damage to property 
shall, in so far as it purports to liinic such obligation or responsibility, be 
void unless— 

"(a) it is in writing signed by or on behalf of the person sending or 
deliverirfg such jiroiierty, and 

”(5] 18 otherwise in a fr.rm approved by theGovernor-General in Council.” 
And it is said that by it ss. 151 and 161 of the Contract .^ct are declariMl to 
be the law relating to carriers bv railway ; but even if that were so, it would 
not avail the detendants, as those sections merely impose a liability for negli¬ 
gence, and s. 152, which is the section which limits the liability of the bailee, 
is not mentioned in s. 10 of the .Act of 1H79. It follows that alter the passing 
of the Act of 1879 the liability of carriers in India, including carriers bv rail¬ 
way, was not limited to a liaiiility for negligence, hut was a liability as 
insurers of the goods delivered to them. 

This being my opinion, it is necessary to decide whether or not 
the loss in this case was caused by what is known as the act of God, 
and as to this T am clearly of opinion that it was not. Tlie C«33 
legal meaning of the phrase is clearly defined in Nugent v. Smith (I^. B. 

1 C. P. D., 423), and there can be no doubt that the present case does not come 
within that definition. So far from the loss having been caused by sny convul¬ 
sion of nature, it appears that for these steamers and flats to get asliore is 
quite a usual occurrence, and that the loss was occasioned by a variety of 
causes, which happened after tlua steamer with the flats attached to it had got 
aground and during the many hours which elapsed before the flat sunk, no one 
of which was occasioned bv anv tremendous or even unusual disturbance of 
the elements. For these reasons 1 would reply that upon the facts of the 
case as they havebceu found and stated, the judgment is correct in law. 

Attorney for Plaintiffs; Mr. E. 0. Moses.. 

Attorney for Defendants: Mr. R, L. Upton.' 

T. 'A. P. 


KOTES. 

t See also (1892) 19 Bom., 1G5 , (1892) 17 Bom., 4X7.] 
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[ IS Cal. *48 ] 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 'Mth March, 1891. 
Present: 

Mr. Justice Wilson. 

Gumes 
' versus 

Gomes." 


Practice — Divorce—Decree absolute—Notice of application to make 

decree absolute. 

When a decree niai has been served on the respondent in a divorce suit, it is not sreces- 
sary to give him notice of an application to make such decree absolute. • 

This was an application to have a decree nisi, which had been passed on the 
10th April 1890, tnad .0 absolute, the case beiu;{ set down in the list of cases for 
hearing in the ordinary way on March 2.‘ird, 1891. Tlje decree had been 
passed in the suit which was for dissolution of marriage on the ground of the 
adultery and cruelty of the respondent, and had lieen served on the respondent 
in the usual way, but no notice of the application to make it absolute had been 
served on him. 

[4*4] The petition, on which the application was made, set out that the 
period of six months allowed by the decree bad expired , that no cause had 
been shown by tlie respondent why the marriage should not be dissolved as 
directed by the decree within that period , and that no leave to intervene had 
been applied for or allidavit filed by any qne desiring to show cause why the 
decree should not be made absolute. 

Mr. Acwoith appeared in support of the application and submitted that 
the petitioner was entitled to have the decree made absolute. He referred to 
Belchambers’Practice, pages 419 and 420, and to the cases there cited, and 
contended that according to the practice now prevailing notice of the applica¬ 
tion was unnecessary. 

The Court (Wilson, J ) took time to consider the judgment, which was 
delivered on March 21th, as follows .— 

Wilsoiii J.—This was a divorce case in which the decree uisn was made in 
due course. That decree has been properly served upon the respondent. Yester¬ 
day, when the case was set down for the purpose of making the decree absolute, 
a point arose which I took time to consider. The point was whether notice of 
the application to make the decree absolute ought to be given to the respon¬ 
dent. I find there has been a variation in the practice. Formerly the practice 
seems to have been strictly observed of requiring service of such uotiqp. But 
the more usual practice of late appears to have been not to require it ; and it 
seems to me that, as a matter of principle, it ought not to be required. For 
all purposes for which the respondent is* entitled to come before the Court, as 
for instance, for the purpose of an appeal, or for the purpose of making an 
application for review, the service of the decree msi is sufficient. Therefore I 
think the more modem practice of not requiring notice to be given of the 

* Original Civil Suit No. 1 of 1890 
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NORENDBONATH BOSE V. 


applioafeion for a decree absolute, when once the decree nis? has been served, it 
the proper one. The decree must be made absolute with costs. 


H. T. H. 


Applioation granted. 

Attorney for the Petitioner : Baboo N. C. Bural. 


[448] ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

Tfie 16th April, JS91. 

Present: 

■ 

Mr. JusTioE Wilson. 

Norendronath Bose 
versiis 

Abinash Cfa under Roy. ’’ 

Presidency Small Caust Courts Act (XV of J8S‘2), ss. S8 and 71 — Practice — 
Stamp — lie-hearing, application for—Petition insufficiently stamped—~ 
Deficiency of stamp, power to make good, after period of limitation 
allowed for presentation of application. 

On the 7th April, being the la^t day on which such applioation could be made under the 
provisions ot section 38 of the Presidency Small Cause Courts Act, an application was made 
to the High Court under that section for the re-hearing of a suit which had been disuiisaed 
by the Small Cause Court. The application was made by petition at the rising of the Court, 
and not being a regular moljion day, the hearing of the matter was postponed till the 
9th April. On that day, on the application being brought on, it appeared that the petition only 
bore a 7-rupee stamp instead of one of the much larger value required by section 71 of the 
Act. It was contended on behalf of the petitioner that the deficienoy could then be made up, 
and that he was entitled to have the application heard. 

Held, that this could not be done. The eight days allowed by section 38 expired on 
the 7th April, and had the application been then considered, it txiuld not have been 
received, but must have been rejected, as section 71 requires the proper fee to be paid before 
the application can be received,. Although the considorabion of the .ipplioation was deferred 
to the 9th April, that made no diffnrenoe, as the eight days bad expired before the petition 
was in such a condition that it could bo received. 

This was aa applioation under tlio provisions of section S8 of Act XV of 
1882 (The Presidency Small Cause Courts Act) for an order that two suits iu 
which tiie petitioner was plaintiff might be re-heard in the High Court. The 
suits were for the recovery of the respective sums of Rs. 1,800 and Rs. 1,900 
alleged to be due on two promissory notes of which the plaintiff stated he was 
the holder for value, the defendants being the alleged maker of the notes, 

* Original Civil Motion, In the matter of seotion 88 of Act XV of l8St, and in the matter 
of Saits Nos. 38179 and 38173 of 1^. 


302 



ABINASH CHUNDER ROY [1891] l.L.B. 18 Cal. 446 

the payee, and a subsequent endorser. The suits came on for bearing before the 
Chief Judge of the Small Cause Court and resulted in both being dismissed by 
one judgment. The petition on which the application was made was presented 
at the rising of the Court on Tuesday, the 7th April, that being the last day 
on which the application could be made under the section. [446] That dajr 
not being the r^ular motion day, Thursday the 9th April was fixed for hearing 
the matter. 

At the sitting of the Court on the 9th April, Mr. Chcnodhry applied for an 
adjournment of the matter on the ground that he was not in a position to go 
on owing to the lengthy 'ifature of the depositions which he had not had an 
opportunity of reading. This application was refused, and the Court directed 
that the matter must come on in its usual turn. 

Later in the day Mr. Pugh (Mr. Chowdhry with him) appeared in 
support of the application, when it was brought to the notice of the’Court that 
the petition was not properly stamped as it bore only a stamp of the value 
required on an ordinary petition in place of the amount required under s. 71 
of Act XV of 1882. On this being pointed out. His Lordship observed that 
the defect would appear to be fatal to the application ; as the previous 
Tuesday was the last day on which the petition could he presented, it was 
then, not l>eing properly stamped, improperly admitted, but that after the peti¬ 
tion had been ^properly stamped he would hear Mr. Pugh as to whether the 
Court had any power to hear the application. 

The matter accordingly stood over till later in the day, when it was brought 
on again by Mr. Pugh, who stated that the iietition had not been stamped, as * 
there was some doubt as to the exact amount of the stamp required. 

Mr. Pugh .—The Court having received the petition on Tuesday and 
permitted the matter to stand over till to-day, has in fact extended the time for 
making the application. Jt is the practice on the Appellate Side to permit 
appeals to be properly stamped if any deficiency be discovered subsequent to 
their presentation, but I have been unable to find any rule on the subject. In 
this case there is a doubt as to the proper amounD of the stamp, as the Chief 
Judge tried only one of the two suits, tliough in one judgment he dismissed 
them both. The question is whether the st.amp duty is to he calculated on the 
aggregate value of the two suits or on the value of each suit taken separately, 
and a reference to the Eegistrar is uecessarv to determine that question. The 
petition could not, therefore, be stamped till that reference had been made. 

t«T] Wilson, .1 —I think it would he safer for your client to treat the 
present application as one to perfect the petition by affixing the proper stamp. 

Mr. P/tgh. —There are no decisions of this Court on the point. The Bombay 
Court in Ik re Jmkissondass Purshotamdaa (I. L. R., 12 Bom., 408), while deal¬ 
ing with the question, does not actually decide this point. Balkaran Rai v. 
Oobind Nath Tiwan (I. L. R., 12 All., 1291 is an authority against me, though 
that is not a decision of this Cout't. I am bound, however, to admit thth; 1 
have been informed that a bench of this Court, consisting of NoB^IS and 
Beverley, JJ has within the last fifteen days followed it. See also Waterion 
V. Baker (L. R., 3 Q. B., 173), and Park Gate Iron Company v. Coates (L. R., 

6 C. P., 634). I would submit, however, that the Court having extendi 
the time till to-day for hearing this application, has in fact extended my time 
for making it, and that I ahould now be at liberty to do what 1 could easUy 
have dona last Tuesday, had the application been heard and the defect been 
pointed out, namely, affix a stamp of the proper value. 
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The judgment of the Ck)urt was delivered on the 16th Apiil, and was 
'•.as follows;— 

* Wilson, J. —This is a petition under s. 38 of the Presidency Small 
lause Courts Act. The section (ol. i) is as follows:—“ Any party may, 
nthin eight days after the judgment in any suit in the Small Cause .Court in 
which the amount or value of the subject-matter exceeds one thousand rupees, 
apply to the High Court for an order that such suit may be re-heard in the 
High Court.” Section 71 of the Act says —“A fee not exceeding (the scale is 
given) shall be paid on the plaint in every suit and every application under 
section thirty-eight or section forty-one, and no such plaint or application shall 
be received until such fee had been paid.” 

According to the practice of this Court petitions are presented in 
chambers, or by counsel in open Court on days when motions are heard. In 
urgent cases, however, it is common to allow them to [448)1 be presented on 
days other than motion days, and to hear counsel in support of them the next 
motion day. 

In this case the eighth day from the iSmall Cause Court judgment was 
Tuesday last, and it was not a motion day. Mr. Choiodhry on that day asked 
leave to present the petition, this was allowed, and the next motion day, 
Thursday, Mr. Pugh rose to move in terms of the petition. It then appeared 
that the petition was not duly stamped, bearing only a 7-rupee stamp instead 
of the very much larger one required by s. 71. 

Mr. Pugh then asked to be allowed to stamp the petition pro|)erly, and 
that ic might then he treated as a good petition from the first. I think this 
* cannot be done. Eight davs are by s. 3H allowed, within which an 
application can he heard , and by s. 71 the application la not to be received 
unless the pi'oper stamp duty has been paid. This petition was presented on 
the last possible day , if considered tlien it could not have been received, but' 
must have been rejected. The consideration was deferred to Thursday, but 
that can make no difference , eight days liad expired before the petition was < 
in such a condition that it could be received. 

Application refused. 

Attorney for the Petitioner: Mr. C. N. Manuel. 

H. T. H. 


NOTES* 

C See also C.P.C . ISOH, hOC. 118 ] 
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CIS Cal. MS] 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The ‘‘i9th ami SOth January and tilst February, A 

Present: 

Lords Watson, IIobirjusk, and Morris, and Sir R. Couch. 


Fa/l Karim and aiiotlier.PlaintifVa 

* i)pr<tii!i 

Mania Uaksh and oUiers.Defendants. 


I On appeal liorn tbe High Court at Calcutta.] 

Mahnmrdati Imn --Custom—Public inirshi/} in mmqm-- Tu,juunlinn rmiraimng 
ihfeu.dant% from nitprriiptnif iclhihim iu‘iomon.i(‘< tn a musjid—Might 
Ilf [mam und of Matirah to hr protected in their o^icca — 

Diflerenres of ojnntou hetioeen the Imam and 
vert am of the wordiipperH an to . 

• ohservanres at pmyer. 

Anioiif! Siiniii MHhonu'iLiii-i, iicithor on tlu- Kmund of mi v general and cxprchfi rule Of 
Mahomodaii l.nv, nor on tlic ground of tin- growth of [4i9] oustoinn separating 
different schools in so marked a manner that the followeix of one school could not' 
properly worship with those of aiiothei, did the introiluctioi. hy the Imam of (a) the 
loud-toned Amen, .md of (fi) the Rafadiiii, show siieh a change of tenets. Nor was 
it in itself such an important departure from ihe custom of Simms as that it would disqualify 
the Imam for otheiiitmg in a miisjid white those tereinoiiies had not previously been used. 
Nor did tile iiiliodiii I'lon of (ii) .iii'l of (/)l ]iistif\ .1 snelioii of the worshippers in Betting up 
another leader of priyer at the s.nn- Lime thei jir.iver was being enndacted hy the duly 
authorized Imam 

On the Lowei Appellate Court’s findings of fai't there was nothing in the constitution of 
the mo- |u > which prohihiLed the adoption of (n) and (fi), and those findings were conclusive. 
For the purpose, however, of eonsideniig the ease from other points of view, their Ejordships 
ex.i.ni I’l the while of the evidcnee, .md th-*i agree.f with the Subordinate Judge that there 
was no evid 'no'- -di living that the mosque w.is not intended for the worship of all Sunnis or 
for ill Mihoinc.l ms. Nor w is ihei".iii\ rule of law that, when public worship bad been 
performed in a curtain wav f n twenti leirs, there could imt be any variation, however slight, 
from that way. The qiie«tion ^iii eaeh e-we of dispute must be as to the magnitude aud 
importance of the alleged departuie Theie had not boon produced any text to show that a 
follower of Abu llamfa would do wr mg in following a practice recommended by others of the 
four Imams Nor was there any ns.ige, h.tving the force ol law .imongSuniii communities, 

• forbidding tho mtrndiictioii of (n) and (b) into cercinonial pra'^er, as shown by the evidence 
of learned Maho^i^daiis, and bv 'proof of their actual practice. The judgments inTA#- 
Empres’i v Rnimnn (1. L R , 7 All., 16i) and Atu-ulla v Azim-utla (I. L. R , t‘i Jtll,, 494) 
refcrrtHi to. 

The Court ought not to declare that the Imam or matwalisof the musjid had authority 
to eject the dt^sentieuts, it and when they interfered. The plaintiffs must rely on the pro¬ 
hibitory order or injunction, which could be enforced according to law if the occasion arose. 

Appeal from a decree (6th December 1887) of the High Court reversing a 
, decree CjSth Maroli 1886) of the .Additional Subordinate Judge of Tirhoofc, and 
restoring a decree (27th December 1884) of the 2nd Munsif of Mozufferpur, 
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The ptesent appeal raised questions relating to the interruption oi worship 
conducted in a musjid at Tajpore in the Tirhoot distriot, of which the property 
• forming its endowment was entrusted to the management of the late Kazi 
, Ramzuddin as raatwali, in whose time, in 1858, the musjid was rebuilt on 
^ land belonging to him. His two sons succeeded him as matwalis on his death, 
and in this suit they joined the Imam—whom their father had appointed 
in 1863—in clfiiniin;^ a declaration of the Imam’s right to conduct the prayer 
in the musjid , also relief by the issue of an order prohibiting the defendants, 
originally twelve m number, from interfering with the Imam, as they had done, 
in the discharge of his office. * 

The Imam died l^efore the decision of the High Court. Leave to appeal 
was granted to the matwalis, who iiad the duty of appointing his successor. It, 
was granted because their rights were affected by the judgment, although theii' 
own title as matwalis was upheld by all the Courts. Some of the defendants 
withdrew their opposition in the interval. 

When first filed this suit was dismissed on the ground that the dispute was 
not cognizable as a question of civil right This, however, was reversed (6th 
July 1884) on appeal to the Subordinate Judge, and the suit was remanded for 
trial on the merits. Tlie High Court affirmed the order of remand. 
Another Munsif tlien decided the suit on the meiits. He found that the 
mosque had been rebuilt hv men of the sect termed Elanifi, and that these 
appellants, whose title as matwalis he affirmed, belonged td a class of the 
Sunnis. He found that tlie musjid had been erected under the supeivision of 
Munsif Maulavi Abdul Wajak, who was of the Hanifi sect, bv subscriptions 
from worshifipers of the same school. He also found that the only allegations 
borne out were that the defendants themselves gave azans, and praved as a 
separate congregation under an Imam of their own selection, and he decided 
that, as the plaintiffs had given up their old faith, or Hanifi mczhab, or creed, 
the defendants were justified in acting ntuler their own Imam in tlie mosque. 

He therefore declared that these appellants were the matwalis, hut that 
plaintiff No. 1 could not be the Imam of the contending defendants, and that 
these had a right to pray according to their own practice under an Imam of their 
selection. 

On appeal the Additional Subordinate Judge reversed the above, stating in 
his judgment the nine findings set forth in their Lordships’ judgment. And he 
was of opinion that bv the uttering of the loud .^men and performing the 
Bafadain, alleged hv the defendants to justify their conduct, the first plaintiff, 
the Imam, j hod not done acts that were forbidden, or that disqualified 
■him for his office. He granted the declaratory decree applied for, and the 
injunction to restrain the defendants from causing interruption. This judgment 
in its turn was reversed by the High Court, a Division Bench (O'KiNEALY and 
Macphehson, JJ.) holding that the Lower Appellate Court was wrong in 
setting aside the decree of the first Court. They therefore decreeing the appeal, 
restored the decree of the Munsif with costs. 

Op this appeal, which was preferred h> the second and'thitd plaintiffs, 
Mr. R. V. Doytie and Mr. (J. W. Arathoon, for the Appellants, argued that the 
decision of the High Court was wrong, and should he reversed, and that the 
decree of the Subordinate Judge should be restored. The findings of fact in 
the first Appellate Court were in favour of the appellants, and must be accepted. 

It oould only have been on a point of law, or usage having the force of law, 
that the High Court would have had authority to reverse on second appeal. 
However, it appeared from the judgment tbat the following had been the 
reasons for the reversal by the High Court of the judgment of 'the first 
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Appellate Court, viz., that the Imam should have made uo inuovattou upon the 
customary ritual, and that, change having been introduced, it was for the 
Imam to justify it. According to the judgment, be had failed to justify it. In 
this the High Court had entered upon facts. The Lower Appellate Court had 
found that the utterance of the loud Amen aud the performing Bafadaiu were not 
contrary to the ritual ordained by the custom of the Sunnis, and were no ground 
for objection on the part of the defendants to the leadership of Hafiz Maula 
Baksb. The Subordinate Judge had also found that it was not proved that 
the mosque was exclusively devoted to worship as approved by the followers of 
the Imam .\bu Hanifi ; and ^hat even if it had been so devoted, still there 
would have been in that no reason for prohibition upon worship according 
to Sunni customs. The constitution of the mosque, the nature and effect 
of the deviation, if deviation from custom there had been—were all questions 
of fact, and upon these the first Appellate Court had given findings. Keference 
was made to the Empress v Itamzan II. L. R., 7 All., 461) and to Ata-ulla v. 
Azim-uUa (I L. R,, 12 All., 494). 

[482] There had been no usage liaviug the force of law established as 
having been contravened, nor liad any departure been shown sufficient to 
authorise the defendants in setting up another Imam in place of one who had 
been shown as a Sunni to have follo>\’ed the four Imams, all equally orthodox, 
though not precisely agreeing upon all details of worship recommended by them. 

The High Court in reversing, on second appeal, findings of fact had not 
been within s. 584 of the Code of Civil Procedure. Those also were well borne 
out by the evidence. 

The Respondents did not appear. 

Afterwards, on 2l8t Februaiy, tlioir Lordships' judgment wa.-^ delivered by 

Lord Hobhouse. — When tlie plaint m the suit was filed, the plaintiffs 
were the two present appellants and one Hafiz MaulaBaksh. The last-named 
plaintiff was the Imam and Moaz;^in of a mosque in Tajpore, and the two others 
were matwalis of the same mosque The defendants were 12 persons who 
worshijiped at tlie mosque Tlie plaint alleged that the defendants, being 
dissatisfied with certain variations in the ceremonial which the Imam had 
introduced, interfered with his performance of the service, and claimed to 
conduct the service in their own wu\, and otherwise misbehaved themselves. 

The relief prayed was as folhjws — 

“ (n) That it be declared by the Court that the plaintiff No. 1 is Imam 
and Moazzin of the muspd at Tajpore, pergunnah Saresa, 
and that plaintiffs Nos. 2 and 3 are matwalis thereof ; and that, 
as Imam and mativalis, the plaintiffs have a right, as they have 
all along hithertq had, to deliver the Friday oration and perform 
the daily prayers before the congregation from the pulpit and 
mosulla. 

“ (b) That the defendants have no right to interfere therewith, nor any 
to do the acts referred to in paragraph 6 of the plaint. 

“ (c) That, it be declared "that the defendants, as a sect of Mussulmans, 
have simply the right to visit the musjid at the time of prayer only, 
and to say prayers, C483.'| led by plaintiff No. 1; otherwise they 
have no right to visit the musjid with any other intention. 

“ (<2} That it be declared by the Court that in case the defendants inter* 
fere with the rights of the plaintiffs as Imam and matwalis, and do 
the acts referred to in paragraph 5 of the plaint, the plaintiffs have 
the authority to turn out all the defendants—or any one who may 
do such acts—from the musjid.” 
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The suit was therefore in the hrst instance a declaratory suit, but the 
plaint was amended by adding a prayer for substantive relief as follows : — 

“ That the defendants may lie prevented from interfering in any way in 
the Moaazin's right and tbe Imam’s right enjoyed by the piamtifl' No. 1, and 
in the towliat right of the plaintiffs Nos. 2 and 3, and that a prohibitory order 
may he issued to the defendants, to the effect that the defendants must not do 
any act mentioned in paragraphs 4 and 5 of the plaint within the mosque 
of the plamtift, nor should the defendants enter the mosque of the plamtifls 
with that object ” 

In their written statement, the defendants did ni't deny that IJafi/. Mania 
Baksh has been Imam and Moa/./in toi 20 xeais, nor fcliat the other plaintiffs 
acted as raatwalis ; Init tliev defended themselves bv alleging in effect that tlie 
plaintiffs had forfeited cheir oflicos hv reason of heresy. Tbe two material 
pleas ate as follows;— ' 

Prior to this, the plaintiff 1 was Moa/ziii, and led people to piayer. 
But he has renounced his Haiuli religion and embraced the Wahalii religion. 
That being so, the plaintilt No. I can h\ no nieans now, according to Maho- 
medan law and rule, claim to he Imam .ind Mouz/.m, and therefore he has n<j 
right to bring the suit. 

The plaintiffs Nos. 2 and 3 are, on their own showing, not inatwalis. 
They are certainly sons of tlie deceased inatwah Kazi Ramizuddin But they 
can have, in Mahomeilan law, no right to the niatwuliship simply hecauso fliev 
are sons (of the deceased matwali) Besides this, the plaintiffs Nos. 2 and 
3 have renounced their previous and putcinid religion, and joined the Wahabi 
sect. C454] That being so, tiiev have no right whatever to the nianugeiiie»it of 
the disputed musjid.” 

The plaintiffs filed what is called " ,i refutation ’’ of the defendants' state¬ 
ments It is not in the Hecord. and is pruhahK iiiiiiiiiterml except as a general 
denial of the matter urged in defence 

In the mouths of August, Septemlior. and Novemlier lHS4, ttiroo petitions 
were presented by eight of the defendants, stating then tegret ,it having l>een 
persuaded to take part against the plaintiffs, and then wish that the plaintiffs 
might obtain the decree thc.\ i)rii>ed lor U does not appear that an.\ order 
was made for stay of proceedings against those conveitcd delendents , but by 
the time the suit reached the High Court the eight names had disappeared from 
the proceedings. 

In the course of taking tlie evidono'^, it hccanie clear what was the real 
quarrel between the parties The general cliarge against tlie plaintiffs of having 
become Wahabis (whatever the flefendants ma\ have meant h> it/ resolved 
itself into this, that tliev had adopted two oliserv’ancos which tlie defendants 
think to be wrong—one being the pronunciation of the word " Amen ” in a 
loud instead of a low' voice, and tlie other the performance of Bafadain 
which is a ceremonial gesture of raising the hands to the ears at a particular 
point of the service. • • 

Adi the parties are, or claim to be, Sunni Mahomedans. Hafiz Maula 
Baksh says “ I obey equally all the four fmams,” which is the mark of the 
Sunni schouL Oined .41i, the first defendant, says “ Even now 1 would say 
prayers^ under the leadership of Maula Baksh if be only gave up uttering 
Amen ’ loudly and raising his hands to hut oars . . . I call him a Wahabi 

broause he utters Amen ’ and raises his hands, and save prayers standing 
with the two legs apart, and he crosses the hands on the breast *’ It is clear 
that the defendants make no charge of false or heretical doctrine, except so far 
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ft9 it is to be inferred from the offending ceremonial, and it is the two first 
acts of worship mentioned by Omed Ah to which the whole evidence and argu¬ 
ment has been addressed. The two last are not mentioned again. The 
question is vvhether the use of the loud Amen and of Eafadain is inconsistent 
with Hafiz Maula Baksh’s retention of tlie office of Imam and Moazzin. 

[488J That it is consistent with his being a sound Sunni is clear, for 
botii practices are prescribed bv one or more of the four Imams whom the 
Sunnis follow. But the defendants allege that tlie mosque was built b.y Sunnis 
of the school of Abu Ilanifa, w?ho. tht'\ say, prescribes the low-toned Amen 
and the omission of Rafadinri. Thence they infer, that no person who is 
not a Hanifi can properly be Imam, Moazzin or inatwali of the mosque, and, 
secondly, that to use the loud Amen and Rafadain is inconsistoiit with being an 
Hanifi. The plaintiffs denj both tliese inferences. 

Their Lordships have been careful to state the precise constitution and 
nature of the suit, because it appears to them that it has not always been 
sufficiently borne m mind The next stop is to see how it has been judiciallv 
dealt with. 

After a decision b\ the Miinsif that he had no lurisdiction to deal with the 
matter—which wasjcveisod on appeal- the case was heard by the then 
Munsif in December 18HI He took the views of the dolendants as regards 
the office of Imam and Moazzin, hut he did not tliiuk that? the matwalis were 
disqualified The decree pa.ssed liy him is as follows . — 

That the plaintiffs Nos 2 .ind 3 do continue to remain matwalis of the 
mu8]id, that the plaintiff No 1 cannot he considered as Imam and Moazzin 
as against the contending defend xnts, nor are the defendants bound to follow 
his leadership in prayer , that the dolendants Inive every right to say prayers 
in the musiid in ihoir own wav behind their own Imam.” 

On ap])oal hv the plaintiffs, the case was heard hv the Additional 
Subordinate .ludge in March IHHfi. It is important to see precisely what his 
findings are, because, so tar as they rulate to matters of fact, no appeal from 
them lay to the High Couit. The maten il findings appear to their Lordships 
to be in substance as follows .— 

(a) The plaintiff.s belong to a school known as Amll-bil-IIadis or Ahil- 
liadis. 

{b) The .^mil-bil-Hadis are Mahoinedans, Sunnis, and members of the 
Sunnat .famait. 

(c) There is no authority to say that an Ainil-bil-Hadis cannot lead the 
prayer of an Hanifi. 

[438] (d) The only difference is that the Amil-bii-Hadis perform 
Rafadain and say Amen in a loud tone. 

(e) That difference is no ground for a religious objection on the part 
of a Hanifi to pray behind an Amil-bil-Hadis. 

(/) The Arail-bil-Hadis follow the authority of the kias and the ijma, if 
not inconsistent with the Koran and Hadis, in which they do what 
every Mahomedan should do. * 

(g) It is doubtful whether the mosque is an Hanifi mosque. 

(A) Granting that the founder was a Hanifi, still there is nothing to 
show that he prohibited an Amil-bil-Hadib from praying in the 
mosque or acting as Imam therein. 

(i) The defendants are not entitled to pray behind an Imam of their 
own selection. 
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From these findings the necessary conclusions ware—thafc Hafiz Mauia 
Baksh W .18 not disqualified bo be Imam ; that he was entitled to protection 
against the defendants, and that the Munsif s decree must be reversed. This was 
done, and a decree made for the plaintiffs according to the prayer of the plaint, 
with costs of suit. 

The defendants then appealed to the High Court, and the case was heard 
before a Division Bench (O’Kinbalv and MacfhEBSON, .TJ.) in December 
1887. The Cuuit discharged the decree of the Subordinate Judge and restored 
that of the \tunbif. They considered that the Subordinate Judge had addressed 
himself to matters which were altogether irrelevant and had nothing to do 
witli the suit, VI/., whether it was lawful for Hanifis to pray behind Amil-bil- 
Hadis, whetlier A mil-hi I-Hadis are respectable members of society, and 
whether it is lawful for them to perform the duties of an Imam. Their ground 
of decision is thus stated .— * 

“ Tile only questions we have to decide are, wliether these plaintiffs, who 
were appointed by members of the Hanifi sect, and who performed the duties 
of the mosque in accordance with the observances and ceremonies of that 
sect for twenty years, can now turn round and claim to have the right to 
discharge their duties in a different manner. No authority for any such 
proposition has been brought to our knowledge. The learned Coun.sol who 
argued the case on Ifehalf of the plaintiffs declined to enter into tiio matter, 
[4573 being one of great difficulty. Prinui facie, it appears to us that the 
Imam or matvvali sliuuld have perfotmed his duties in tlie customary manner. 
It IS foi them to justify the cliange, and they have been unable to do so ” 

From that decree the present appeal is brought Hafiz Mauia Baksh died 
before the decision hy the Htgli Court, hut leave was given cu his tw<> co-plain- 
tiffs to prosecute the appeal, though their own title as mat walls was affirmed 
hy all the Courts. They have, however, a sufficient interest in maintaining the 
views of their school or party in the mosque, especially as it is stated in 
evidence that they appoint the Imam. Their Lordships must decide the points 
raised in the suit just as if Hafiz Mauia Baksh were the appellant. The defend¬ 
ants, now ttiree m number, have not appeared. Jt is very unfortunate that 
such a case should he decided on an ex paite argument. 

It is not apparent from the judgment of tlic High Court on what ground 
they considered that a second apjieal was sustainable, or, in other w'ords, what 
was the law, or usage having the force of law, which the Subordinate Judge 
had decided erroneously, or had failed to decide. The most obvious meaning 
of their brief judgment is that their decision is rested entirely on the peculiar 
constitution or trusts of the Tajpore mosque. But that is a question of pure 
fact, at feast in this case, where no written evidence is forthcoming; and the 
findings of the Subordinate Judge are conclusive in the High Court, and also 
in this tribunal, seeing that the defendants have not obtained any leave to 
appeal to Her Majesty in Council from bis decree. His findings on this point, 
as stated above, (p) and (/t), are fatal to the deftindants* case, but the High 
Court appear to have paid no attention to them. 

Though It IS not competent to their Lordships on this appeal to go behind 
the Subordinate Judge’s findings of fact, they think it right to say that, for 
the purpose of csaznining the case from other points of view, it has been their 
duty to study the whole of the evidence, a^d that they entirely agree with the 
Subordinate .1 udge that there is no evidence whatever that the mosque was 
intended fin Hanifis only, and not for all Sunnis or for all Mabomedans, or 
that an Amil-bil-Hadia is prohibited by its constitution from being its Imam. 



I.L.R. 18 Cal. 4S8 


f 

MAXTLA BAKSH &0. [l89l] 

[1683 The judgment, however, may mean that there is some rule of law to 
the effect that when public worship has been performed in a certain way for 20 
years, there cannot be any variance from that way, insomuch that the officiat¬ 
ing minister who is guilty of a variance is ipso facto disqualified for his office. 
If that is the meaning of the judgment, their Lordships hold that it is not well 
founded in law. Indeed it is not well founded in fact, because general uniform¬ 
ity of practice in the worship at this mosque is neither proved nor alleged, 
though the particular practices now objected to are comparatively recent. But 
passing that by, it cannot'be that an Imam should be so bound by his,own or 
his predecessor’s previous firactice in worship that he cannot make the slight¬ 
est variation from it in gesture, intdnation, or otherwise, without committing 
an offence. Even a code of ritual can hardly be so minute as absolutely to 
exclude all individual peculiarity or discretion , and here there is no code of 
ritual at all.* If the principle above stated were allowed, it would follow that 
the practice of a single Imam (for Hafiz Maula Baksh liad been in office for 20 
years before the dispute began) might be so stereotyped as to become the constitu¬ 
tion of the mosque, and that a single niKimher of the congregation might, against 
the wishes of the rest, insist that no variation, however innocent or however 
minute, should be made. Tlie question in each case of dispute must be as to 
the magnitude and importance of the alleged departure To that question the 
Subordinate Judge has very properly addressed himself, but £he High Court have 
set aside all hiB findings as irrelevant, and have dechncd to examine the points 
to which the pleadings, the evidence, and the judgments of the two first Courts 
are mainly addressed 

Their Lordshijis cannot follow this course, because the judgment in favour 
of the defendants might be rested, as the Munsif did in fact rest it, on more 
general grounds than the private constitution of this mosque, or the obligations 
resulting from the practice which ha“ prevailed in it, and those grounds must 
be examined. 

Before quitting this point, mention should ho made of a case, Afa~ulla v. 
Azim-uUn (1. L. R., 12 All., 494), in which the High Court of the [468} 
North-Western Provinces held that a mosque, being dedicated to God, 
is for the use of all Mahoniedans, and cannot lawfully he appropriated to the 
use of any particular sect. If that princijile were accejited, it would be decisive 
of the present case, so far as it rests on the judgment of the High Court. Bub 
it has not been jiropoundod bv Mr. Dcyna, nor do the facts of this case properlj' 
raise the question, because it does not appear that this mosque ever was intend¬ 
ed to be appropriated to any particular sect. Their Lordships therefore express 
no opinion upon it. 

Turning to the question most discussed in the two lower Courts, it 
appears to be this, — whether the introduction of the loud Amen and Bafadain 
(which is the offence charged against Hafiz Maula Baksh, and which is the reason 
why he colls himself Amil-bil-Hadis and his opponents call him Wahabi) shows 
such a change of tenets, or is ii^ itself such an important departure from custom, 
as to disqualify the 1 mum from acting in a mosque where those ceremonies had 
not previously been used. If this question is to be answeied in the affirmative, 
it must be on the ground either of general express rule of Mahomedan law, 
or of the growth of customs separating'different schools in so marked a way 
that the followers of one school cannot properly worship with those of 
another. • 

As regards general law, their Lordships have not been referred to any 
authoritative code of ritual for Sunnis, such as is the statutory rubric of the 
Church of England. In the Hedaya there appears to he a long chapter or book 
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on Praj’er, which would probably expound the views of Abu Hanifa and those 
of his two principal disciples, Abu Yusuf and Abdoolla Mahommed, as they 
were understood in the sixth century of the Hegira. But Mr. Hamilton, who 
was emplo\ed by Warren Hastings to translate the Hedaya, did not translate 
the book on Pi'ayer, because it seemed to him that it could not afford any man¬ 
ner of assistance in decisions concerning matters of property. And so far as 
their Lordships have been informed, there is no translation of it from the ori¬ 
ginal .Arabic, certainly there is none into English. Nor has any text been pro¬ 
duced from anv source to show that one who follows Abu Hanifa does any 
wrong in performing ceremonies recommended bv the other Sunni Imams, or 
thereby outs himself off from communion [469j witli other followers of 
Hanifa. There have boon two cases in the High Court of Allahabadf 
in which disputes have arisen about the intonation of the word “ Amen." 
One has already been referred to on another ]>oint. The other, Queen- 
Empre<ih v. ]-{iimzati (I. L K., 7 All, 461), was a criminal case, and the 
decision turned on the question whether those wlio said “ Amen ’’ aloud said 
it in an indecent wav, and with intention to annoy the others. In l>oth oases 
Mr .lustice MahmooD entered at length into the question how " Amen ” should 
he pronounced. He states that though Hanifa recommen.is a low tone, the 
other three Imams recommend a loud tone, and gives it as his opinion that 
though It IS imperative to sav “ Amen, ’’ there is no authority to regulate the 
tone of voice In the later of the two cases tiie first Court treated both the 
loud Amen and Ritadain as open to all Sunnis to practise Their Lordships 
cannot find that there is any general law on biie point for Mahomedans, or for 
Sunnis, and mu.sb hold that there is none. 

Their Lordships then come to inquire what is the usage among Sunni 
communities That ground is completelv covered bv the findings of the 
Suhoidinate .ludge, as above set fortli, and if the questions are questions of 
fact, his hndings are conclusive But their Lordships will not ou an ex parte 
argument take it as concluded against the defend.ints that this inquir\ may not 
involve U'.age having the force of law They Imve therefore thought it right to 
go into tlie e\idunue, with the result that they agi'eu with the Subordinate 
.fudge. 

The Simnm follow the four ImamH, who appear to agree in placing the 
source-^ of their law in the following order : —1 The Koran ; 2 The Hadis, or 
traditions handed down from the Prophet. if. Ifma, or concordance among the 
followers, .uid 4. Kiai> or jirivate ludgment. Beyond that the four differ in 
many details, including tlie loud Amen and Rafadaiu. No Imam can follow 
all four in evers thing But the followers of any are equally orthodox Sunnis. 

This stacement, which is corntnon in the text-hooks, and ih supiiorted by the 
evidence of Nurul IlaHsan, is alsoillustrateil strongly by the learned men of Delhi 
who have given evidence. A number of them, upwards of 30, framed a Fatwa in 
the year [46!] 18H0, in vhich thev ap|iealed uolutnnly to their co-religionists 
not to quarrel aliont minor matters of difference, the tone of .Amen and Rafadnin 
being among them. Five of them wore examined. One says he does not 
follow anv one of the admitted Imams particularly, evidently meaning that he is 
at liheity to follow an eclectic process among them. Another says he follows 
all four, which must moan in essentials, for he cannot do so in many details, 
including those now under consideration. A third says he follows all four 
and the Hadis. A fourth says he follows Abu Hanifa, and yet he is a party 
to the FatWKj wiiioh treats the tone of Amen and Kafadain as matters on 
which diffei’orit courses may be followed with equal propriety. 
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Nurul Hassan is the Munsif before whom this case oame in some of its 
earlier stages, and who would have tried it if the plaintiffs had not prayed that it 
might be transferred to another Judge, because they wished to have his testi¬ 
mony. He is a learned man, who knows Arabic. He is of the Hanifi sect or 
school, uses the low Amen, and does not use Bafadain. He agrees with the 
Fatwa, and speaks highly of some of its signatories. He states that “ those 
who do not say the word ‘Amen,’ and do not raise their hands, can say their 
prayer behind those who do the same.” And he quotes a number of authorities 
to supix>rt his opinion. 

Sheik Ahmedulla was dne of the subscribers to the building of the mosque. 
He was the first witness called to support the defendants. But he says that 
he himself prays behind an Amil-bil-Hadis and behind an Hanifi also. And 
having been to Mecca, he says that there “ the followers of all four Imams say 
prayers behind an Amil-hil-Hadis, and the Amil-bil-Hadis say prayers behind 
the followers of all four Imams.” Also that “ at Tajpore, and in its neigh¬ 
bourhood, the Hanifis say prayers behind an Amil-bil-Hadis.” 

What this witness says of Mecca accords with the statement of Mr. Justice 
MahMOOD in Empress v. Ramzan He says tliat in the Kaaba all the four 
schools are at liberty io pray, from which he justly infers that the prayers of 
none are heterodox And what the same witness says of Tajpore would seem 
to be confirmed by the observation that in this very mosq’ue, where the con¬ 
gregation is said to be largely Hanifi. it does not appear [4623 that a single one 
of the worshippers, except the defendants who appealed to the High Court, 
objects to the way in which Hafiz Maula Baksh conducted the service. 

Against all this evidence of the opinions of learned and devout Mahomedans, 
and of the actual practice of Mahomodaii worshippers, what is there on the 
other side ? The evidence is an absolute blank No book, no opinion, no practice 
of any community of worshippers is cited. There is no ground given to 
dissent from the findings of the Subordinate Judge, nor from his conclusion 
that the plaintitfs were entitled to relief. In one point he has followed too 
closely the prayer of the plaint. Paragraph (d) asks for a declaration that the 
plaintifl's have tlie authority to turn out the defendants when they interfere. 
The Court ought not to make such a declaration The plaintiffs must rely on 
the prohibitory order or injunction for which they pray, and must enforce 
it, as they may be advised, in each case that arises The High Court should 
have varied the Subordinate Judge’s decree by refusing to grant the 
declaration asked by paragraph (d), and subject to that, should have dismissed 
the defendants’ appeal, with costs. That is the decree which their Lordships 
will humbly advise Her Majesty to make now, in lieu of the decree of the 
High Court, whicli should be discharged. The respondents must pay the costs 
of this appeal. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants: Messrs. T. L. Wilson d Co. 

C.B. 

NOTES. * 

I The utahaln's right of worship m Hanafi Mosques was recognised also in (190B} 86 Cal., 
294. Ah regards the Imnt of the exclusive righf of management and supervision, see 11911) 
86 Mad., 681 vLeic it whs pointed out that it is in the very concc<ption of wakf that all pro¬ 
prietary rights of men should be extinguished in the property dedicated. Every MahoTned sn 
IS entitled to offer his prajers in any mosque —(1891) 1 0 W. N., 76. 

The case of il906) .80 Mad., 168 relatcd.to the alteration of namams in a certain Vaishna- 
vite temple and its properties.! 
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WAJIHAN V. 


[i8 Cal. 46SJ 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The IMh April, IdOl. 

Pbeseistt : 

Mr. Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Banebjbe. 

Wajihan alias Alijan.Judgment-debtor 

verms ' 

Bishwanabh Pershad and another.Decree-holders.^' 

LimtiaUon— Executim of decree —Ciiul Procedure Code, 1882, section 378 — 
Dismissal of application lo execute, without obtaining leave to make a 

fresh application. 

Section H73 of the Oivil Procedun* Code does not apply to applications tor execution 
of decrees. 

CMS] Tarnchnnd Muqra] v Kashi Nath Tnmbnk <1. L. B., 10 Bom., 62} followed. Badha 
Charon v. Man Singh (J. L R , 12 Ml. 3921 di'.hei ted from. 

This was an application made on 9th August 1890 for execution of a decree 
passed on the llth March 1890 for a sum of iiionev due on a mortgage. A 
former application had been made on 28rd March 1890 for execution by sale of 
the mortgaged property. Tlie material facts were stated in the judgment of 
the Subordinate Judge made on the present application, which was as follows :— 
" It appears that in the previous eKecuiioti proceeding, an order was passed 
by mv predecessor in office on Ist Mav 1W90, calling on the decree-holder to 
deposit talabana for the proclamation uf sale within a week. No date was 
fixed for taking up the case. It appears that the decree-holder failed to deposit 
the talabana called for witiiin the time given by the Court, and that the case 
was not taken up till 4th .luly 1890, on which date the execution case was 
dismissed for the failure of the decree-holder to deposit talabana. On 9th 
August 1890 the present application was filed, and it is objected to, on the 
judgment-debtor's side, that the execution cannot proceed on this application, 
inasmuch as the dismissal of the previous execution case being under section 158 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, this fresh application cannot be entertained, 
nor can there be a revival of the former proco^ing, nor had the decree-holder 
proceeded actually to revive it. and even if the pre.sent application be consider¬ 
ed to be a revival, it is barred, having been filed more than 30 days after the 
order of dismissal I fully agree with the judgment-debtor's pleader that when 
time is granted to the decree- holder to deposit talabana, and he fails to do it, 
and the Court dismisses the case on the ground of that failure, the dismissed 
is under section 158 of the Code. But in the present case there is this distinc¬ 
tion, that the Court did not comply wholly with the provisions of section 168. 
That section empowers the Court to decide the base forthwith. In the present 
case, Instead of deciding it forthwith as the law prescribes, it was not decided 
till about two months after, and without fixing any date for hearing, and 
without. 08 it apj>ears. giving notice to the patties that it would be taken up on 
the 4th July; and from aught that can lie gleaned from the order-sheet, the 
order of my [4643 predecessor in office was passed in the absence of the decree- 
holder. Under such circumstances I am ol opinion that the case comes under 

• Appeal from Order No. 807 of 1690, against the order of Baboo Amrita Lai Patti, Sttb- 
ordinate J udge of Patna, dated tbe 22nd of Novembor 1890. 


314 





BI8HWANATH PERSHAD Ac. U89l] I.L.B. i8 GeL 4«3 


no other section but s. 98, and s. 99 gives the deoree-Uolder power to 
institute a fresh proceeding for enforcing the decree. 1 am not induced to 
hold with the learned pleader of the judgment-debtor that the failure of the 
decree-holder should be considered as an abandonment of the case on his part, 
and that, therefore, no permission having been taken, no fresh proceeding can 
be instituted under s. 373 of the Code. There was no application for 
withdrawal or abandonment on the decree-holder's part, and therefore the case 
cannot come under the provisions of s. 373" 

The Subordinate Judge therefore allowed the execution to proceed. 

From this decision th^ judgment-debtor appealed to the High 00011;. 

Mr. Oarth and Moulvi Serajiil Islam for the Appellant. 

Baboo Saligram Sitigh for the Eespondents. 

The arguments and cases cited are sulhciently stated in the judgment of 
the Court (Prinsep and Banerjee, J.J.), which was as follows :— 

A decree was passed for a sum of money under a mortgage, which was 
made absolute under s. 88 of the Transfer of Property Act on 11th March 
1890, but no further order for sale was made under s. 86 of the Act. On 
the 23rd March application for execution was made by sale of the mortgaged 
property, and an order was passed on 1st May for putting in aflidavits and for 
the deposit of the necessary foes within one week. This was not done, nor 
did the case come on for hearing in due coarse after expiry of the term so fixed 
or on any other day appointed for that purpose, but it apparently was taken up on 
4th July, and the application was dismissed. A fresh application for execution 
was made on 9th August, and objociions taken by the judgment-debtor 
were overruled. 

The debtor now appeals, contending that execution cannot proceed. 

[465] It is first objected by Mr. Garth, for the appellant-judgment-debtor, 
that this application is informal and cannot he acted upon, inasmuch as it 
does not expressly state in what manner the decree is to be executed, and we 
are referred to the recent decision of a Full Bench of this Court in the case of 
Asgar Ali v. Troilokhya Nath Gho^e (I. L. E., 17 Cal., 631). We find, however, 
that though the apjilication for execution before us is not complete in itself so 
as to show in what manner execution is to be taken out, still it is capable of 
being acted upon, for it refers to the former application in which the mort¬ 
gaged properties were set out, and it prays that the decree may be executed 
by sale of those properties. We think, tiierefore, that this objection at most 
is regarding only a technical irregularity, in form rather than in substance, 
and that the Court was oomiietent to proceed, taking the former application 
which is on the record of the suit as part of the application then before it, so 
as to indicate how the decree should be executed. 

It is next objected that execution is barred in consequence of the dismissal 
of the former application to execute without leave to make a fresh application, 
and in support of this the case of Hadha Charan v. Man Singh (I. L. B., 
12 All., 392), decided by a FaU*Benoh of the Allahabad High Court, is cited. The 
practice there laid down is certainly not what has been in force in the* Courts 
of this Province, which has been that described ih the judgment of a Full 
Bench ci this Court in the case of Esfian Chimder Bose v. Pran Nath Nag 
(14 B. L. B., 143; 22 W. B., 512). The Code of 1882 and the Law of Limitation 
of 1877 have made no alteration in the law to affect that practice, although 
theviewof one of the learned,Judges in that casein unmistakable terms strongly 
advocated an alteration in the la\y so as to introduce the practice now pres¬ 
cribed by the High Court at Allahabad. It was not indeed expresdy laid down 
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in that case thaif the rule regarding the effect of the abandonment or with¬ 
drawal of a suit without leave to institute a fresh suit does not apply to an 
Bkpplio&tioa for execution of a decree, but it was held that the permission of 
the Court to a second application to execute the same decree was unnecessary, 
which is practically the same in its result; and this has been the practice 
of our Courts in such matters. We [486] observe that the High Court of 
Bombay in two oases— l^ara Chatid Megraj v. Kaskt Nath TrtmJmk (I. L. E,, 

10 Bom., 62) and Shankar Bisto Nadgir v. Narsingh Mao Bam Chandra (I, L. E., 

11 Bom., 467)—has prescribed a similar procedure overruling the previous 
case of Ptrjade v. Pirjade (1. L. E , 6 Bom., 681), te the contrary, and in the 
former of these cases it was expressly held that ss. 373 and 374 do not 
apply to applications for execution. In this view it seems unnecessary for us 
to state our reasons at length for declining to follow the opinion of the Full 
Bench of the Allahabad Court beyond stating that in numerous instances the 
Code itself, as well as the terms of the Limitation Act, show that the proce¬ 
dure of the Code in regard to suits cannot be strictly applied to matters of 
execution, and in no instance is this more evident than with regard to 
ss. 373 and 374. 

On general grounds, therefore, we should not be disposed to hold that this 
application to execute was barred. But in the present instance there is another 
fatal objection. The order of the 4th of July was not passed after notice to the 
party concerned. The case was apparently taken up accidentally at some time 
convenient to the Court itself, which is not in accordance with the regular 
procedure of our Courts. The Code contemplates that on the adjournment of 
a suit or other proceeding a day shall lie fixed for its hearing. No order there¬ 
fore passed on any other day, except in the presence of the parties and without 
objection raised, can be binding on them. We cannot agi-ee with the learned 
counsel that because the decree-holder did not comply with the order of the 
Court of the 1st May to file the necessary affidavits and deposit the necessary 
fees within one week his application stood dismissed, because if the case had 
been regularly brought on, it is not improbable that some cause might have 
been shown for an extension of that time, and the order was not peremptory 
in its terms The order passed on 4th .Tuly without any notice to the decree- 
holder, and in his absence, seems to us to be open to serious objection, and 
should not, in any view of the matter, be regarded as precluding him from 
further proceedings. 

We accordingly dismiss this appeal with costs. 

[467] We should remind the Bubordinat<j Judge that in cases under 
s. 88, Transfer of Property Act, he should be careful to draw up the order 
strictly in accordance with the law. 

J. V. W. * Appeal dtsmtssed. 

NOTES. 

[Thio was foUowcd iq (18(^1) 18 Cal., S15 , (1891) 18 Gal., 635; (1891) 15 Mad., 240; 
and was approved of by the Privj Council in (1394) 17 AU>, iOB. Sec iilso the C.P.C., 1908 
0. 23 r. Awhich corresponds to the C.P.C., 1882, sec. 376A inserted in that Code by Act VI 
of 1892.] 
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CEOWDHBT BAGHU NATfl &c. V. OHODHA BOY &o. [1891] l.L.lt. 18 Cal. 468 

i;i8Cal.l671 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 2Uth April, 1891. 

Present : 

Mb. Justice Trevelyan and Mb. Justice Banebjeb. 

Chowdbry Baghu Nath Sarun Singh and others.Plaintiffs 

^ versus 

Dhodha Boy and others.Defendants.' 

BeiigaL Tenancy Act (VIHof 1883), s. W, cl. o—Order catnmuiing hhowlt rent 
to nagdi rent—Omission to state time when order is to take effect. 

The proviHions of clause b, s. 40 of the Duugal Tenancy Act, are imperative, and 
bhould be strictly complied with. Where, therefore, an order under that dause omitted to 
state the time from which it was to take cdoct, it was held to bo inoperative. 

This was a suit for the recovery of Bs. 7'2.'}-13-0, being both hhowli and 
nagdi rent for the years 1293 to 1295 (1886—1888). It was alleged that 
the defendants held 36 bighas 3 cottalis and lOi dhurs, bearing an annual jama 
of Bs. 96-13-3, under a nagdi contract, and 6 bighas 13 cottahs under a bhowh 
contraot, giving the plamtifis, their landlords, half the actual produce of 
such lands. 

The further material facts were stated as follows m the judgment of the 
Subordinate Judge;— 

" Tlie only important question foi determination in this appeal is whether 
the zemindar plaintiffs are entitled to bhowh rent or to the money rent fixed by 
the Collector under a. 40 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. The facts are that 
the defendant applied to the Collector under the provisions of the aforesaid 
section to convert his rent in kind to money rent, and the Collector by an 
order m writing, dated 17th April 1886, fixed the money rent at Bs. 3 per bigha. 
The plaintiff appealed to the Commissioner, who, by his order, dated 25th Sep¬ 
tember 1886, remanded the case to the [468} Collector for the trial of certain 
questions. The Collector, by liis order, dated 4th July 1887, did not alter his 
previous order, and the Commissioner on appeal confirmed the Collector's 
order on 13th June 1889. The Munsif has held that, as the appeal to the 
Commissioner was not decided when he pronounced his judgment, the 
defendant was liable to pay bhowh rent. This suit was brought long after the 
second decision of the Collector. That decision should be acted upon unless 
upset on appeal. As a matter of fact the said decision has since been upheld 
on appeal by the Commissioner. Hence the plaintiff is only entitled to money 
rent and not to bhowh rent. It is contended that as according to sub-section 
5 of B. 40 of the Bengal Tenancy Act a time should be fixed by the 
Collector from which his order is to take effect, and as no such time was 
fixed by the said Collector, the plaintiff is entitled to bhowli rent so Ifing as 
the said mistake remains uncorreoted. But 1 see by the order of the CoUeotor, 
dated 4th January 1890, that the oi^er is to take effect from the date on 
which the said order was passed, that is to say, it would apply to any rent 
which fell due after the date of such order. The first order of the Collector was 

* Appeal from Appellate Deoiee No. 381 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Bakbal 
Chunder Boso, Subordinate Judge of Shahabad, dat^ the 16th of January 1880, reversing 
the decree of Baboo Bajani Kant Mukerjee, Munsif of Arrah, dated the 11th of May 18^. 
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passed on 17th April 1886, corresponding to the 28th Ghoit 1293. The rent ol 
1293 fell due after its expiration; hence the commuted recovery rent would be 
due from 1293." 

From this decision the plaintiff's appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. C. Gregory for the Appellants. 

Baboo Neet Madhuh Bose for the Bespondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Trevelyan and Banbbjee, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

Banerjeei J. —This appeal arisps out of a suil^ for arrears of rent. The 
plaintiffs claimed the rent as due under the bhowli system. The point urged 
in defence, which it is necessary for us to consider now, was that, by an order 
under s. 40 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, the bhowli rent had been commuted, 
into a money rent. 

The Munsif held that this defence could not be entertained, as the order 
under s. 40 set up by the defendants did not state the time from which it 
was to take effect, and accordingly he gave the plaintiffs a decree upon the 
footii^that the rent was still bhowU. 

[4693 On appeal by one of the defendants, the Subordinate Judge reversed 
that decision, holding tliat the order under section 40 must be taken to operate 
from the date thereof. 

In second appeal it is contended that this decision is wropg, and that the 
provisions of s. 40, clause 5, are imperative, and should he strictly complied 
with before an order under that section can have any effect. 

We think that this contention is sound. Clause 5 of s. 40 runs 
thus :—" The order shall be in writing, shall state the grounds on which it is 
made and the time from which it is to take effect, and shall be subject to appeal 
in like manner as if it were an order made in an ordinary revenue proceeding." 
The object of requiring the time from which the order is to take effect to be 
stated is to enable the parties distinctly to know from what date the new arrange- 
ment is to come into operation. It ought not to be left in uncertainty, and, in the 
absence of any date being fixed in the order, the order must be taken to be practi¬ 
cally inoperative, or, at any rate, to remain in suspense until it is amended by the 
specification of the time of its operation. It may he that the omission in this 
case to specify the time was altogether inadvertent, but we think it was the 
business of the parties, in order to avail themselves of the effect of the order, 
to have the time specified. We think, therefore, that the decision of the Lower 
Appellate Court on this point is erroneous and should be reversed, and the 
case should he sent back to that Court for determination of the other points that 
may arise in the |ppeal before it. The costs will abide the result. 

3. V. W. • Appeal allowed. 
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BBHABTLAL PUNDIT V. KBDAB NATH MULLICK & 0 . [18911 18 Oal. 470 

[180«1.W91 
APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 2Srd Apnl, 1891. 

Pbesbnt: 

Mb Justice Tottenham and Mb. Justice Trevelpan. 

Behary Lai Pundit.Judgment-debtor 

versus 

• I . 

Kedar Nath Mullick and others.Decree-holders. 

Ap 7 teal—Ctml Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), ss. 2, 244, cl. (c)— 

Order — Deforce. 

An order merely determining a point of law, arising incidentally or otherwise in the 
course of a proceeding for determining the rights of parties [4701 seeking relief, is not a 
decree within the meaning of section of the Civil Procedure Code and is not appealable. 

Where the judgment-creditor, after satisfai-tinr' entered upon a compromise, applied for 
execution, on the ground of the compromise hai mg been obtained from him by fraud, and 
the Court below, being of-opinion that the rcniedv of thn judgment-creditor was by a proceed¬ 
ing in execution, and not by a regular suit, ordered the rase to be tried on its merits. 

Held, that no appeal lay from such an order. 

This appeal arose out of an application bj the decree-holders, Kedar Nath 
Mullick and others, for execution of a Privy Council decree obtained by them 
against the judgment-debtor, Behary Lai Pundit On the 30tb of March 1886, 
the decree in question was compromised, and on the 7th of April following, the 
compromise being certified to the Court, the proceedings in execution of the 
decree were struck off, and satisfaction entered. On the 15tb of May 1890, 
the decree-holders applied to the Subordinate Judge for execution of the Privy 
Council decree, on the ground that the compromise was brought about by fraud. 
The petition of compromise recited, mter aka, an assignment of certain 
debts due to the judgment-creditor by third parties in favour of the present 
decree-holders, and the said assignment was made towards the partial discharge 
of the decree. It was urged that as a matter of fact those debts did not really 
exist, and that the assignment thereof was an act of fraud on the part of the judg¬ 
ment-debtor, by reason of which the decree-holders were entitled to execute 
the decree to the extent fraud was practised upon them. 

The judgment-debtor objected to execution, and urged that by reason of the 
Court's final order declaring the decree as completely satisfied, execution was 
barred, and the decree-holders’ only remedy was by a regular buit; and that the 
decree having been transmitted to the Court of the Subordinate Judge by another 
Court, and satisfaction having been certified to that Court, the Subordinate 
Judge had no jurisdiction to review the proceedings. 

The Subordinate Judge overruled both these objections, and ordered that 
the oasq be tried on its merits. 

The judgment-debtor appealed to the High Court. * 

Dr. Bashbehari Ohose and Baboo Asuiosh Mookerjee for the Appellant. 

Dr. Troylokyanath Mitter for the Eespondents. 

C4V1] The appeal coming on for hearing, Tbevelyan, J., doubted if an 
appeal lay from the order passed by the Subordinate Judge. 

* Appeal from Order No 267 of 1890, against the order of Baboo BoUoram Mtdlioh, 
Subordinate Judge of Cuttack, dated the 18th of August 1890. 
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Dr. Bashhehan Ghose contended that an appeal would lie from an order 
deciding that the decree-holders'remedy was by a regular suit. An appeal, 
therefore, would also lie when the order goes against the judgment-debtor.— 
See observations of .Tessel, M. R., in Shubrook v. Tvfmll (L. R., 9 Q. B. D., 
621). See also Trmoellv. Shenton (L.R., 8 Ch. D., 318), International Ptnanotal 
Society V. City of Moscow Gas Company fL. R., 7 Ch. D., 241/ Collms v. The 
Vestry of Paddmqton (L. R., 6 Q. B. D,, 368), Bam Kirpal v. Bup 
Kuan (I. L. E., 6 All., 269), Jogessur Sahai v. Muracho Kooer (1 C L. R., 364), 
Bahtmbhoy Ilahihhluyy v. Turner (I. L. R., 15 Bora., 155). The appeal lies under 
section 244, read with section 2 of the Civil Piocedure Code,— Luchmeeput 
Singh V. Sitanatk Doss (1. L R., 8 Cal. 477) Iskwargar v. Chudasama Mana- 
hhai (I.L R., 12 Bom., 30), Mmajee Abdulla v. Damodardas (I. L. R., 12 Bom., 
279) Steel v. Ichchamoyi Chowdhrain (I. L. 11., 13 Cal., 111). 

Dr. Troijlokyanath Mitter for the Respondents w.as not called upon. 

The judgment of the Court (Tottenham and Trevelyan, JJ ,) was 
delivered by 

Trevelyan, J. —This is an appeal from what has been described as an 
order of the Subordinate Judge of Cuttack. 

Tiiere was an application for execution of a decree of the Privy Council. 
This decree, it seems, was compromised in March 1886. The judgment-creditor, 
alleging that the compromise had been obtained by fraud, now seeks to execute 
the decree as if no compromise had been effected. The learned Subordinate 
Judge first of all considered whether the proper remedy was by suit or by a 
proceeding in execution of the decree, and he came to the conclusion that the 
remedy was not by suit but by a proceeding in execution. He then ordered 
that the case be tried on its merits This is the so-called order from which the 
present appeal is brought. It is an order in one sense and not in another. 

Now it is unnecessary for us, in the view we take, to express any opinion 
whether this was a right conclusion or not; for we C4723 do not think that 
any appeal lies in this case. It is true that tlic objection that no appeal lies 
was not taken in the way an objection of this kind is usually taken, namely, as 
a preliminary objection by the pleader for the respondents. The objection was 
suggested by one of us on the learned pleader fur the appellant telling us what 
the facts were. It is, however, none the les.s a matter which we should 
consider. 

The question whether or not an appeal lies in this case really depends to a 
great extent, if not entirely, upon the wording of the Civil Procedure Code. An 
appeal lies against a decree; and in section 2 " decree ” is defined as an 
order, amongst other things, determining any question mentioned or referred 
to in section 244and following that we hilve the definition of “order” 


Questions to be decided by 
Court executing decree. 


*£ See. 244 .—The following questions shall be dstorminod by 
order of the Court executing a decree and not by separate suit 
(namely)— 

(a) questions Regarding the amount of any moiwie profits as to which the decree has 

, directed inquiry; • 

(b) questions regarding the amount of anv mesne profits or interest which the decree 

has made payable in respect of the subject-matt>er of a suit, between the date 
of its institution and the execution of the decree, or the expiration of three years 
from the date of the decree ; 

(r) auy other questions arising between the parties to the suit in which the decree 
was passed, or their representatives, and relating to the execution, discharge or 
satisfaction of the decree. 

Nothing in this section shall he deemed to bar a .separate suit for mesne profits aooruing 
between the institution of the first suit and the execution of the decree therein, where such 
profits are not dealt with by^uoh decree, J 
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as the formal expression of any deoision of a Civil Court which is not a decree 
as above defined. That definition of " order " apparently cannot be used 
for the purpose of defining the word “ order *’ in the previous part of the 
section, because it expressly excludes everything in the previous part of 
the section. It does not, we think, include an order merely determining a 
point of law arising incidentally or otherwise in the course of a proceeding for 
determining the rights of parties seeking relief. The result of any other 
interpretation would be, as pointed out in the ccurse of the argument, that there 
would be a separate appeal .from every order made in respect of any objection 
raised in connection with anPapplication ; and, if the Judge chose, for the sake of 
convenience, to determine each objection sepaiately, we might have a series of 
appeals, that is, an appeal in respect of each objection on which a separate order 
had been made. It seems to us that we ought to repudiate a construction of 
that kind, unless we are forced by any Act to accept it, for it does not seem to 
us at all likely that the Legislature would multiply appeals by allowing an 
appeal from every order passed in the course of an application. We think 
that the only appealable order is an order refusing an application or granting 
relief An order arising out of a point of law which is argued in the course of 
a proceeding is not appealable, ft may be a very good ground for attack when 
the occasion arises fdr attacking the final order, but to allow an appeal of 
this kind would be very disastrous to litigants, and we'could not allow it 
r47o} unless we were forced to do so by tlie Legisliture or by any clear conclu¬ 
sions of authority. The English authorities cited are authorities referring to 
other statutes, and the only authority approaching it, which is a decision of 
Mr. Justice Markby {Jogessu} Sahni v. Marncho Kooer, 1 C. L. R., 354), 
is one against it. 

That being so, we think that no appeal lies in this case, and we dismiss 
the appeal with costs. 

A. F. M. A. R. - AppeM dismissed, 

NOTES. 

[This was applied in (1911) 16 I'. W N., 124 to preclude an appeal from an order 
a-ssesiing the value of property directed to be sold 

Every ordei in execution is not as such .ippealable, (1901) 8 C. W. N., 957 ; (1897) 24 
Oal , 725 (1903) 31 Cal , 179 , (1909) 3C t:. L J , 422 , (1912) 16 O.L J. 3.] 
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orioin.al civil. 


The Apnl, 1891. 
Present : 

* 

Mr. JrsTicE Wilson. 


Ledlie 

liersus 

Ijedlie. ■' • 


Diwrce — Practice—Custody of child, A’^hcaiion/or—Notice of applicoAtm 

—Act IV of 2869, s. 49. 


A petition for judicial separation by a wife contained a statement in the body thereof 
to the effect that the petitioner was desirous of having the custody of a child 

* Motion in Original Civil Suit No. 4 of 1890. 
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boni of tbe but contaiued no pnyer tn that affect. The reepondeDt appeared and 

filed an answer to the petition, in which he expressly noticed that portina of the petition. 
Pending the hearing of the petition, an application was made by the petitioner for the 
onstody of the child pendmite lite, which was opposed by the respondent and refused. Alter 
decree made for judicial operation, the respondent not appearing at the hearing, an applica¬ 
tion was mode by the petitioner, under the provisions of s. 42* of the Act, for the custody 
of the child No notice of such appliR.itioii was given to the respondent. 

Held, that it was tho more correct procedure, having regard to the provisions of s. 42, 
not to include a praver for the custody in tho original petition, and that following the 
decision m Horne v Hotne (30 L. J. P. & M., 200) and v. Wslkinson (30 L J. P. 

& M., 200, note), it w.is unnecessary under the circumstances to give further notice of tbe 
appliCMition to the i’dspondent. / 

Held, further, on thi merits that the petitioner was entitled to the order asked ior. 

This was an ajiplication uudor s 42 of the Indian Divorce Act (IV of 1869) 
by Alicia Ellen Lcdlie, praving foi the custody [474] of her son Arthur Ledlie, 
a boy of the age of nine years The petitioner had on the 14th April obtained 
a decree for judicial separation from lier iiusband, Henry St. Clair Ledlie. 

The petitioner and the respondent were married on tiie 12th .July 1880 
at Agra, and the sole surviving issue of tluj marriage was a son, Arthur Ledlie, 
who was born on the IBth .luly 1881 The parties lived togetlior till 1H8U, 
when, the respondent being unable to support the petitioner, she with his con¬ 
sent went with their ciiild to live with her mother. Bubsequentiy she obtained 
employment and supported herself and her child till Marsh 1890, wlion she 
returned to live with the respondent, whose protection she left on tbe let July 
1890 in consequrnce of his gross crueltv towards her. On the 286h August 
1890 the petitioner Sled her jyetition for a judicial separation, and on the 9th 
September 1890 she filed a further petition praying for an order that the child 
might, he delivered into her custody or placed under the protection of the Court 
pendmte hie, and for access 

Upon the hearing of the interim application, both parties having appeared 
and filed affidavits, it was rejected ujion it appearing that the child had been 
placed with the respondent’s parents at .411ahaba^ and that they were maintain¬ 
ing and educating him. 

At tbe hearing of the suit the respondent did not appear, and the alleged 
gross cruelty having been found to be fuliv proved, the Court (Mr. Justice 
Wilson), on the 14th .April 1891, gave a decree for judicial separation with costs, 
in accordance with the prayer of the petition. 

Tbe petitioner now applied under s. 42 of the Divorce Act for the custody 
of the child, setting out the above facts, and aUoging that she had repeatedly 
been refused access to the child ; that the respondent was unfit to have the 
custody, and that his parents were not possessed of sufficient means to educate 
the child properly and further alleging that she was desirous of maintain¬ 
ing and educating him, and was well able to do so from her own earnings, and 
ha^ in fact done so from 1886 to 1890 without any assistance from tbe respon¬ 
dent. She further stated that it would not be just to leave the custody 
of the child with his father, judicial separation having been decreed by reason 

* [ See. 42Tbe Court, after a decree of judicial aeparation, may upon application (by 
Power to make such purpose make, from time to time, all sueb order* 

orders after decree provision, with respect to tbe custody, maintonanoe and 

education of the minor children, the marriage of whose parantf 
IS the subject ot the decree, or for placing such children under the protection of the saio Court 
as might have been made by snob decree or by mUHm orders in cane tbe prooeoditm for 
obtaining such dooieo wore still pending.] 
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of his gross cruelty and misconduct, and that unless she obtained the 
[4763 custody of the child she would virtually be deprived, being the innocent 
party, of the solace and comfort of her child’s society. 

No notice of this application was served upon the respondent. A prayer 
for the custody of the child was not included m the original petition for judicial 
separation, though the fact that the petitioner desired to have the custody 
appeared from the body of the petition itself. 

Mr. Caspenz for the Petitioner.—Tn this case the wife, being the innocent 
party, is entitled to the custadv as of right upon the principles laid down in 
Macleod v. Macleod (6 B. L. R., 31H), in which the English cases of Hhctwynd 
v. Cfietivynd (L. R., 1 P. <fe D, 39), Hyde v Hyde (29 L. J. P, & M., 160), 
Duggan v. Duggan (29 L, J P. it M., 159), Suggate v. S/n/gate. tl S. & T,, 492), 
Boynton v. Boynton (2 S. & T., 275), and Mnrah \\ Marsh i 1 S T., 312), are cited 
and followed by Mr Justice Pheah In that case an order for custody was 
made at the time the decree was passed : but section 42 ol the Divorce Act 
expressly directs that such an order is to bo made upon a separate petition. 
Section 60 provides that notice is to be given to the opposite party 
unless dispensed with by llic Court ft has been held in Home v. Horne 
(30 L. J. P & M , 200) 'and Wtlhnton v. Wilkinson (30 L. J. P. & M., 200, 
note) that where the oiiginal petition contains a prayer for the custody, an 
order may l)e made without further notice Hero the respondent has already 
had sufficient notice of this aiiplication, the original petition for judicial separa¬ 
tion setting out clearly that the petitioner desired to have tho custody, and 
that portion of the petition is referred to in paiagra])h 26 of the respondent’s 
answer. It was unnecessary to insert a piayer for the custod\ in that petition, 
as no order could be passed except upon a separate petition under section 42. 
Reading the original petition in tho light of the subsequent interlocutory 
application, in whicli the respondent apjieai’ed, it is clear that he has had suffi¬ 
cient notice. Should the Court, ho'wever, think notice is necessary, I would 
ask for a rule and for an order for substituted service [4764 thereof as we 
endeavoured unsuccessfully to give the respondent notice of this application. 

The judgment of the Court (Wilson, J.) was as follows :— 

Where the petitioner in a suit for judicial separation desires an order as 
to the custody of the children of the marriage, it is clear, I think, that section 42 
of the Indian Divorce Act contemplates that, after the decree has been made, 
the intervention of the Court shall be sought by petition Generally speaking, 
the Court will not act ex parte, but the petition must be served, or in some 
sufficient form notice must be given in oidei to show the respondent what the 
Court is to be asked to do. On tiie other hand, it has been held in England 
that, if that notice has been given in an earlier stage of the case, then notice 
of the petition itself need not he given. In the case of Horne v. Horne (30 
L. J. P. & M., 200) a decree nisi for dissolution of marriage had been 
made, and, at the time of applying to have tho decree nisi made absolute, 
counsel for the petitioner asked the Court whether notice ought to be given to 
the respondent of an intended application to the Court with respect to settled 
property, and added that a copy of the petition for dissolution of the marriage, 
which prayed for such an order, had been served on the respondent, but he had 
not entered an appearance. On that the Juijge ordinary said, “ as a copy of 
the petition praying for an order as to the settled property was served on the 
respondent, and he has not entered an appearance, 1 tliink no notice of the 
ap^ioation need be given If the petition had not contained such a prayer, 
notice to the respondent would have been necessary”. In a note to the same 
case is cited the case of Wilkinson v. Wilkinson, which is to this effect; __ 
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“ Where the respondent was served with a petiiion for dissolution of marriage 
containing a prayer for the custody of children, but did not appear on making 
the decree absolute, the Court gave the custody of the children to the petitioner, 
though no notice of the application iiad been given to the respondent". 

In the present case the original petition for judicial separation did not 
actually contain a formal prayer for the custody of the child; but it did what 
I think was more correct as being in accordance [477] with s. 12 The petition 
warned the respondent that this application would be made; for what it 
says in paragraph 28 is this :—“ That your petitioper is desirous by reason of 
the matters hereinbefore stated to be enabled to live apart from her husband 
and to have the custody of her child". This is, I think, a sufficient warning 
that she intended to apply at the proper time for the custody of the child. And 
that being so, I think, under the authority of the English cases, notice is nOt 
necessary of this application. This is strengthened l>v the fact that the res¬ 
pondent in his answer deals with paragraph 28, and is also strengthened by 
the application for ad tntarim custody of the child, in which she said ;—“ Your 
petitioner, therefore, humbly prays your Lordship for an order that the rei|V' 
pondent do deliver the said child into her custody, or for an orderthatthe 
said child be placed under the protection of this Honourable Ckmrt pendente Ute 
in the custody of a guardian to be appointed by this Honourable Court, and 
that your petitioner be allowed full and free access to the said child". The 
result is that I think the petitioner need not give any further tfotice. On the 
merits she is clearly entitled to the custody of the child. The costs of this 
application will be costs in the cause. 

Applicatwn granted. 

Attorneys for the Petitioner: Messrs. Orr and Bohcrtson. 

H. T. H. 


[ 18 Cal. «77 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL 

The 8th May, iHifl. 

Phesp:nt : 

Mr. JcsTicE Prinsep and Mr. Justice Baner.tee. 

Huri Dass Kundu.Defendant 

veri,ni 

J. C. Macgregor, Beceiver, High Court, and Receiver to the Estate of Raj 
*Chander Das.Plaintiff.'^ 

9 _ 

Beceiver, Towers of—Bight to sue without permission of Court —Swtf for 
ejectment — Monthly tenant holding over after expiry of notice to quit. 

The Older appointing a Beceiver gave him power "to let and set the immoveable property 
or any part thereof as he shall think fit, and to take and use all such lawful and equitable 

* App^l from Appellate liecree No. 724 of 1890, against the decree of H. Beveridge, 
Esq., Judge of 24-Pergnnnah8, dated the 15th of May 1890, reversing the decree of Baboo 
Qmndra Mohnn GhuofcetbnUy, Munsif of Alipore, dated the 15th of Jannary 1690. 
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means and remedies for recovering, [178] realising and obtaining payment of the ronts, issues 
and profits of the said immoveable property, and of the outstandings, debts and claims, by 
action, suit or otherwise as shall be expedient." under the terms of such order, the 

Receiver had power to sue to eject, without obtaining permission of the Court, a monthly 
tenant whose tenancy was determinable by a notice to quit, which had been duly served. 
Drabomoyt Oupta v, Davts (I. L. B., 1:1 Gal., 32J) distinguished. 

In this case the plaintiff was the Beceiver of the High Court, and Beoeiver 
to the estate of Baj Chunder Das of Jaunbazar, Calcutta. The order^ of 
appointment of the plaintiff as Beceiver of the said estate gave him power ‘‘to 
let and set the said immoveable property or any part thereof as he shall think 
fit, and to take and iise ail such lawful and equitable means and remedies for 
recovering, realizing and obtaining payment of the said rents, issues and profits 
of the said immoveable property, and of the outstandings, debts and claims, by 
action, suit or otherwise as shall be expedient, and for that purpose to use the 
names of the plaintiffs and of the defendants who are to he indemnified out of 
the said estate " The defendant was a monthly tenant of a godown in 
Bhowanipur in the 24'Pergunnahs belonging to the said estate at a rent of 
Bs. 4-8-0 a month. The godown being required for purposes of the estate, a 
notice to quit was served on the defendant, giving him a month in which to 
vacate the godown ;*but as he had not given up possession on the expiration 
of that period, a suit was brought against him for ejectment, and for damages 
for his remaining in occupation after the expiration of the notice to quit. 

The mam defence was that the Beceiver could not maintain the suit 
without the permission of the High Court, which he had not obtained. There 
was also an objection to the sufficiency of the notice to quit, but this was 
decided against the defendant. 

The only issue material to this report was " whether the plaintiff-receiver 
has authority to bring and maintain this suit ? ” The Munsif found this issue 
against the plaintiff, snd therefpre made a decree dismissing the suit. 

The Judge on appeal rovorsed this decision as follows ; — 

“ Admittedly the defendant is a monthly tenant He says that be has 
held the godown from the time of his grandfather, but he does not and 
cannot show any peirnanont right, and lus C479!i rent is payable monthly. Now 
I understand it to be the English law as laid down in Kerr on Beseivers, that 
the power given to a Beceiver to let and set authorizes him to determine the 
leases df temporary tenants. I also understand from the decision m the case 
of Drobomoyi (iupta v Davs (1. L. B., 14 Cal., 323) that the High Court did 
not dissent from Mr. Evans' exposition of the law on tins subject, and I think 
by implication they admitted that a Beceiver can issue notices to quit on 
temporary tenants. The fdrm of appointment of a Beceiver, which was till 
lately at least in use in the High Court, is apparently in English form, and 
should he construed according to English precedents. These show that a 
Beceiver can determine temporary leases. Now if a Beceiver can issue a notice 
to quit, can he not sue thereon V The Munsif holds that he cannot, and he 
draws a distinction between the power to put an end to a tenancy by a*notioe, 
and the power to sue for ejectment But I think that the power to determine 
a tenancy carries with it the power to use the ordinary legal remedies in case the 
notice is not complied with. I therefore find that the Beceiver can bring 
the suit.“ 

The Judge therefore gave the plaintiff a decree, from which the defendant 
appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Bhobam Churn Dutt for the Appellant. 
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Mr. W. Jackson and Baboo Akhoy Coomar Baruryee for the Bespondent. 

The following cases and authorities were referred to :— 

Drobofnoyt Gupta v Davis fJ. L. E., 14 Oal., 323); Mtller v. Bam Bwijun 
Chuckerbutty (I. L, E., 10 Cal., 1014) ; Doe v. Bead (12 East, 61) ; Ctosbte v. 
Barry (Jon. & C., 106). Wilkinson v. Colley (5 Burr., 2697); Jones v. Phipps 
(L. E., 3 Q. B., 572), Mansfield v. Hamilton (2 Sch. and Lef., 30); Anon (6 Ves., 
287): Stoaby v. Dickon (5 Sim., 629): Be Montgomery (1 Moll., 119); Bristowe 
V. Needham (2 Ph., 190): Wynne v. Lord Newhorough (3 Browne's 0. C., 87 ; 1 
Ves. Jun., 164); TPard v. Swift (6 Hare, 312) , and |slerr on Eeceivers, 2nded., 
pp. 151, 152. 

[480] The judgment of the Court (Pbinsep and Baner.iee, JJ.) was as 
follows •— 

This is a suit for ejectment brought by a Eeceiver appointed on the 
Original Side of tins Court against the defendant 'whose tenancy is found to 
have been terminated bv a notice to quit. 

The only question raiseil for our decision—and this point was raised in 
both the lower Courts - is whether the suit has been brought by the Eeceiver 
under proper authority. We have been referred to ihe case ot Drobomoyi 
Gupta V. Davis E., 14 Cal., 323) as a precedent for holding that this 

same Eeceiver was found incompetent, without permission of the^Court, to sue 
for the ejectment of a tenant under the terms of his appointment. We are not 
disposed to disagree with the rule laid down in that judgment, hut we think 
that it is inapplicable to the present case. That was a suit for the determina¬ 
tion of a tenancy of a permanent character. In the present case it has been 
found that the interest of the tenant was merely temporary and determinable 
by a notice to quit, which has been served, These two cases, therefore, are not 
identical. Wo have also been referred to a long series of cases decided in the 
Courts in England, quoted in Kerr on Receivers, pages 151 and 152. We 
observe that in all those cases the power of the Eeceiver was questioned before 
the Court by which ho was appointed. In only two of those oases w«« the 
objection raised by the partv against whom the Eeceiver was proceeding. In 
all the other cases the decision of the question only affected the Eeceiver’s right 
to charge his costs in the action against the estate. In the two cases to which 
reference has been made, Wynne v. Laid Newhornnqh (3 Browne’s C. C., 87), 
and in a later proceeding between the same parties (I Ves. Jun. 164),,where 
the objection was raised by the parties against whom the Eeceiver was proceed¬ 
ing, it was x>e)<1 that such persons had no valid interest to object, and their 
applications were refused. Having regard to the terms of the order appointing 
the Eeceiver, we think that they are suthcient to .confer on him the power to 
bridg a suit to eject a tenant having only a temporary interest, such as 
a monthly tenant in the case before us whose tenancy has been determined. 
t»MJ We have been referred to the case of Miller v. Bam Bunfun Chucker¬ 
butty (I L. B., 10 Cal., 1014), and although we may say that we do not alto¬ 
gether ^ree in the general terms of that decision, we 6nd that it is not in point, 
as it anects the right of a party to proceed against a Eeceiver without 
permission of the Court appointing him. We accordingly dismiss this appeal 
with costs. 

J. V. W. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

c See ftiso (1907) 34 Cal., 804.> 
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(18 0al.i81] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The QSth May, 1891. , 

Present: 

Sib W. Comeb Pethbham, Kt., Chief .Tusticr, and 
Mb. Justice Bevebley. 

Kaiiilaao Koer.Plaintiff 

versus 

Baghu Math Sakan Singh and others.Defendants. " 

Bengal Tenancy (.let VIII of lfi86), s. 174- — Jurisdiction—Civil 
Procedure Code (Act XIV of 188a), s. 11 — Sale, for arrears of 
rent—Dejiosit in Court. * 

No suit IS maintaiaablp to sot aside a salo under the provisions of soution 174 of the 
Beiigiil Tenancy Act. 

Thu right under the section to have a s.ile set aside is not tin abstract right which can bo 
enforced by suit against any particular person, but is a right to call upon a Judge to set 
aside a sale, and>on his refusal, to proceed in rt.vision. 

Suit to set aside a sale held under the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

One Chowdhry Tribeni Pershad Singh having obtained a rent decree 
against one Kabilaso Koer, in execution of sucli decree caused the holding of 
the judgment-debtor to be sold. At such sale, winch was held on the I6th 
March 1888, Baghu Nath Saran Singh and Sabhlaik Sing became the puroha- 
seri of the holding. Within 30 days from the date of such sale, Kabilaso Koer, 
on the 3rd April 1888, applied, to the Munsif in whose Court the sale had been 
held to have the sale set a^ide under the provisions of section 174 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act: but instead of depositing in Court the amount recoverable 
under the decree with costs, and ^482} a sum equal to 5 per cent, on the 
purchase-money, she paid the decretal amount out of Court to the decree-holder, 
and on the 9th .\pril 1HH8 deposited in Court a sum equal to 5 per cent, on 
the purchase-money The decree-holder certified to the Court that his decree 
had hoen satisfied. The Munsif dismissed the aiiplicntioii and confirmed the 
sale, holding that the provisions of section 174 had not been complied with, in¬ 
asmuch as the decretal amount and costs had not been deposited in Court. 
Kabilaso Koer thereupon brought a suit to set aside this sale against the decree- 
holder, the purchasers, and^one Bfiirug Singh (whom she alleged had, in collu¬ 
sion with the purchasers* fraudulently paid over to the decree-holder the 
decretal amount and the sum due to the purchasers as damages, instead of 
paying the same into Court in accordance with the provisions of section 174 
of the Bout Act). 

The defendants in their several written statements submitted that no 
regular suit would lie for the purpose of setting aside the sale, and denied the 
fraud alleged. 

The Munsif held that section 17U of the Bent Act did not expressly pro¬ 
hibit a regular suit being brought; and'that under section 11 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure the suit was maintainable, and concluded his judgment as 

‘Appeal from Appellate Decree No, 402 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Dwarka Nath 
Mitter, Subordinate Judge of Shahabad, dated the Slst of December 1889, reversing the decree 
of Baboo Nogendro Nath Boy, Munsif of Arrah, dated the 15th of April 1889. 
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follows:—"Considering the novelty of the provisions of seation 174 of the Tenancy 
Act, the status of the petitioner, a purda female, and the mistake that has been 
committed by a third party, viz., the decree-holder, in not depositing the 
amount paid to him by the petitioner for such purpose which has been alleged 
to be fraud, I hold that the relief prayed should be granted to the petitioner.” 

The defendants appealed. The District .Judge held that even conceding, 
for the sake of argument, there to he no express provision in the Bengal 
Tenancy Act similar to that contained in section 312 of the Code preventing a 
regular suit, it did not follow that section 174 should be construed less strictly 
in a regular suit than in an execution case, and that relief which could be 
granted only under the provisions of section 174, and which the Munsif could 
not grant in the miscellaneous department, because the provision of the section 
had not been complied witli, could be granted in a regular suit. He further held 
that, having regard to the terms and objects of section 174, the Legislature 
meant proceedings thereunder [4833 to he final, and not subject to be re-opened 
in a regular suit: he therefore reversed the judgment of the Munsif. 

The petitioner appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Abinaith Chtmdet Banerjee for the Appellant.—Proceedings under 
8.174 are not haal, and such a suit as this is maintainable, further, the provi¬ 
sions of 8. 174 were sufficieutly complied with. 

Baboo Devendra Nath Sen (with him Baboo Taruck Nath Palit), for the 
Bespondent, contended that the suit would not lie , that to enable a judgment- 
debtor to claim the benebt of s. 174, he must strictly comply with the pro¬ 
visions of the section —Itahim Biiksh v Niindo Lai GoHsami (1. L B., 14 Cal., 
321), the section had not been complied with, and even if such suit would lie, 
it would lie only subject to the provisions of s 174 having been complied with. 

The judgment of the Court (Pethj511\m, C .1 , and Bevekley, .1.) was 
delivered by 

Petheram, C.J. —This is a suit brought by tbe plaintif)' against the defend¬ 
ant to set aside a sale on the ground that she is entitled to have it set aside 
under the provisions of section 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, she having 
made the necessary deposit within the meaning of that section. 

The Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit on two grounds, and we think 
that he was right in both. He, first of all, has considered that such a suit 
would not lie, and in timt view we think he was right. Section 174 provides 
a particular means by which sales can bo got rid of after they liave been con¬ 
cluded and by which the purchaser at the sale can be compensated for loss, 
but it must be got rid of by order of the Court which made the sale. There is 
DO doubt that if all the provisions of the law have been complied with, and the 
Court which made the sale refuses to set it aside, that order can be brought 
up to this Court in revision, but that is a different thing from saying that an 
independent suit will lie for that purpose, and we agree with the Subordinate 
Judge in thinking that such a suit will not he. The right to have a sale set 
aside is not an abstract right which can be enforced by action against one 
persdi^ alone, but it is a* right to call upon the Judge to set aside a sale, and 
if he does not do it, to bring his failure to do so to tbe [4843 notice of the 
Court, and therefore we think that upon that ground the Subordinate Judge 
was right, and the appeal upon that ground fails. 

Tbe Subordinate Judge also thinks that the provisions of s. 174 have not 
been sufficiently complied with so as to entitle the plaintiff to this relief in 
whatever form it is sought for. In that also we agree with him ; s. 174 pro¬ 
vides that before a sale is set aside, the whole of the debt and the expenses and 
the damage which the purchaser has sustained shall be deposited in Court: the 
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debt; for paymenfi to the deoree-holder, the damage for payment to the 
purchaser. In this case the only thing which has been deposited in Court 
is the damage which is payable to the purchaser. The amount of the debt has 
not been deposited; but some person comes who says that he is the deoree- 
holder, and admits that he has received the money. We think that that is not a 
compliance with the Act. We think that before a claim can he made for the 
protection of s. 174, the Court must have the money deposited in the Court it¬ 
self, so that the Court may know, of its own knowledge, that the provisions 
of the section have been complied with, and may not be driven to rely upon 
the evidence of other persofis who may or may not be interested in the matter. 

For both reasons then we tliink that the Subordinate Judge was right 
in the view he took of this case, and that this appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 

T. A. P. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

tSpe also (1902) 26 Mud., 192.’, (1911) 16 C. L. J., 89 ] 
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FULL BENCH HEFERENCE. 

The 19th May, 1891. 

Present 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Pioot, 
Mb. .Justice O’Kinealy, Mu Justice Macpherson and 
Mr. .Justice (4ii()se 


Queen-ISmpress 
versus 

Nayamuddin and others." 

Penal Code, $ SOO, clause .5, nnd ss. 149 and 397 — Murder, attempt to commit — 
Biotin^ armed with de-adly weapons -Pre-arranged fight. 

In a caue in which it was fo^nd that all the accuhcd were gailt> of noting armed with 
deadly weapons, that the fight was premeditated and [4BB] pre-arranged, a regular 
pitched battle or trial of strength between the two parties couoernod in the not, and that 
one of the aocused in the course of the not, and in prosecution of the oommon object 
of the assembly, killed or attempted to kill a man under such circumstances that his act 
amounted to an attempt to murder, Ihe question arose whether that act could be said%o bear 
a less grave character by reason of exception 5 to section 300 of the Indian Penal Co^e. 

Per ouriani, held, that upon such finding the case did not fall within the exception. 

Per PIQOT, J. (PBTHBBAM, C. J., and M.ACPHBRfiON, J., concurrtttflr).—The 6th excep¬ 
tion to section 300 should receive a strict and not a liberal construction ; and in applying the 
exception it should be considered with reference to the act consented to or authorised, and 
next with reference to the person or persons authori 2 M;d, and as to each of those some degree 

* Full Bench reference on Criminal Appeal No. 773 of 1890 against the order of the 
Sessions Judge of Furndpur, dated the 0th September 1890. 
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of particularity at least should appear upon the facts proved before the exception can be said 
to apply. Shatnshere KJian v. Empress (I. L. B., 6 Cal., 154) and Queen v. Kukier Mather 
(unreported), dissented from so far as thev decide that from such a finding as the above consent 
to take the risk of death is inferred. 

Per O’KinbaIiY. J.—Before exception 5 can be applied, it must be found that the person 
killed, with a full knowledge of the facts, determined to suffer death, or take the risk of death; 
and that this determination continued up to, and existed at, the moment of his death. 
Queen v. Kukter MatJier (unreported) observed on. 

Per Ghosb, 3. —No general rule of law can be laid down in determining, in cases of this 
description, whether the person killed or wounded suffered death or took the risk of death with 
his own consent , it being a question of fact, and not of law, to be decided upon the circum¬ 
stances of each case as it arises. Shamshere Khan v. Empress (1. L. B., 6 Cal , 164) and 
Queen v Kukier Mather (unreported) obhcrvcd on, and the propositions of law laid down 
therein concurred with. 

Reference to a Full Bench maJe by Prinsbp and WiLSON, JJ. The refer¬ 
ring order was as follows :— 

“ In this case the appellants, three in number, have been convicted of an 
attempt to murder under section 307 of the Indian Penal Code, read, in the 
ease of two of them, with 8 149. It has been found—and we see no reason 
to question the findings—that they were all guilty of rioting armed with deadly 
weapons, and that* one of the accused, Nayamuddin, in the course of the 
riot and in prosecution of the common object of the assembly, killed or attempt¬ 
ed to kill a man under such circumstances that [4863 his net amounted to 
an attempt to murder, unless that act bears a less grave character by reason 
of exception 5 to section 300 of the Indian Penal Code. That exception says— 
‘ Culpable homicide is not murder when the person whose death is caused, 
being above the age of 18 years, .suiters rleath or takes the nsk of death with 
his own consent.' 

“ In this case it is found, and we accept the finding : ‘The third version 
of the occurrence is that nf certain witnesses for the prosecution, and it is to 
the effect that the fight was premedilateu and pre-arranged, a regular 
pitched battle or trial of strenRth iietween the Gujnaipur party and the Lauk- 
hola men on accused’s side. It cannot, 1 think, be at all reasonably doubted 
that this third account of what took plane is the true one ' 

“ We think it a question of some difliculty whether this finding brings the 
offence of the appellants within the dtb exception to section 300, Indian Penal 
Code. And the decisions of Empress v liohimuddtn (T. L. R., 5 Cal., 31) 
and Shamshere Khan v Empress (i L. R., 6 Cal., 164), appear to be 
directly in conflict upon the point. 

“ If the exception does not apply to the case,'the conviction and sentences 
appear to be right. If it does applv, the conviction should have been under 
B. 308, Indian Penal Code, and the sentences such as are sanctioned by that 
section. 

^ We desire to refijr to a Full Bench the qilestion whether, on the fi nd ing 
above ^itod, the case falls within the 5th exception to s. 300, Indian Penal 
Code." 

Mr. P. L. Boy (with him Babu Baikunt Nath Das) for the Appellants. 

'The Officiating Deputy Legal Rememhraooer (Mr. Ltith) for the Crown. 

Mr, P. L. Boy. —With reference to exception 6 of s. 300, I would draw 
attention to the first report on the Penal Code by theindian Law Commissioners, 
see the reprint of the Indian' Penal Code as originally framed in 1837, by 
Higginbotham & (Company, page 2^,'.clause 282, where the Commissioners deal 
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with “ Voluntary culpable homicide by consent," which offence they say “ ought 
not C487J to be punished so severely as murder." In the draft Code just printed, 
a duel was given as an illustration of this offence ; the Commissioners, however, 
considered that clause 298 as it stood included the case of a person killed in a 
duel as one who “ suffers or take^t the risk of death by his own choice." The 
illustration was thereupon dropped out. It is probable that the authors of the 
Code were led to distinguish this form ot voluntary culpable homicide, by the 
consideration of the case of suttae; and they had to consider whether they 
would rank this case as murder, as falling within the definition thereof, or 
reduce it by a special exception to a lower grade of culpable homicide : follow¬ 
ing the existing law as to suttee, they concluded that it ought not to be treated 
as murder: and they had then to frame an exceptive definition, and the question 
would uaturally arise whether the terms of the definition should be limited 
specially to suttee, or be made gener.al eiiougli to comprehend other cases 
depending upon the same principle. Tlie result was clauso 298, the terms of 
which .are general, including all cases in which “ the person whose death is 
caused was above twelve voars of age, and suffers death or takes the risk of 
death by his own choice." The words of clause 298 have since been slightly 
altered, and are embodied m tlio present s. ffOO, exception 5. Therefore we 
see the exception is a general one, and includes all cases depending on the 
same principle as suttee. Next as to whether the present case is one resting 
on that principle, the cake-law on this point is conflicting, that of Empress 
v. Rohttnuddtn (1. L. B., 5 Gal., 31) is against me; on the other hand, the 
case of '/hamshere Khan v. Empress (1. L. B., G Gal., 154) is in my favour, 
in which WHITE, J,, observes on the case of Empress v. Eohimuddin. The 
unreported case of Queen v. Kakier Mather is also in my favour. In the 
present case before the Court the men went out armed against armed adver¬ 
saries, and must have been aware that the> ran the risk oi death ; and having 
voluntarily put themselves m th’i-t position, they must be taken to have con¬ 
sented to incur the risk. With regard to this exception, Mr. Mayne (ed. 1890), 
p. 288, says . —" It certainly seems to me that the exception was directly 
intended to abrogate the rule of English law that a comhataut in a fair duel 
who kills his opponent is guilty of murder. If so, the rule must »}ually 

apply* however numerous the combatants may be, provided they have volun¬ 
tarily sought the contest with a knowledge that its results may probably be 
fatal " This view appears to bo approved by Mr. Btokes, p. 209, vol. 1 
Anglo-Indian Codes. 

Tho Officiating Deputy Legal Bomembrancer (Mr Leith) for the Crown :— 
The construction to be placed on the words in the exception " takes the risk of 
death with his own consent," should be, consents to take the risk of death 
ensuing as the result of a .definite act to be performed by u definite person, 
that is, permits, after deliberation, a certain person to do a certain act which 
may result in death. The moment a person engages in a liaxardous enterprise 
which may involve the loss of his life, he does jiot take the risk of death with 
his own consent, within the mqaning of exception 5, so as to afford any person 
an opportunity of destroying him while engaged in such enterprise vaifhout 
being liable for murder. The idea of consent involves the idea of deliberation 
and a decision arrived at thereafter. To permit a thing to he done is very 
different from consenting to a thing being done. 

The Court (Petheham, O.J. Pigot, O’Kinealy, Macphbbson, and 
Ghose, JJ.,} delivered the following opinions:— 

Pigot, J.-I am of opinion that the question referred to us should be 
answered in the negative. I think that, uiion the finding cited in the reference, 
the case does not fall within the 5th exception to s. 300 of the Penal Code, 
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The learned Judges referring the case say;— 

" Ic has been found—and we see no reason to question the findings--that 
they wore all guilty of rioting armed with deadly weapons, and that one of the 
accused, Nayamuddin, in the course of the riot and in prosecution of the 
common object of the assembly, killed or attempted to kill a man under such 
circumstances that his act amounted to an attempt to murder, unless that act 
bears a less grave character by reason of exception 5 to s. 300 of the Penal 
Code." 

And also.— 

“ In this case it is found, and wu accept) the finding : ' The third version 
of the occurrence is that of certain witnesses for the prosecution, and it is to 
the effect that tlie tight was premeditated and [489] pre-arranged, a regular 
pitched battle or trial of strength between the Gujnaipur party and the haukhola 
men on accused’s side. It cannot, I think, be at all reasonably doubted that 
this third account of what took place is the true one.’ ” 

It is not found as a fact that the deceased did suffer death, or take the 
risk of death, with his own consent. If the case comes within the 5th excep¬ 
tion, it can only do so, because the second finding above mentioned, read in 
connection with the other, leads bv necossarv inference to the conclusion that 
the deceased did within tlie meaning of the exception consent to suffer death 
or to take the risk of it, at the hands of any person ^ho might Ido a member of 
the hostile party. 

I own that as 1 read the cases of Hhamshpre Khan v. Empress 11, L. B., 
6 Gal., 154(158)] andofy«<?<Jrt v. Kiik/er Mather (unreported) there referred to, 
I think they do decide, that from such a finding as this, such a consent is to 
be inferred ; and 1 feel bound respectfully to dissent from them if, and so far 
as, they do so decide 

It is not easy do construe the 5th exception . the wholly anomalous rule 
which it lays down i.s expressed but in few words, unaided by definitions: but 
I think it is not going too far to say that it should receive a strict and not a 
liberal construction; I moan that it should only bo applied to cases which quite 
clearly fall within it. 

I think the exception shoulil be considered in applying it, first, with 
reference to the act consented to or authorized, and next with reference to the 
person or persons authorized. And I think that as to each of these, some 
degree of particularity at least should appear upon the facts proved, before the 
exception oau be said to apply I cannot read it as referring to anything short 
of suffering the infiiotion of death, or running the risk of having death indicted, 
under some definite circumstances not merely of time, but of mode ot indicting 
it| specifically consented to, as for instance in the case of suttee, or of dualling, 
which were, no doubt, chieily in the minds of the framers of the Code. 

Nor can 1 understand that it contemplates a consent to the acts of persons 
not known or ascertained at the time of the consent [490] being given. I do 
not doiijbt, that the consent may be inferred from ciroumstanoes and does not 
absolutely need to be established by actual proof of express consent. 

In Sharmkere Khan v. Empress [1. L. B., 6 Cal., 154 (158)] it is said:— 
A man, who, by concert with bis adversary, goes out armed with a deadly 
weapon to fight that adveraary, who is also armed with a deadly weapon, must 
be aware that he runs the risk of losing his life: and as he voluntarily pate 
himeelf in that position, he must be taken to consent to incur the risk." In 
sueh a case the oiroumstanora do show a distinct aot of the mind of each 
combatant with respect to the otfam* and tn concert wtth htm of wiUingness to 
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encounter and suffer such known and anticipated acts of violence from that 
other as he cannot defend himself from. I am not sure that to include such a 
case within the exception is not rather to strain the terms of it, but I am not 
prepared to hold that here the exception would not apply. 

But I think there is a distinction between such a case and that referred to 
in the following passage, at page 108 of the report of Shamshere Khan v. Em¬ 
press, ol the members of two riotous assemblies wiio “ agree to fight together," 
and of whom some on each side are, to the knowledge of all the members, armed 
with deadly weapons. 1 do not think that from such a mere agreement to 
fight, such a consent as is contemplated by the section can be imputed to each 
member of each mob, to suffer death or take the risk of death at the hands of 
any one of the armed members of the other mob, by means of whichever of 
such deadly weapons, used in wh.itevur way that person may please, and be 
able, to inflict it. 

Whether or not the exception would apply if a fight were so carefully 
arranged beforeiiand, tliat the express consent of the members of each party to 
take the risk of death in the fight at the hands of the opposite party could be 
established, need not he here d[^scus.sed. The present is not such a case, nor 
was ^ther Shamshere Khan v. Empress [(I. L. B., 6 Oal., 154 (158)] or (un- 
roported) Queen v. Kukun Muthei such a case. 

But I should find great difficultv in holding that a general consent to take 
the risk of the lethal acts of oacli and all [4913 of the members of the 
opposing mob, could be such a consent as is contemplated by the excep¬ 
tion, or that such a case would come within it at all. I confess that, unless 
compelled by very clear words, I should hesitate to give such a construction to 
this exception as should involve the proposition that the Legislature intended by 
it to confer a species of privilege upon the murderous acts of riotous assemblies, 
provided the members of them should add to their offence the further quality 
of deliberate premeditation in the commission of it. 

Petheram, C.J,—1 agree with the judgment which has just been read. 

Maepherson, J.—1 entirely agree with the judgment whioh has just been 
delivered by Mr. Justice PlGOT. 

O’Kinealy, J.—In this case tlie accused, five in number, were convicted 
of offences under ss. 148, 3:25, 302 and 140 of the Indian Penal 

Code by the Officiating Sessions Judge of Purridpur. Ho held that the fight in 
connection with which t,he prisoners have boon convicted was premeditated and 
pre-arranged—a regular pitched battle or trial of strength between theGujnaipur 
party and the men on the accused’s side —and both sides were armed with 
spears and lathies. 

On this statement of facts, the learned Judges who heard the appeal have 
referred to us the question, whether this finding brings the offence of the 
appellants within exception 5, s. 300 of the Indian Penal Code, and refer* 
enoe has been mode to the case«i of the Queen-Empress v. Bohimvddin 
(I. L. B., 5 Cal., 31) and Sharhshete Khan v. Empress (I. L. R., 6Ca[., 154) 
as directly in oonilict upon the meaning to bo attached to that exception. 

Assuming that I am in a position to give a judicial decision upon the 
question now before us, of whioh 1 am not at all certain, I am of opinion that the 
finding of the Court below is not sufficient to bring the case of the prisoners 
within the exception. The exception states that “culpable homicide is not 
murder when the person whose death is caused, being above the age of eighteen 
years, suffers death or takes the risk of death with his own [492] consent." 
Consent under the Code is not valid if* obtained by either misrepresentation or 
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oonoealxnent, aod implies not only a knowledge of the risk but a judgment in 
regard to it, a deliberate free act of the mind. In other words, before this 
section can be applied, it must be found that the person killed, with a full 
knowledge of the facts, determined to suffer death or take the risk of death, 
and this determination continued up to, and existed at, the moment of his 
death. It appears to me difficult to assert that when two parties armed with 
lathi9s and spears go out to fight, the members of each party consent to suffer 
death; nor can it, 1 think, be predicated, as u general rule, that they consent 
to take the risk of death. 

In 8. 87 of the Indian Penal Code it is stated that “ Nothing which 
is not intended to cause death or grievous hurt, and which is not known by the 
doer to be likely to cause death or grievous hurt, is an offence by reason of 
any harm which it may cause, or be intended by the doer to cause to any 
person above eighteen years of age, who has given consent, whether express or 
implied, to suffer that harm , or hy reason of any harm which it may be known 
by the door to be likely to cause to any such jierson who has consented to 
take the risk of that harm ” Appended to this section there is the following 
illustration “ A and Z agree to fence with each other for amusement. This 
agreement implies the consent of each to suffei^any harm which, in the course 
of such fencing may be caused without foul play, and if A, while playing fairly, 
hurts Z, A coramitsmo offence.” 

This section and illustration show what amount of evidence the Legislature 
considered sufficient to prove that a person injured had “ consented to suffer 
the injury incurred.” Applying that illustration to a few oases, 1 think we may 
arrive at something like a definite idea ot what the Legislature intended by 
similar words in s. 300, exception 5. if two men wont out armed 
with rifles and£red at each other from a distance of 10 yards, and one of them 
was shot, then looking at the nature of the weapons and the short distance 
which separated them, [ think, looking at the illustration to s. 87, that a 
Jury would be entitle to hold that thev took the risk of suffering death. 
But as the existence of the consent ut the moment the deceased received 
[493] the fatal shot would be necessary in order that the accused should 
obtain the benefit of the exception, he could not succeed if the evidence pointed 
the other wav. Thus, if the deceased declined to continue the fight, or ran 
away, or showed in any other open manner a desire to avoid his previous con¬ 
sent, the accused could not successfully appeal to this exception. On the 
other hand, if they wore armed only with ordinary walking-sticks, I think it 
would be extremely difficult for a Jury to hold that the parties had fully before 
them the idea that they were running any risk of death, or ever consented to 
suffer death. Between these two extremes there are numerous cases different 
in degree, in which it would be extremely difficult to state what was the 
mental attitude of the person whose death was caused when he was killed. 
If, as I have said before, the parties wore armed with guns and were placed 
near each other, a Jury might well find that they bad undertaken the risk of 
death. If, on the other hand, there was only one or two guns amongst a great 
number of people, there would be much less room for the oonolusion that the 
deceased considered there was any risk of death or consented to take it. ^ 
far as I can see, the nature of the weapons with which the parties were armed 
in this case is only one out of many facts from which the consent of the 
deceased should be inferred : and 1 myself would not come to the oonolueton 
that any individual of either of the two parties consented to take the risk of 
death, when the evidence in support of that oonolusion is simply that some of 
the men on both sides were armed with lathm and spears. No doubt in the 
ease of Qtiem v. Kukter Maiher (unrdported), 'Wuitb, J., in delivering the 
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jadgment of the Court, said; " A mao, wbo by concert with his adversary, 
goes out armed with a deadly weapon to fight an adversary, who is also armed 
with a deadly weapon, must be aware that he runs the risk of losing his life, 
and as he voluntarily puts himself in that position, he must be taken to con¬ 
sent to incur that risk. If this reasoning is correct as regards a pair of com¬ 
batants fighting by premeditation, it equally applies to the members of two 
riotous assemblies who agree to fight together, out of whom some on each side 
are to the knowledge of all the members armed with deadly weapons 

t4M] I do not understand the Judges in that case to decide that as a 
matter of law, such consent must be presumed in every case of rioting with 
deadly weapons, but rather that in that particular case the evidence warranted 
the conclusion. If I did understanil them so to hold, I should be compelled to 
dissent. To my mind there is no presumption of law at all. The matter, as 
1 think as pointed out by the illustration to section 87, is one of fact to be 
decided on the evidence given at the trial. 

GhOBOi J. —The question we are called upon to decide is whether upon 
the finding cited in the refeience, the case falls within the 5th exception to 
section 300, Indian Penal Code^ That finding is as follows:— 

“ The third version of the occurrence is that of certain witnesses for the 
prosecution, and it is to the effect that the fight was premeditated and pre¬ 
arranged, a regular pitched battle or trial of strength between the Gujnaipur 
party and the Laukhola men of accused’s side, it cannot, I think, be at all 
reasonably doubted that this third account of what took place is the true one ". 

1 do not think that these facts are sufficient to show that Summirnddin, 
who was either killed or wounded, suffered death or took the risk of death 
with his own consent 

1 observe that the Sessions .ludge also finds that the rioters on both sides 
were armed with deadly weapons, but it is not found, whether only a few or a 
large number of the rioters on the side opposed go Summiruddin were armed 
with such weapons, nor has it been found that the man took a part in the 
battle with a full knowledge of the risk he was incurring, and that he conti¬ 
nued to fight and did not attempt to retire until he was disabled. Upon the 
facts found, and confining myself to those facts, J am unable to say what was 
the attitude of Bummiruddin’s mind at the time when he entered into the 
oonfiiot, and whether that attitude continued till he received the fatal blow. 

1 do not think that any general rule of law can be laid down in a case like 
this', for it is, 1 take it, a question of fact, and not of law, to be decided upon 
the circumstances of each case. 

There is an obvious distinobion between suffering death and taking the 
risk of death with one’s own consent; and that being so, different considera¬ 
tions would in many instances arise, according [498] as the particular case 
comes under the first or second head of the 5th exception to section 800. 

In the case of a person who is said to have suffered death with his own 
consent, some definite circumstances both as to' time and the mode of in^cting 
death, consented to—as in the case of a suttee —should, no doubt, as hal been 
observed by PiaOT, J., be proved. But 1 am disposed to think that this rule 
cannot always apply in the same way in jibe other case. 

In the ease of a person entering into a duel with another person, both 
being armed, neither of the combatants specially consents to being killed: 
each of them hopes to come out victorious, but knows fully well at the 
time that he inours the risk of being killed—so in other oases of the kind^ 
where two persons in concert with each other deliberately fight with deadly 
weapons. 
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In such cases, 1 think, it can hardly be questioned that the exception 
would apply. If so, 1 do not see why, when the fight is between a person and 
two or more persons, or between two or moi'e persons on either side, it cannot 
apply. There is nothing in the exception itself to indicate such a distinction. 

Take this case Two men, on each side, are determined and agree to fight 
each other until some one of them is killed or wounded. They use different 
weapons; the two on one side use a gun and a club, respectively, and the other 
side a sword and spear. The fight is begun, and nothing is shown indicating 
that any one of the combatants resiled from that determination and agreement; 
and in this fight one of them is killed. Here there was no consent given by 
the dec 0 a.sed to any particular person killing or wounding him, or as to the 
particular weapon that might be used for the purpose. Instances of this kind 
might be multiplied to show that a hand of persons varying in number, and 
armed with different kinds of weapons, may fight another band of persons 
similarly situate, both hands agreeing to fight each other until one is killed. 
In these cases, the iierson killing, the person to be killed, the mode and the 
instrument by which death might bo inliicted. would bo uncertain, and yet, 
each one of the combatants might expressly consent to suffer death, or take 
the risk of death Can it be said that in these cases the exception does not 
apply? In a case‘Where there is no e.r/nTv, consent, the difficulty [498] of 
bringing the offence within the exception is indeed great. hut there may be 
facts and circumstances proved, whicJi necessarily lead to *an inference of 
consent, and from which the Jury may find that the deceased took the risk of 
death with his own consent. 

I do not understand that Mr. .Tustico WHITE in the two cases of Shtimshere 
Khan w Empri'xs {I L. R., 6 Cal., 151) and Queen v. Kiikier Matfier (unre¬ 
ported), meant to lay down any other proposition of law than two /irsf, that 
the 5th exception to section 300 of the Indian Penal Code should not be taken 
to be confined to the case where two men bv concert tight each other with 
deadly weapons ; but that it may also apply in the case of two hands of men 
entering into a premeditated fight in concert with each other with deadly 
weapons * and second, that the 5th exception stands upon different grounds from 
the 4th exception. And so far as the-ie two propositions are concerned, I agree 
with him. I do not think that the said learned .fudge meant to lay down, as 
he could not lay down, any general rule applicable to all cases of the kind ; 
when in each case, the question must be determined upon evidence whether 
the deceased took the risk of death with his own consent. and this must 
necessarily depend upon the particular facts proved .\nd as 1 read his judg¬ 
ments, the conclusion that he arrived at was upon the facts proved in each of 
the two cases before him. 

T. A. P. 
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CIVIL RULE. 


The 14th May, 

Phesent• 

Mk. Justice Tottenham and Mu. Justice Tkevelvan. 

Bagal Chunder Mookerjee.(onoof the Judgment-debtors, Objector) 

versus 

liaraeshur Mundul mid others .(Decree-holder;, (A action-purchaser) 

and anotlier (Judgment debtor).' 

Sale in execution of decree ■- Si-11nuj aside of sale — h regularity — 

Civil Vrocedlire Code (Act XIVof IfiS’J), is. — 

Appeal—Civil 1‘iocedure Code Aviemhueut Act of IbHfi. 

Wht'iu :i salu in rxccution nt dc‘i tec was iidjourncd on the .i,ppIicution of one of two 
judgmeiit-dobtors, who waived the of .i fresh proeUin iimn [497] of siilu, and the interest 
of both were sold,— Ilchl, on the appliciition of the other judgment-debtor to set aside the 
sale, that the omission to issue a fiesh pioeliiiu itioii of s.ile, unjer s. ‘291 of the Civil 
Procedure Code, iniiouuted onlj to :iii iriegiil,irit_\, :iiid did not vitiate the sale. 

Held fuithei', that the District Judge h.i.s jiirisdietion to hear the appe.vl from an order 
passed after the Isl of Jnlv ISHS. uu let Ihe t’i\il Pioi-ediiie Code Amciidmunt Act of 1888, 
although the execution proe.eodiiigs were eoiiiiiiuueod liefiire th.it date 

Hnmesliitr SiHijh Shciiitiii Siiuih fl. L li, 12 All , .‘jJO) .uid Chunder Rai 

Chmrdliuti v, Thomas (1, Ij. B., 11 L'al , ()5S) followed in principle 

This was an apjihcation In .one Hagai Chunder Mookerjee, one of the 
judginent-dehtors, under s. 311 of the Civil Procedure Code, to set aside a sale 
in execuliun ol duciue 

One Rmiiesliui Mundul in execution of his decree attached mouzah 
Joalhhanga and caused a pioclaniutiuii of sale to he issued. The sale was fixed 
for the JHth diiv of June IHHH. On tiiat date the other judgment-debtor, 
Bukhoda Bunderi, ajiplied foi posliioncniout of the sale to the 2nd day of July 
1888. On the 2iid da> of Julv 1HH8, the i)ropert> was sold to one Mohesh 
Chunder Bhuttacharji, without any fresh proclamation of sale. On the 18th 
day of July 1HH8, the iietiliouer, liagal Chunder Mookerjee, applied to the first 
Court to set aside the sale. Tlial Csiurt, on the 22nd day of February 1890, 
dismissed the petition. 

He then appealed to the District Tudge, who, on the 23rd day of December 
1890, dismissed the ajijieal, confirming the older of the first Court. The 
District Judge held that the omission to issue a fresh proclamation amounted 
only to an irregularity, and that the jietitioner did not sustain any substantial 
injury by reason of such irregufaritv. 

Thereupon the petitioner, on the 19th day of February 1891, obtained 
from Norris and Beverley, JJ., a rule calling upon the opposite party to 
show cause why the said sale should not lie set aside on the ground that the 
execution proceedings, in the course of which the sale was held, having been 
commenced before the 1st dav of July 1888, the District Judge had no juris* 

' Civil Rule No. 308 of 1891 againiit the decree of R. F Rampmi, Esq., Judge of 
Burdwan, dated the 23rd of December 1890, athrming the order of Baboo Kalidhan Ohattorjei*, 
Munaif of Ranigunge, dated the 2‘iiid of February 1890. 
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diction to hear the appeal, and that the sale havinp{ been postponed for more 
than seven days, and no fresh proclamation having been published, the sale 
was void. 

[498] On the rule coming on for argument. 

Dr. Trtnlokya Nath MtUar and Baboo Nalin lianjati Chatterjx, appeared 
for the Petitioner. 

Baboo Si math Das and Baboo Boikant Nath Das appeared for the 
Opposite Party. 

Dr. Traitokya Nath Mittrr, in support of the rule, contended that the 
language of s 291 of the Civil Procedure Code was peremptory, and there¬ 
fore the omission to publish a fresh proclamation of sale vitiated the sale. 
Section 290 of the Civil Procedure Code must also be followed when under 
s. 291 an adjournment has been allowed, unless both the judgment-debtors 
waive the issue of a fresh proclamation, fiakhshi Nand Kishote v. Malak 
Chand (I li. R , 7 All.. 289), Sadhu Saran Sinqh v. Panchdeo Lai (I, L. R. 
14 Cal., 1). 

Baboo Srmath. Das in sliowing cause against the rule contended that after 
the adjournment of the sale under s 291 of the Civil Procedure Code, no 
fresh proclamation was necessary Illegality consisted m doing a thing which 
was prohibited hv iaw, but omission to do something prescribed bv law was 
onlv an irregularity. The sale was good — liamrshur Sin<th v.. S head in Singh 
(I. L. R , 12 510), Sati.sh (Jhunder Itai Chmrdhuri v. Thomas (I L. R., 

11 Cal, 658), Nana Kumar Ttog v. Golam Dag fl L R., 18 Cal., 4-22). 

The judgment of the Court (Tottknham and Trevelyan, JJ.) was as 
follows .— 

This is a rule obtained by one of two judgment-debtors to show cause 
whv a sale held in execution of a decree against bun should not be set aside, 
as being null and void for default in the issue of a fresh proclamation under 
8. 291 of the Code of C'vil Procedure, uix>n an adjournment being granted 
at the instance of the other judgment-debtor, who had waived any fresh 
proclamation. 

The present petitioner was no jiarty to the petition for adjournment. 

The Courts below iield, that the omission to issue a fresh proclamation 
amounted only to an irregularity, and that no substantial injury liad thereby 
lieen caused to the petitioner. 

Another ground, urged for setting aside the decree of the Lower Appellate 
Court, is that that Qourfc had no jurisdiction to hoar the [499] appeal, inasmuch 
as the execution proceedings were commenced before the 1st of July 4888, and 
when an appeal from the Munsif’s order confirming the sale would lie to the 
High Court and not the District Judge. 

It is not contended that there was any irregularity or defect in the 
original sale proclamation. And so far as the proclamation that was published 
is concerned, there has beer, no transgression ol the provisions of s. 290. 

it has been argued by the vakeel for the petitioner, that s. 290 
must be equally followed when under s. 291 an adjournment has been 
allowed, unless all the judgment-debtors waive the issue of a fresh proolaraa- 
tion. But we think it clear that this is not so. 

For supposing that under s. 291 a sale has been, in the discretion of 
the Court, and not upon application, adjourned for 16 days, and a fresh 
proclamation has to be published, it would be impossible to hold, that under 
8. 290 it would be illegal to bold such adjourned sale, until after the 
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expiration of at least thirty days from the date of the fixing up of the fresh 
proclamation in the Court of the Judge. 

The High Court at Allahabad has held in Rameshur Singh v. Sheodin Singh 
(1. L. E., 12 AIL, 610), that whereas the doing of a thing by the Court which 
is prohibited by law is an illegality, which renders the thing done null and 
void, the omission to do something wliich is prescribed may be only an irregu¬ 
larity. And in a case very similar to tlieune before us, this Court has held in 
Saiish (Jhunder Bai Chowdhuri v Thomas (I. L. E., 11 Cal., 658), that the 
omission to publish a fresh proclamation was only an irregularity. We see no 
reason for dissenting from this opinion . and Wi> find that the cases cited on 
behalf of the petitioner are not on all fours with this one. 

As regards the objection taken to the jurisdiction of the District Judge to 
hear the appeal, it was not .seriously pressed before us ; and we are not disposed 
to attach any weight to it. The amendment of the Procedure Code did not 
repeal the previous law, hut merely altered the forum of appeal in such cases, 
and we think the District Judge had lurisdiction. 

The rule must lie discharged with costs 

F. M. k. E. Rule tiihcharged. 


NOTES. 

£ See also (lyOJ) Cal , 38,5 , (1893) 21 C.d., 66.] 


[dOO] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The loth .Vrti/, IHUl. 

PRESENT: 

Mii lusTifE O’Kinealy anm) Mr. -Iustick Ameer Alj. 


Bhoopendro Narain Dutt and others.Judgment-debtors 

versus 

Baioda Prosad Eoy Chowdhry.Decree-holder. ‘ 


Cowt of Wards Act {Bmgal Act IX of 1H7H), is. siO, 51-56 ''Suit "— 
Application for execution by Collector on behalf of ward, when * 

manager of ward's estate has been appointed. 

The word “ suit ” as used iii ss 51 to 55 of Bengal Act IX of 1879 is not limited to 
what i«* usually called a “regul.ir suit ”, but covers miscollaucous proceedings in a suit, such 
as an applustiou for execution of a decree in which the ward for the first time*sueks to 
have the carriage of litigation instituted bv his predecessor in title. 

When it appeared that a manager of a minor’s property had been appointed by the 
Court of Wards under the provisioun of s. ‘iO of Bengal Act IX of 1879, and during the 
absence of such manager on leave an application was made on behalf of the minor by the 
Collector of the district for execution of a decree. 

* Appeal from order No. 4‘2 of 1891 against the order of Baboo Radha Krishna Sea 
Suburdiuate Judge of the ‘i4-Pergunnahs, dated the 18th of August 1690. * 
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Held, that the office of manager did not beeon)e vacant bocauHO the manager obtained 
leave, and that if it were not vacant, a. 51 of the Act did not enable the Collector to 
appear on behalf of the minor. 

This was an appeal from an order passed by the Subordinate Judge of the 
24-Pergunoahs, allowing the execution of a decree dated the 20th and 21st 
December 1883. The suit in which the decree was passed was originally 
instituted by one Haro Piosad Hoy Chowdhrv. Pending the suit Haro J'rosad 
Roy Chowdhry died, and thereafter his tnotiier Raidhika Chowdhrani 
claimed to succeed to his estate under a will, and having obtained probate 
thereof, got her name substituted on the record of the suit us plaintiff, and 
obtained a decree against the dctondiints, who were the appellants in the 
present application. Subsequent to the decree the will was sot aside as a 
forgery, and the estate thereafter passed to J-laroda Prnsad Rov Chowdhry, 
the son of Haro Prosad, who was a minor, and whose estate was taken charge 
[301] of by the Court of Waids. Thereafter a mnn. e -r of the estate of the 
minor was appointed bv the Com! ot Wards, and eii iLpiilication was made by 
the minor tlirough such mana:,. i in the Court of the Pirst Subordinate .ludge 
of the 24-Pergunnahs. to winch Court the deciee had been sent for execution, 
to have the minor’s name snhstituteil ns jilaintifl. and for execution of the 
decree. That application wa.-^ allowed, and an ordei was passed on the J4th 
August 18H9, directing the sale of the pidgment-debtors’ piopevty. .Against 
that order the judgment-.-^ehtois appealed to t he High Court, which sot it aside, 
on the ground that the a])plicat.ioii should have been ni.wle to the Court which 
passed the decree, and not to the Court to which it, had lieen sent foi execution 

The application, out of which the present appeal siione, was made on the 
IHth June 1890 to the Coint of the Second Suhoidinate Judge ol .Vlipore h> 
the minor represented bx the Collector of the 24 I'ergunnahs. and tlie peticionur 
asked to have the inmoi’s name substituted on the jeeord, and to have the 
decree executed Notice of t.hc ap]ilieatirin was given l.o the ]udgineiit>-(lehtovs, 
who appeared and opjiosed it on siiveral grounds, the mam grounds being that 
the right to execute the deciee was barred iiv limitation, and that the applica¬ 
tion itself wras iiifoimal, inabmuch as it was nuide h\ the Collector and not by 
the manager appointed by the Court ol Waids who w’as alone comiHstont to 
represent the minoi in such matters iiiidei the piovisions of Uengal Act IX of 
1879 (Court of Wards Act) These ohiections weie overruled by the low’er 
Court, and uu ordei was passed on the IHtli .August 1890, allowing the sub¬ 
stitution asked for and directing ext cution to issue. Against that order the 
judgment-debtors preferred tins apiieal u]ion various grounds, and amongst 
them the two grounds alluded to above winch had been urged in fjie Court 
below. 

Mr. Evans, Baboo Taruvk ^nth Pal it, and Baboo iiharoiUi Churn Mittni 
for the Appellants. 

The Advocate-General I Sir tlhaih's Paul) and Baboo Ham Churn Mttter 
for the Respondent. 

The appeal came on to be heard on the 30fh Ajinl and the 1st May. The 
nature of the arguments advanced at the heating [j 03] sufficiently appears 
for the purpose of this report from the jud^Jment of the Court (O'Kinealy and 
AmeeB Am, JJ)., which was delivered on the 15th May, and was as follows: -- 

This appeal arises out of an application for the execution of a decree passed 
hy the Subordinate Judge of the 24-PerguiiT)ah8 on the 18th August 1890. 

Haro Prosad Roy Chowdhry obtained a decree against the appellant and 
others. He died, and his mother, claiming under a will, took out probate and 
got her name registered under section 232 of the Civil Procedure Code as the 
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representative of Haro Prosad. Subsequently, the will was set aside, and the 
estate then passed to Baroda Prosad Boy Chowdhry, the son of Haro Prosad, 
and who is now a minor under the Court of Wards The minor, through the 
manager under the Court of Wards, applied to have his name entered in the 
execution proceedings, and to have the proceedings revived in the Court of the 
First Subordinate .fudge of Ahpur. That application w'as allowed, but on 
appeal to this Court it was rejected on the ground that the application should 
have been made to tiie Court which passed the decree, and not to the Court to 
which the decree had been sent for execution After that, an application was 
made to the Court of the Second Siihordinate .Judge of Ahpur hy the Collector 
of the24-Pergunnahs on holialf of the minor on tlie JHth .June 1890, to have 
his name registeied and oxecution to issue Notici' was served on the judgment- 
debtoi, and the ludgmen*-debtor, who is the appellant before us, appeared and 
raised several objections The cliief among tliom were that the application 
was barred hv lajise of tune, and, not iiaving lieen made liv the manager of 
the ward's estati', but h\ the Collector of the district, who had no power to 
make anv application on behall of the minor as long as the manager existed, 
it should bo disinished Those answers were not considered suHicient by the 
Subordinate Judge, and fie allowed execution to issue 

The judgment-debtor, dissatisfied with this oidor, hat. appealed to this 
Court, and has laisod the same defence before us as was raised by him in the 
Court below’. 

We think tliat so far as tlie (]uostiou of limitation is concerned, the appel¬ 
lant ought not to Buccecrl Admittedlv, if the [>*033 decree-holder is entitled 
to the benefit of s 14 of the LiimLation .\ct, and allowance is made for 
the tune during which he prosecuted the foimor application, the present 
application is not baited. We agree with the Subordinate .fudge in considering 
that he is entitled to the deduction claimed Tlie application was dismissed 
in this Court on the ground that it was made to a Court which had no 
jurisdiction to lecoive it We do not acquiesce in the argument of the learned 
Counsel for the apjiellant that the litigation m that case could not have boon 
carried on in good f.iith Looking at tho judgment of the first Court, and 
the Cl'•cum Stan CCS surrounding that litigation, we think it could, and we concur 
with the Subordinate .Midge in allowing the rosjiondent the benefit of that 
deduction. 

But in regard to the question whether the Collector was justified in 
making the application, we regret that we diiler from the Subordinate Judge. 
Under Bengal .-Vet IX of 1H79 tho Hoard of Bevonue is the Court of Wards. 
By B. 20'it can appoint one or two managers of the property of a ward, 
who IS quite a different officer from the guardian of the person of a ward. 
Sections 39 and 40 enumerate the duties and powers ol managers ; and so far 
as general management is concerned, when no manager has been appointed the 
Collector of tho district in which the greater part of the property is situated 
can manage the pioperty. Bx s. 61. in every suit brought by or against 
any ward, he must he described as a ward of Court; and the manager o< such 
ward’s propertv, or, if there is no manager, the Collector of the district in which 
the greater part of such property is situated, or any other Collector whom the 
Court of Wards may appoint in that behalf, shall be named as next friend or 
guardian for the suit, and shall in such suit represent such ward This is the 
general mode of describing the persons who can appear for a ward 

Under s o2 power is given to the Court of Wards by an order to 
nominate or substitute any other person to be next friend or guardian for an> 
suoh suit, and if the order be one for substitution, the Civil Court, on the 
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presentation to it of a copy of such order, is bound to carry out the order of 
the CJourt of Wards. 

Section 55 declares that " no suit shall be brought on behalf of any ward, 
unless the same be.authorized by some order of the Court.” 

Cd04j Looking at all these sections, it seems to us that the Legislature 
has declared that oniv a manager, or a Collector, or some special person 
appointed by tJie Court of Wards, can file origin-il suits on behalf of a ward, 
and repi'esent the ward throughout the v^ole of the litigation. 

It has iieen argued hefoi’e us b^ the Counsel for the respondent that the 
word “ suit” in that Part, / Part VII of Bengal Act IX of 1879, must mean 
what is usually called a ‘‘ regular suit,” and cannot refer to proceedings of the 
nature now before us, in which the ward seeks to have his name substituted 
for that of his mother, and the ilecree obtained by his father executed. We 
regret that we are unable to accojit this argument. The word “suit” in this 
Act lias not tlie narrow significance attached to the word “ action” in English 
Law , and as Sir Barnes PEACOCK pointed out in a Full Bench decision of this 
Court'' it embraces ail contentious pioceodings of an ordinary civil kind, 
whether the^^ arise in a suit or iniscellaneous proceedings. That too, was the 
opinion of a Division Bench of tins Court in the case of Sh»nU Soonilurec 
Dehia v. The ('oUnctor of Mymeminqh (7 W. R , 221J, where it was decided that 
the Court of Wards*has full control over miscellaneous proceedings in execution 
of decree. Nor can wo find anything in the nature of the .Vet itself which 
militates against tins conclusion It is an .Vet passed placing the property of 
wards and wards’ litigation e.xclusively in the jiower of the Court of Wards 
(and there are reasons which make it desirable for the Court of Wards, and 
the Court of Wards alone, to have the initiation of litigation under its control!, 
and applies as much to miscidlanoous proceedings initiated on behalf of a ward 
as to regular .suits. We think thorofoie that the word “ suit ” in this Act 
covers an application of the natuie now lioforo us in which the vfard for the 
first time seeks to have the carnage of the litigation. 

The next ]jomt argued ia that the application has not been made by the 
manager and that as thi^ infoimaht\ was objected to at the beginning of the 
suit, the apnlicatiuo should have been disini'-sed. The manager under the Court 
of Wards is ajipointed [dOSj b> the Couit of Wards under powers given to it by 
statute. The Court, no doubt, has complete control over such matters, but 
its duty is set forth in the Act, and its position seems to be that of a public 
officer apiiointed under statute. In this case a manager was appointed . but 
it is said that preMous to the aj'plication being presented he had taken leave, 
and that the Collector of the 24-Pergunnahs w'as the proper person to make the 
application. We think that the office of manq,ger did not become vacant 
because the manager obtained leave, and if it is not vacant, s. 51 of the 
Wards' Act does not enable the Collector to appear on behalf of a minor. The 
Court of the Subordinate Judge of the 24-Pergunnahs had jurisdiction over the 
subject-matter of the. litigation, and although the application may not have 
been properly initiated, still it might well bo * that if a proper application had 
been made after the death of the manager, who, we are told, died before the 
Subordinate Judge gave judgment in this case, much of the existing difficulty 
in the case would not liave been experienced. When the manager died, what 
happened when he died, we are unable to say. Indeed, in this and in many 
other points we have been unable to obtain any information from the papers. 
Moreover, it may well bo, for aught we know, that the Collector was appointed 
by virtue of the Rules issued by the Board of Revenue to Commissioners of 

* Hurra Chutukr Hoy Chowdhrp v. Sooradhonee Hebia, B. la. B., Sop. Vol. !^88 (990). 
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sub'divisions under section 52 of the Act as a special person to oarry on this 
litigation. But in truth, no evidence was taken in the Court below, and there 
is nothing before us on which we would be justified in coming to any 
determination. ,, 

We, therefore, direct that the records be returned to the Subordinate Judge 
of the 24-PergunnahB in order that he may hear evidence and determine : Arst, 
when the manager took leave secondly, on his taking leave, what, if any, arrange¬ 
ments were made for the management of the property and for the carrying 
on of litigation , thirdly, if any such arrangement was made, was it ma.de under 
the order of the Court of Wards, and if not, by whom , fourthly, when did the 
manager die; and fifthly, after his death wliat arrangements were made for the 
management of tiie property and the carr> mg on of the litigation of the ward, 
and by whom. 

[506} The .Judge will submit to this Court Ins finding on the issues above 
indicated, together with the evidence recorded on those issues, within a month 
from the date of the receipt by him of tlio record, aiul will, at the same time, 
leturn the record. 

The case will remain on the file ol this Court 

II. T n. ('(tsn remanded. 


NOTES 

[ As regard*; the inoaniug of the wotd ' suit,' see alsM IK 411 , at K7 , 12 All , 32; 23 Oal., 
419 , Ifi Bom , 731 ; 22 Cal., 'ItH , 27 Cal . 212 , .3 N L R , 14G 

As reg.ird'4 lepresentatioii of the minor iti suits nee also 21 Cal , 474 3 

[ 18 Cal. 806 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 


* The 19(h Ifiiy, 1S9J 

Present 

Mr. .IrsTiCE Tre\elyan and Mr. Justice Haner.tee. 


Din D() 4 al Singh.one of the Defendants 

versus 

Gopal Saiun Narain Singli, minor, through his next friend, Mr A. Ogilvy, 
Manager under the Court of Wards.Plaintiff.’’ 


Limitation Act, Ih 77, art 110—Registered Instalment Bond, Huit on — 
Contract in writing registered. 

Article not of the Limitatioi], Act is applicable to a suit on a registered instalment bond 
notwithstanding the express provisions of Article 74. That article (116> is intended to apply 
to all contracts m writing registered, whether there is or la not ap express provision in the 
Limitation Act for similar contracts not registered 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 654 of 1890 against ihe decree of J. Crawford, Esq., 
Judge of Gya, dated the 6th of February 1890, modifying the decree of Baboo Abinash Chander 
Mitter, Subordinate Judge of Gya, dated the Qnd of April 1889. 

f CArt. 116 

Desoription of suit. limitation Time frem which period begins to tun. 


For compensation for the breach: Six years, 

of a oontraet in writing registered. 


j When the period of limitation would 
ibegin to run against a suit brought on 
|a similar contract not registered.3 

•.ft 
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This was a suit to recover Bs. 3,965 for principal and interest due on a 
registered instalment bond, dated 15th Bysack 1283, Fasli t23rd April 1876), 
by which it was stipulated that, on failure to pay any instalment, the whole 
amount was to become due. Default was made in payment of the instalment 
due on 1st Magh 1289 (5th January lHH2)t and the cause of action was stated 
in the plaint to have arisen on that date. The suit was instituted on the 
18th May 1888 (22nd Bysack 1295). 

The only defence material to this report was that tiie suit was barred by 
limitation, and an issue raised as to this was decided bv both the lower Courts 
in favour of the plaintitl. The defendant appealed to the High Court, and the 
only question inatutial was whether the [luriod of three years under section 74 of 
the Limitation Act, or the period of six years under article 116, applied to the suit. 

[507] Baboo Saliqram Stnqh for the Appellant. 

Baboo Ilptv Chiindi’r and Baboo Rntn Churn Mitter ior the 

Respondent. 

The judgment of the Court (Thkvulyan and Bani;h.iki!, .M.) was 
as follows • - 

The question before us is whet her tlie Li'nn of limitation for a suit upon a 
registered instalineitt bond is six veai •. or three >ears 

The decision of that question would depend ujioii t,lm detortnination of the 
question whether article 116, Schedule II of the Limitation ,\ct, governs an 
instalment bond. It is argued that iL does not, because article 74 in express 
terms makes provision for an instalmriit bond. 

We tliink that article 116 is intomled t-) apply to all contracts in ivriting 
registered, whether there is or is nob an expres>> proyiaion in the Limitation 
Act for siinii'tr contracts not registered, and this view seems confirmed hv the 
distinction between the terms ol this article and of article 115, in which the 
words “not hoiein spocialh provided for" occui In tins view we think that 
the provision^ of aiticli 116 govern this case, and that this appeal must, 
therefore, he dismissed with costs 

J V W Ap/irut dtsm/ssrfi. 


NOTES 

t See .iIsM f3oin., 177 ] 
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[ 18 Osl. 807 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 19th May, 1H91. 

Prissknt . 

Mh. Justice Trbveta'av \vi> Mr. Justice Banerjee. 

fiureeh Chuntler Banerioe. minor, l)\ Ins guardian and executor Nogendra 

Chundor Panoijec and anothei. Defendants Nes. 2 and 3 

reisiis 

Ambica Clnirn Mookenee and fitliors .Plaintiffs. ’ 

Appellnte (Inint, ^^inrer of — Pawn to irfei to mhitration n rate nit appe.al ~ 
(hint I'rnci'fliDo ('ode, leiH'i, s. JAS' 

Uiidurh Ilf th»'Civil Proewliirt* C'fidi'. .Ill Vppell.ite (Jourt has powi'r to refer a ease 
before it tc irbitr-atum, if thi p.iitu'^ wish ii to bo rcforioil 

[SOB] In re thejieliiiQU nt SouiimPilhii U.U Lt , a Mad. 7S) .iiid Bhntjtnarulit^ 
Marv'miv. Nutui Jjtl .SVii (I L It , 12 Cil 1 r 1) toHowod. 

The facts of tliis case are sullicientlv stated m the ludgmonfi*of the High Court. 

Baboo llat'endm Noth Muokeeiee for tlie Xppoilants 

Baboo TJan Mnhiin (.'kiiJferhnttu for tlie llespondents. 

Tho judgment uf the Court (Trevelyan and Baneh.iee, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

Banerjee, J.— It .ipiiears fiom the record that this case was referred to 
arbitration in the Lower .Vppel late Com t, and a cei tain tioio was fixed within 
which the arbitrators tvero required to submit tlieir award. The next order 
that we find on the order sheet is that “a decree bo drawn up in terms of 
compromise b\ the pleaders" , and it aiipe.irs Irom a ncte at the foot of the 
decree that the pleader of one uf the pailies olqected to sign the decree on the 
ground that he had no antlioritv from his client to compromise the appeal 
We furthei find on tlie record an aw aid signed by the arbitrators , but we do 
not find any petition of compromise jait in bv tlio parties after that. The award, 
however, bears on the back of it the following order'—Decree in terms of 
the compiomiso as agreed to hv both parties." Tlie decree that is drawn up is in 
terms of the awatd suhinitted by the arlnlrators , but the ordei "that the decree 
he drawn uii in terms of the connironnse " was passed without giving the 
parties an> opportunitv to raise any ohiection to the award. 

It appears to us clear, Eliereforc, that though tho ease was originally 
referred to arhitiation, vet, when the award reached the Court, it was regarded 
not as an award, Imt as a coniproniise bv the parties . and a decree was 
ordere'! to be drawn up upon tli? footing of its being a compromise. 

Against this decree and decision the defendants have preierred this second 
appeal; and it is contended on their behalf, frst, that the decree is bad, because 
the Appellate Court has no power to refer a case to arbitration ; and, secondly, that 
the decree isfurtiier bad, as it is based on an award without giving the parties 
[309] any opportunity to object to it, and it is pointed out in the course of the 
argument that theie were other irregularities, such as the submission of the 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 656 nf 189U.against the decree of F. F. Handley, 
Esq., Judge nf Nuddea, dated the ‘2fith of February 1890, reversing the decree of Baboo 
Chnnder Boy, Munsif of Bauaghut, dated the 30th of April 1889. 
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award long after the time allowed by the order appointing the arbitrators, 
without there being any extension of tinae obtained from Court. 

In support of the first objection, the learned vakil for the appellani; refers 
to the decision of this Court in the case of Juggessur Dey v. Kritartha Sfoyec 
Dosser (12 B. L. B., 266, 21 W. B , 210); but we do not think that that 
decision applies to this case. The question whether the Appellate Court can 
refer a ca^e to arbitration depends upon the provisions of s. 582 of the 
present Code of Civil Procedure, which is different from the provisions of 
8. 37 of Act XXIII of IH61. which was the law in force when that case 
was decided. [Tnder theold law it was provided that “ the Appellate Court 
shall have the same poweiN as the Courts of First Instance ”. under the present 
Code it IS enacted that “ the Appellate Court shall have, in appeals, the samer 
powers, and shall perform the same duties, as are conferred and imposed by 
this Code on Courts of original jurisdiction " If the reference to arbitration 
on the application of parties is not a power to be exercised by the Court, it is a 
duty imposed upon the Couit, and under the provisions of s. 5S2 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, we think that the Appellate Court can refer a case to 
arbitration if the parties to the apjieal prav for such reference. This view is 
in accordance 'vith the decision of the Madras High Court in the case of 
Sau fandnujiim Pillii il. Ij B , 3 M.id , 7H), and also with the opinion oflhis 
Court in the case ^f fihuqirnn Dus Mnrwan v. Sund La! Sen (I Ij. R., 12 
Cal., 173). 

But the second objection is, we think, valid, as there wasrealK no com¬ 
promise in the case, and what has been treated as a coiiiprumise was, in fact, 
an award submitted by the arbitrators appointed in the case. It is neoessarv, 
therefore, that the formalities jirescrihed bv the Act lor awaids should he 
strictly complied with. The appellants were therefore entitled to have an 
opportunity of objocting to the award if t>hev thought fit, and the learned Judge 
below ought to have disposed of their objection before he could order the decree 
to be drawn uji in berms of the award 

[810J The case must therefore go back to the Lower Appellate Court in 
order that the uppellants may have such an ojjportunity. When the record 
goes hack to the Judge, be shall fix a day for ihe hearing of the case not less 
than ten days from the nrival of the record in his Court. so that the parties 
may have an npportunitv of rai>,ing any objection to the award that they may 
think fit, am* tlie learned Judge will then dispose of the objections, provided 
they are filed within ten davs from the date of the aiTival of the record. 

The eo»i8 will abide the result. 

Castk remamird, 

J.V.W. 


NOTES. 

iSee al'^o (1904) 8 C W. N., 390.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 8th June, 1891. 

Pbksent. 

Mb. Justice Phinsep and Mb. Justice Banebjke. 

Eajendra N'arain Bagchi.PlaintitJ 

versus 

Watson & Co.Defendants. 


Trauhjet of Property (Jet IV of l8Sk!), .s. IJo —Triinsfcr of aettoiiahle, cUiim. 

The first parARraph of s. 1.45 of the Traiisfei of Propurlv Act h>is no application to a 
CAKO ui which the debtors deny the existence of the claim altogether, and where the purchaaor 
of tin* claim has to obtain judgment attnimiig the claim before any satisfaction la made or 
tendered. 

^auso (djtof that section ih not limited to cases where the judgment of a Court affirming 
the claim has been delivered, or where the claim is made clear bj evidence before the s.Ue of 
the claim. f 

Otrxsh Chnndm v. Kastswart Debi (1. L B , l.l 0.11 , 145), Khnsdeb Biniiaa v. ^alts 
Mondtd (1. L. K., 15,Gal., 48(j), and Subbainmal v Venkataiama (I. L B., 10 Mad., ‘289), 
followed. Jam Begum V Jafuirupr Khan(l. h B., 9 All., 470) dissented from. 

One Sriram Chowdhry was the owner of certain niauraai and putni taluqs 
and the defendants w'ere ijaradars under him ul those inehale by virtue of a lease 
dating from 1288 (1881). On the death of Sriram Chowdhry, his widow, Hari 
Dasi Debi, on behalf of her minor sons, executed a kobala, dated 25th Choitro 
1296 (6th April 1890), in favour oi the pUintifl for the anears of 
[dll} rent due from the defendants to her for the years 1292 to 1294 (1885 to 
1887) inclusive. The plaintiffs brought tins suit for those arrears, amounting 
to Ks 2,873. 

The defence was tliat the plain till, being a membef of a joint Hindu 
family, was incompetent to sue alone that the kobala was fraudulent and 
collusive and executed h> Han Dasi to defraud the delendants of a large sum 
of money due to them from her , that the kobala was witnout consideration ; 
that, with the view of avoiding the provisions of s. 135 of the Transfer of 
Property Act, the plaintiff had falsely stated the amount ol the consideration 
for the kohalaDthat an abatement of the ijara rent was allowed them by 
Sriram Chowdhry ; and that,the rent which was due after such abatement bad 
been paid by them, and there was therefore nothing due to Hari Dasi or to 
the plaintiff'. 

The Subordinate Judge decided that the plaintiff w'as entitled to sue alone; 
that the kobala was made in good faith and for good consideration; and that 
there was no abatement of rent allowed. He therefore gave the plaintiff a 
decree for the amount claimed. 

The Judge on appeal held that, even assuming the kobala was hona tick 
and executed for go(^ consideration, the. plaintiff could not sue alone ; but 
that it was not a bona tide transaction for good consideration. He therefore 
reversed the decision of the Subordinate Judge and dismissed the suit. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1108 of 1890 against the decree of W.H.Page, Bsqi, 
Judge of Moorshedabad, dated the 0th c June 1890, reversing the decree of Baboo BAi 
eshandra Banhyal, Suhordinate Judge of Moorshedabad, dated the 90th of December 1889. 
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From this decision the plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Hash Behan Uhose and Baboo Saroda Churn Mittv for the 
Appellant. 

Mr. Evam and Baboo Jogesh Chaiuler Bog for the Bespondents 

The judgment of the Court (Priksep and Banekjeb.J J.) was as follows: - - 

This was a suit by the plaintiff-appellant to recover a certain sum of 
money which is said to have been due from the defendants to the minor sons 
of one Sriram Chowdhri on account cf ijara rent, and which the plaintiff 
claims under a translei from the guardian of tho minors. The defendants 
denied the plaintiff’s right to sue alone, and they also denied the existence of 
the debt, and the reality and huno tidrs of the transfer to the plaintiff, and 
urged [9123 payment of consideration for the transfer was falsely stated 

in order to escape the provisions of s. 1115 of tho Transfer ol Property Act, 
and that the plaintiff was m no case entith-ii bo recover morotlian the price 
he may liave actually paid w.th mterc'it and t-xpeuseb of the sale. 

The First Court disallowed all the ob]oc‘tions of the defendants and gave 
plaintiff a decree for the entire claim On ajipeal the District Judge has 
reversed that decision and disinissjd the claim, iiolding tliat, even lithe 
transfer to the plaintiff be taken to have been for consideration, such consioera' 
tion not being sheVvn to have been the plaintiff's .sell-acquired money, plaintiff 
who is a member oi a joint Hindu iaiiuly, was not entitled to maintain this suit 
alone, and fui ther that m reality tile transfer was not hnmi tiih' for consideration. 

In second appeal it is contended, on beh.ili ol the plaintiff, that the 
decision of the District Judge is wrong, because the ti.msfei to the plaintiff, 
having been notilied by the transfeior to the defendants, the dulitors, and 
having been further admitted bv her m her deposition as a witne.ts, the delend- 
ants were bound, under s of th<j Tvansler of Property Act, to give 

effect to the translei, und it w as not competent to them to question the plaintiff's 
right to sue for the debt either on tlu* ground of his having other co sharers 
interested with him in the claim, which was tlie subject-matter of the transfer, 
or on the ground of the transfer not being /mj/iu tide for consideration. 

VVitli reference to the former of these two ground.s of objection to which 
the Lower Appellate Court has given effect, it is sufficient to say that though, 
as a general rule, no one can enforce a chum h\ suit if he is not beneficially 
interested m the subject-matter thereof, that rule is subject to exceptions, 
and that the case of the osten.siblu transfeiee oi a debt, after the transfer is 
notified to the debtor, is an instance of such an exeeption bv reason of the 
provisions of s. 133 of the Transfer of Pioperby .\ct. Th^ reason for that 
provision of the law is obviously this, that every ^ilebtoi is bound to pay hie 
debt to his creditor or to any other peison to whom the creditor directs 
him to pay it. It was argued fur the respondents tliat if the debtor is aware 
that some person other than the party to whom the creditor directs him to 
C6i8] pay his debt is by reason of a prior ox simultaneous transfer from the 
creditor justly entitled .to recover, it would be allowing the debtor and creditor 
to cotawit a gross fraud if the person named by the latcer is held entitled to 
enforce his claim. But the answer to this is that it is always in the power of 
a prior assignee or a co-assignee to protect himself by insisting upon a potioe 
in his favour from the assignor to the debtor at the time of the transfer to him. 

The second objection of the debtors which has been allowed by the learned 
Judge below to prevail seems to us to be equally untenable. The creditor having 
admitted the transfer and given notice of it to the debtors, it was no business 
of theirs to enquire whether the transfer was bond fide for consideration. Here 
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ib was urged for the respondents that an etiijuiry into the amount of the 
consideration was necessary in order to enable the debtors to avail themselves 
of the* provisions of s 135 of tbe Ttansfer of Property Act, and to 
obtain their discharge by paying to the purchaser tbe price paid with inteiest 
and incidental expenses. If the hrst paragraph of s. 135 be applicable to 
this case, no doubt an enquiry into the amount of consideration would be 
necessary But we do not think that the first paragraph of s. 135 has any 
application to a case like tlie present in which the debtors deny the existence 
of the debt altogether, and the purchaser of the debt has to obtain judgment 
affirming the claiiii before,any satisfaction is made or tendered. Clause id) of 
the section, by providing that nothing in the fiist paragraph of the section 
ajiplies where the judgment of a Court has been, or is about to be, delivered 
affirming the claim, makes tl-.e mutter clear Tins view’ is in accordance W'ith 
tho decision of this Court in the cases of Ginsh G}uiiulra v. Kamsiran Debt 
(1. L R, 13 C/hI., 145) and Khusdeb Jiisv'in, v Sutis Monthd (1. L B., 15 
Cal., 436), and of the Madras Higli (.'ourt in Subbamma! v Vriikatarama 
(I LB., 10 .Mad., 2H9). The Allaiiabad Higli Coutt lias, it is true, taken a 
different view in the case of Jti>n licqani v Jahtinq/t L B., 9 All., 

476), and tho learned counsel for the respondent strongly relied upon 
th&t case and the reasons thoiein given, and contended that the first paragraph 
of 8. 135 appliec^ to this case, and that Ccl4] clause (d) refers to 
cases wliei'c the sale takes jilace aitur judgment has been delivered affirming 
the claim or after it is made cloai bv evidence .ind is j-oadv for judgment. But 
after careful consideration of his aiguiuent, we sue no leason to question the 
coirectuess of the decisions of tins Couit 

The language of clause (</) fullv hcai.s out our view. It W'ouid, we think, 
bo wrong to limit the clause to casts where tiio judgment of a Court affirming 
tlie claim lias lioen delivered, or where tho case is made clear by evidence 
before, the sale of tlie claim, since, if tliat had been tbe lutoutiou, it would have 
been expressed h> adopting the same giainnnitical sliuctuie m this clause as 
111 the tiiree pieoeding clauses, and hv using vvoids sucli as these;— 
“Where it lb made after the judgment of ,i competent Coin t, I'fe.” Nor is 
there anything unreasonalile in this view, tliougli it may not secure the dis¬ 
couraging of siieoubitive puvchase.t, the mam object of the section, to the same 
extent tliat the ojijjositt) view does. There is good reason lor compelling a 
speculative puichasei of an actionalde claim to he s.'ti&fied if he gets from the 
party liable tlie price jiaid with interest and incidental oxjienses before the claim 
is made eertain by .-.uit, but the leasondoes not hold equally good after he has 
got his claim affirmed by suit in Court ft w’ould he discouiaging speculative 
purchasers suffibiently if they are told that it is in the jvower of those against 
whom claims aio purchRsed,to ('btain discharge b\ paving tliLMii tlie price paid 
with interest and expenses, but it would he something move than discouraging 
such purchases and would indeed practically amount to prolnbiting them if 
purchasers were told tliat they may recovei nothing if they fail to establish the 
claimfl purchased, but they shall in no case get a pice more than the amount 
they have actually paid as price and expense-s w’lth interest. It was^argued 
for the respondents that, if tho above view is correct, it will be in the power of 
the purchaser by falsely overstating the price to prevent the dcbtoi Irora getting 
the benefit of the section. We do not think that this would follow. Where 
the debtor without denying the claim o&ers to pay the jiurchaser the price paid 
by him with interest and expenses of the sale and merely disputes the amounts 
of these items, there, if the purchaser has to obtain judgment of the Court 
determining such L61a]l amounts, it would not be a judgment affirming the 
claim, and so the case would not come under the exception in clause {d} of 
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s. 13d, and the first paragraph of the section would apply. But that is not the 
case here. ^ 

We think, therefore, that the two grounds upon which the Court of Appeal 
below has dismissed the suit are both wTong in law, and the judgment appealed 
against must he reversed ; and as the other questions raised in the case have not 
been disposed of by the Lower Appellate Court, the case must be remanded to 
that Court for their determination Costs will abide the result. 

.4ppeal allowed and case remanded. 

J.V.W 


NOTES. 

(The Transfer of I’ropertj Aot, 1S8‘J, s 1.H5. was rcpuaiud b\ Act 11 of lUOO The 
uaces (18U4) ‘il Gal , .'>68 : (18U6) '13 Cal., 718 , were prior tliereto 

As regards the oficct of the consideration being unpaid, w also (lUOl) 4 C.L.J., 3.44.3 
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APPBLL.VTE CIVIL. 

The :^4th Apt'l, IhfH. 

I’KESH.NT • 

Mu. .iUSTlCJi MACPHEUSON ANIl Mlt. .1 GSTICK AmEKU .VIjI. 

Badba Kishen LalJ..Judgment-debtor 

versus 

* Radha Pershad Sing.Decree-holder.' 

Limitation -- hjXi'i-.udun of deciee—Civil Tinvidinr Code (Act XIV nj 

S.S. iif, .J7J-, 464 -iyepiuate appUvations to execute relief oj a 

diperent chaincter. 

Tbc Code of Givil IVo>-edure doc.-i not pieveiit a pcrsoii ftoiii iiialciiig sop.ir.ile and bucces- 
bive applications for execution of a de,ercc, giving reliefs of dilTcrcnt characters in respect to 
each Kuch relief 

Sections IS, 37.S and .471 do not .ippli to proceedings for cxccutioii of decree 

Radka Chainn r. Mini fiiwjh (I E H , I'i All , .IU‘2) dissented from. 

Wajihan v. Bimoannlk Pet shad (Anlt p. 462) followed. 

In this case the decree-holder obtained a decree against the judgment-debtor, 
requiring the latter to remove his hut, which stood on the land decreed. The 
decree also contained an order for the delivery of the disputed land, and 
further awarded costs to the decree-holder. OuX of the three reliefs thus 
granted, the decree-holder first ajiplied for execution for costs only, and full 
satisfaction of this part of blie decree was certified to the Court. 

Subsequently the decree-holder applied for execution of the other reliefs 
granted by the decree. In the First Court this application C516jJ| for exe6ution 
was opi^sad by the jucfgment-debtor on the ground that it was a res judicata, 
and that the reliefs were not included in the first application for execution. It 
was also cont^ded that the application was haned by ss. 43 and 37S of 
the Code of Civil Procedure. That Court overruled these objections and allowed 
execution to proceed. The judgment-debtor appealed to the District .Judge of 
Shahahad. 

* Appisttl ftom Order No. 17 of 1891, against the order of J. O. Charles, P'sq., Judge of 
Bbab.ibad, dated the Ist of September 1890, affirming the order at Baboo Promotbo Nath 
Chatterjee, Muaaif of Buxar, dated the 28rd of May 1890. 
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The District Judge dismissed the appeal, and fciie matorial portion of hie 
judgment was as follows :~ 

“ ifo doubt the Privy Council has held that the principle of res judicata 
applies to execution proceedings, but in my humble opinion it does not follow 
by any means that all legal restrictions, which the Legislature has seen fit to 
impose upon the institution of suits, should he considered equally applicable to 
the execution of decrees Such legal barriers are in one sense matters of procedure, 
and find a place in the Civil Procedure Code, but in my opinion it is not desirable 
that they should all be extended to the execution of decrees. The execution of 
decrees has been separately dealt with by the Code, and if, in addition to the 
special restrictions of the Code, decree-holders are relegated in other matters 
to the position of ordinary jilaintiffs, it seums to me that undesirable and 
unnecessary obstacles will be thrown in their wav, and thp execution of the 
decrees of the Civil Courts will be surrounded with ever-increasing difficulties. 
The learned Chief Justice of the Bombay High Court has held in Tara Chand 
Msgraj v. Koshinalh Trnnhak (I L K, 10 Bom , 62), that s 374 of the 
Civil Procedure Code does not appK to applications for execution, and as the 
rulings applicable are conflicting, while the practice in Bengal is not, I believe, 
to apply SH, 373 and 43 of the Civil Procedure Code to execution proceed¬ 
ings, 1 decline to follow the recent rulings of the Allahabad High Court (T.L R., 
10 All., 71, and J L. R , J2 .411, 179) until they a^e approved by the 
• Calcutta High, Court; and I hold, therefore, that the barriers provided bv 
ss. 373 and 43 of tlio Civil Prooidiiro C) le .ire lub .ipplictlile to proceedings 
in execution.” 

From this order the judgment-debtor appealed to the High Court. ^ 

CS173 Baboo Taraknath Valit tor the Appellant 

Baboo Hem Uhuntier Uanerjoc, Bahoo Umakah Mooketjee, and Baboo 
Joqendcr Ohunder Ghme for the Resixandent. 

The following eases were referred to in the course of the arguments : — 

Bindey Kartm v. Romesh Chniidn Bundapadhya ("J. L. R., 9 Cnl., 65), 
Protab Vhunder Dos<i v. Peary Chowdhiain fl. L R., 8 Cal, J74), Suraj Prosad 
V. SHa Ram (I L R , 10 All, 71) ; Fnkn-ullah v. Thnkur Prosad (I. L. R., 
12 All., 179): Pirjad'' v. Pttjade (I. L R 6 Bom., 6H1) . Tara Ohand Megraj 
V. Kashinath Trivihak (I. L. R , 10 Bom , 62), Hamanatidan GfietU v. Pena- 
tambi Shervm (1. L R., 6 Mad,, 250) and Radha Charnn v, Man Singh 
(I. L. R , 12 AU.. 392). 

The judgment of the Court (Ma(’PHRRSON and Ameer Ali, JJ ) was 
as follows 

The decree-holder, the respondent in this appeal, had obtained a decree for 
possession of a plot of land, ^or the removal of a hut which stood thereon, and 
for costs. He first took out execution for costs, and on the amount being realized, 
the case was struck off on the 5th of June 1889 as disposed of. On the 17th 
March. 1890, he auplied to execute the decree for possession and for the removal 
of the hut, and^was met by the objection that the decree could not be executed 
in parts . that the order of che 5th of June had disposed of the whole casS, and 
that under the provisions of s. 43 of the Civil Procedure Code, read with 
8.647, a further application for execution could not be entertained. The 
Munsif and the District Judge on appeal overruled the objections, and it is now 
contended that they were wrong in doing so, having regard to the provisions of 
88.43 and 373 of the Code. 

In our opinion s. 48 does not apply to proceedings in execution of a 
decree, and when a decree gives reliefs of a different character, such as a deofee 
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for possession and a decree for costs, we sea nothing in the Code of Procedure 
which prevents separate and successive applications for execution as regards 
each of fclnem. In some cases separate applications to different Courts would be 
necessary. If the judgment-debtor resided out of the jurisdiction and had no 
assets within it, the decree for costs would necessarily he executed in the district 
in which the assets were, altliough the C6f8j decree for possession would be 
executed by the Court which passed the decree In the absence of any provi¬ 
sion in the Code ilirecting that the* application must be, when possible, to 
execute tlie entire decree, hov\(‘ver various the reliefs granted may be, we must 
hold that the second application m the pieseut case is not barred on the ground 
that the decree-holder did not in his first application apply to execute the 
whole deertse The order of the Cfiiirt, striking the case off as disposed of, 
obviously had reference only to the particular application before it. 

.A.S regards tlio provisions of s .‘1711 of tlie Code in connection with 
which it w’as argued that, as the tiist afiphcation was struck off without an\ 
permission to make a fresh one for the unexecuted portion of the decree, a 
fresh .ipphcation could not he entertained, our attention has been called to a 
decision ol a Division neocii of this Court in ICnji/M/i v JiiHU-niiath Pershnd 
[Ante, p in \Nlncdi it was held, differing from the Allahabad High Court 

{Badha Chartm \ Man Snuih, I L R, 12 .\11., 892), that‘•s 373 and 374 
did riot applv to e\HjjuLion proceedings. Wo agree with the learned Judges who 
decided that case, and we think that tlio grounds for holding that ss. 373* 
and 374 do .lol applv, are applicable to s 43 also The appeal is dis¬ 
missed with costs 

A. F M A. R. Appeal ditniisird 

NOTES 

C.Vt- Ilso (IS'.ll) 17 All fOSPC] 
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'The Iltfi June, 

PitKSKNT 

CoMi.u Pkthf.h.am, Kt., Chief JrsTicp:, anh 
Mk .kTSTH'E Bevekley. 


Chatter Lai and others.Petitioners 

f'crs'i/s 

Tliacoor Pershad_ .Opirosite pad^.' 

Penal Cade ( id XLV of JfifKt), s. IHfi- Puhhr xetvant Amefin appomied 
^ undn lienftdl TeMonev Ad [VIH of lSfi/)),.s. (A) --Hernial 

Tenancif Ad, s. h’.9. 

A person nuinmatcd by ihc Collector inider section fi9 of the Bengal Tennnev Act, for 
the purpose of making a division of crops hetnecn the [819] landlord and (he totmtit, is 
not a public servant within the meaning of section 186 of the Penal Code. 

* Criminal Motion No 232 of 18U1. against the order of G. Gcidt, Esq., Sessions Judge 
of Bhagulpot^, dated the 15tb of May 1891 affirming the order paRsi*d bv H Basu, Esq. 
Deputy Magistratit- of Jainui, dated the 6th of May 1891. ’ 
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On the application of certain ryots of moujsah Narlunpore, made under 
section 69 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, one Thaooor Pershad was appomted an 
ameen by the Deputy Collector of Jamai to make a division of certain crops. 
Thaooor Pershad held no official position of any kind whatever: he, however, 
proceeded to the spot, and the usual notices having been served, certain 
resident ryots (the accused) came forward and claimed the crops as belonging 
to them and obstructed the ameen ; the ameen thereupon submitted a report 
to the Bub-divisional Officer, stating that he had been obstructed in bis duty: 
and the Sub-divisional Officer thereuixm passed the following order:—“ Tell him 
to come away, prosecute the men and fix an early date”. The accused were, 
under this order, prosecuted before the Hub-divisional Officer, who sentenced 
them under section 186 of the Penal Code to rigorous imprisonment for one 
month. 

The accused moved the High Court to have their sentences set aside. 

Moulvie /s/am (with him Moulvie Mahomed [ahfaq) for the accused 

contended that the Sub-divisional Officer having instituted the proceedings 
ought not to have liimself tried the case , that there was no complaint such as 
is contemplated by the Code before that officer, and no examination of the 
complainant under section 200 of the Code , that the ameen was not a public 
servant, and that therefore the conviction under section 186 of the Penal 
Code was bad. ^ 

No one appeared on the other side. 

The order of the Court (Petheram, C. .T., and Bevebley, ,1.) was as 
follows:— 

The only real question in this case is whether a person nominated by a 
Collector under section 69 of the Bengal Tenancy Act for the purpose of mak¬ 
ing u division of crops between the landlord and the tenant is a public servant 
within the meaning of the Penal Code. We think that ha is not. He does 
not fulhl any of the characteristics of a public servant as defined by the law. 
His mere office is to go down on the nomination of the Collector and (530] 
appraise and'' make a division of the crops as between two private persona who 
are to pay him lor his services. Under these circumstances, we think that this 
convictiiin should not he sustained, and this rule should be made absolute to 
set it aside. 

T. A. P. Conviction set aside. 


NOTES. 

also (1H!W; P.R. 9 , 11901) 29 Oal.. 2S6. J 
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[18 Cal. 8>0] 

appellate crviii. 

The ii4th April, ISitl '. 

Present ; 


Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 


Gosaain Dalmar Puri.Plaintiff 

verms 

Bepm Beliary Mitter and another.Defendants." 


Limitation Act (XV o/ 1H87), Schedule II Art 144—Symbolical pi^ssesaion. 

The plaintiff Uj^'aiii Dalmac Puri'ii predecessor in title, one Qos'vtin Laohmi Narain 
Pun, acquired the share of '2 annas ami 8 pies in certain mouKiibs by purchase at a sale held 
in execution of Ins own deciee aftainst one Het Narain Singh, and in September 1871 obtained 
symbolical possession 

In December 1874, Het Narain Singh and his co-sharers granted a perpetual lease to 
one Gokulaniind, reserving a nominal rent. Subsequently Gosaain Lachmi Narain Pun 
brought a suit for possession of the 2 annas and 8 pies share against Het Narain Singh and 
his co-sharers, and after the death of frossain Lachmi Narain Pun, Oosaain Dalmar Puri 
obtained a decreo. Ii^ March 1882, (lossain Dalmar Pun obtained symbolical possession in 
execution of that decree. 

On the 29th January 1887, Bopin Rehary Mittcr purchased at a sale in execution of a 
decree against Gokulanund, the right of the latter as lessee, and obtained, through the 
Court, Hjmbohcal possession of the same. 

Gossain Dalmar Pun then instituted this suit to recover possession of the said 2 annas 
and 8 pies share against Bepin Behary Hitter and Ookulanund in December 1887, that is, 
13 years after the grant of the le.i'.e by Hot Narain Singh and his co-sharera to Ookulanund. 
The defence set up was limitation 

Held, that the suit was barred by limitation. 

Held also, that when the lea.se purports to be a perpetual lease without reversion to the 
grantors, and no rights reserved to them, hut only a [981) nominal rent, symbolical 
possession as against the grantors would not bo effective against the lessee, and thus save 
the bar in limitation 

Bejoif Chunder Banerjee v, Kally Prostyino Mnokeijee (I. L. R., 4 Cal , 327) refenedto. 
Ik this case one Gossain Lachmi Narain Puri, the predecessor in title of 
the plaintiff Gossain Dalmar Puri, in execution of his ovim decree, on the 15th 
of November 1873, purchased the sliare of the judgment-debtor, one Het 
Narain Biugh, in mouzah Rampore Balwa and other mouzahs Gossain Lachmi 
Narain Puri then obtained a sale certificate on the 26th of July 1874, and on 
the 30th of September of the same year obtained, through the Court, symholi- 
oal possession. 

Subsequently he instituted a suit, alleging that he was dispossessed, 
against Het Narain Singh and his co-sharers foi? the recovery of possession of 
his aforesaid share. On the 31st of March 1881, after the death of Gossain 
Laohmi Naram Puri, his disciple and successor, the plaintiff Gossain Dalmar 
Puri, obtained a deerra forihe 2 annas and 8 pies share which had belonged 
to Het Narain Singh, and on the 15th of March 1882 obtained, through the 
Court, symbolical possession 

In the meantime, that is to say on the 4th of December 1874, Het Narain 
Singh and his co-sharers bad given a permanent lease to one Gokulanaod. In 
execution of a decree against Gokulanand, his leasehold interest was sold to 
one Bepin Behary Mitter, who on the 29th of January 1987 took delivery of 
possession of the same. 

* Appeel from Appellate Deoree-No. 1814 of 1889 againstthe decree J. Crawford, Reg., 
Judge of Gya, dated the 10th of Auguat 1889, reveming the decree of Baboo Amrita Lai P«l, 
Subordinate Judge of Gya. dated the 18Hi of December 1688. 
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This suit was brought by the plaintiff, on the 7th of December 1887 
against Bepin Behary Mitter and Gokulanand to recover possession with mesne 
profits of the 2 annas and 8 pies share in the aforesaid mouzahs. The main 
defence was that the plaintiff’s suit was barred by limitation. 

The first Court was of opinion that Gokulanand’s possession was not 
adverse to the plaintiff. That Court further held that the symbolical 
possession obtained by the plaintiff of the disputed share of 2 annas and 8 pies, 
on the 15th of March 1882, was possession not only as against Het Narain 
Singh and his co-sharers, but as against Gokulanand also, who claimed through 
them, and that such delivery of possession saved this suit from limitation even 
[582J if Gokulanand’s iMssession was adverse He, therefore, decreed the 
plaintiff’s suit. 

The Lower Appellate Courtdiff'ered from the conclusions arrived at by the 
first Court, and held that Gokulanand's possession was adverse to the plaintiff’s 
rights, and that inasmuch as the defendants “ set up their own title to a 
leasehold right adversely to the plaintiff's I'ght to immediate possession, and 
thev have maintained their possession for all these years, and in spite of the 
symbolical possession taken under the previous suit," tlie suit was barred under 
article 144 of the second schedule to the Limitation Act. 

The plaintiff preferred a special appeal to the High Cot^t. 

Mr. Woodvoffe.f Baboo Karitna Smdhii Mukprji, and Baboo Jogender 
ChuTulra Ghose, for the Appellant. 

Mr. Evans and Baboo Atul Krishim Ghose for the Respondents. 

Baboo Kanina Sindhu Mukerji, for the Ajipellant —The respondent, 
Bebin Behary Mitter, who purchased the interest of Gokulanand, was bound 
by the decree against the lessor, Het Narain Singh, and the symbolical 
possession obtained under it on the 15th of March 1882. Symbolical possession 
cannot give a fresh starting point againt third persons only, viz , persons claim¬ 
ing an equal right with the appellant— .7 Mukerji v. Ram Chiinder 
Hysack U.JL. R., 5 Cal., 584.5 C. L. R., 548), Juggohundhu Mitter v. Puma- 
nund Go'iSiimi (I. L. R., 16 Cal., 530). The decree against the lessor could not 
be wholly infriictuous The appellant’s title against the lessor was not barred 
according to the Full Bench decisions. His possession was through his lessee. 
If the suit was barred against the lessee, it would be barred against the lessor 
also. Further, unles.s it was found i hat the respondents held the lease with 
the knowledge of the appellant for more than tw'elve years, the appellant’s 
suit could not be held to be barred by limitation— Petamber Baboo v. Nilmony 
Singh Deo (I, L. R., 3 Cal., 793), Ram Chunder Singh v. Madho Kumari (I.L.R., 
12 Cal., 484), Tekactnec Goiira Ooomaree v. Saroo Coomaree (19 W. R., 253). 

[523} Mr. Evans, for the Respondents.—The symbolical possession taken 
by the appellant in September 1874 extinguished the title and possession of 
Het Narain Singh in the disputed mouzahs. The right and possession of Het 
Narain Singh being extinguished, the respondant No. 2 entered into possession, 
alleging a grant from Het Narain Singh and his co-sharers This possession 
was adverse to the appellant— Bejoy Ghunder Banenee v. Rally Prosunno 
Mookerjee (T. L. R., 4 Cal., 327). Adverse possession is defined to be possession 
by a person holding on his own behalf, or'on behalf of some person other than 
the true owner, the true owner having' a right to imm^iate possession. 
Hence the respondent No. 2 and his representatives in title, not having been 
sued within twelve years, were in the position of third parties holding 
adversely. The symbolical possession, therefore, obtained by the appellant 
on the 15th of March 1882, against Het Narain Singh and hi^ oo-sharers, 
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gave DO frrah starti as oonfcended for by the apmUant— Juggobundku 
Mitter v. Vumanund Gosmmt (J. L. B., 16 Cal., 530). The ease of Bam 
Ghunder Singh v. Madho Kumari (I. L. B., 12 Cal., 484) does not apply 
to the present case, £t has been held that where the right of a tenant depended 
upon trespass, and was not recognised by the true owner of the land, the tenant 
was at lilrarty to plead adverse possession— Dtnomoni Oahea v. Doorgaperaad 
Mozoomdar (B. L. B., 274 ; 21 W. B., 70), and the same rule has been followed 
by the Bombay Court in Maidin Saiba v. Sagapa (I. L B., 7 Bom., 96). The 
appellant not having sued the respondents within twelve years from the date of 
the origin of his title, his remedy was barred by limitation. 

Babu Karuna Sindhu Mukerji replied. 

Tiie judgment of the Court (Toitenuam and Ameeu Ali, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

Tottenham, J. (Ameisk Ali, J., ooncurring) —In this ease the Lower 
Appellate Court has differed from the first Com tin holding that the suit 
is barred by limitation, and » j have to decide whether the District Judge was 
right or wrong. 

[3243 The suit was brought to eject the defendants from a 2 annas, B gundahs 
share ot a ceitain mouzah, and to obtain from them mesne profits in resjieot 
thereof. Plaintiff’s predecessor in title acquired the share in question of the 
whole mouzah Bampore Balwa, of which the mouzah now in question is a 
“dakhili,” by purchase at a sale held in execution of his own dqcree against his 
debtor, Het Narain Singh, and obtained formal possession through the Court 
on the 30tb of September 1874. 

In December 1874, Het Narain Singh, together with all his co-sharers in 
the mouzah, granted a perpetual mouroosi ticca of their " dakhili" to the 
defendant No. 2, reserving the almost nominal rent of Bs. 25 per annum. 

Subsequently the plaintiff's predecessor brought a suit against all the 
maliks, including Het Narain, whose right had been sold to him, on the allegation 
that they had dispossessed him ; and after his death the plaintiff recovered 
a decree for the 2 annas 8 gundhas share which had been Het Narain’s 
on the Slst of March 1881. In March 1882 he obtained formal possession in 
execution of that decree. * 

On the 29th of January 1887, defendant No. 1 having purchased at a sale 
in execution of a decree again.st defendant No. 2, the right of the latter as tiooa- 
dar, obtained formal possession of the same through the Court. 

Plaintiff complains that be was then dispossessed of the 2 annas 8 gundahs 
share belon^ng to him ■, and he instituted this suit bo recover it in December 
1887 —13 years after the grant of the ticca by Het Narain to the defendant No. 2. 

The first Court was of opinion ttiat the ticcadar’s possession was not adverse 
to the plaintiffand that he does not claim any right adverse co the plaintiff'. 
That Court further held that the formal possession obtained by the plaintiff of 
the share now in dispute in 1882 was possession not only as against the defendants 
in that suit, but as against the ticcadar also who claims through one of those 
defendants, and that such delivery of possessioa saves this suit from limitation, 
even il the tiooadar’s possession was adverse. 

The Appellate Court, on the contrary, held that the ticoadar’s pos&^ion 
was adverse to the plaintiff’s right and that it had been [323} held all bhwe 
years ”, and therefore was sufficient to bar this suit under article 144 of the 
schedule to the Limitation Act. 

My opinion is that the District Judge’s decision is correct; and that 
althou^ the ticcadar ori^nally acquired no right w.hatever to that share of the 
mouzah which had, before the sale in 1874, bdong^to Het Narain Singb, yet 
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his possession immediately became adverse to the plaintiff; and that the latter 
cannot as against the ticoadar take any benefit from the formal possession 
obtained in execution of the decree of March 1881 to whicii the ticcadar was 
no party. The plaintiff himself has repudiated any relation of landlord and 
tenant as between himself and the defendant, and by his suit declares tbe pos¬ 
session of the latter to be adverse to bis rights; and if that possession had been 
enforced for more than 12 years before this suit was brought, I do not see how 
the plaintiff can get rid of the bar of limitation. It might be more easy to do 
so if the ticcadar in question was a mere lessee of Het Narain Singh, and if 
there purported to exist any reversionary right in the latter. It might m such 
case be argued that tbe symbolical possession obtained by the plaintiff as 
against Het Narain in 1882 was equally effective as against one setting up to 
be his tenant or his ijaradar, and in possession on his account But here the 
tiooa purports to be a perpetual estate, with no leversioii to the grantors, and 
no right reserved to them hut the nominal rant of Es 25 per annum amongst- 
them all. The Full Bench decisions— Jttqgobufuikii Mulcerjt v. liam Chnnder 
EysacA (I. L. R., 5 Cal., 684 , 5 C. L, R., 548) and Juqgobnndhu Mittcr v, 
Purnanuitd Gonsami (I. L. R., 16 Cal., 530.)—cited for the appellant do not, in 
my opinion, govern the present case, in which, as 1 think, the defendant has 
been in adverse possession for more than 12 vears before suit, and not on behalf of 
the party against whom the plaintiff obtained a decree.* in 1881 and got 
symbolical possession in execution of that decree. In the case of Hejoy Chuimer 
Banerjee v. KaUy Prosonmt Mookerjae (1 L. R., 4 Cal., 327), this Court 
pointed out the distinction as regards a plea of limitation between a person 
holding as tenant for a term under a party in wrongful possession, and one 
holding as owner Cj^ 6] and not as lessee on the term of paving a fixed sum 
annually to tlie former owner, although wliat lie pays is called r&nt. .\nd that 
distinction is one which I think must tell in fayour of the defendant in the 
present suit. 

The Privy Council decisions cited for the appellant— Horn Chunder Singh 
v. Madho Kuman (I.L.R., 12 Cal, 484) and Tekaetnee Gonra Lonmaree v. Saroo 
Coomaree SV.B,., 253)—do not seem to me to he applicable to this case. 

Those cases only show tliat a tenant cannot plead limitation in a contest with 
his landlord in respect of an adverse riglit as a perpetual tenure-holder except 
from the date when the landlord has had notice of such adverse claim. And 
this ruling does not further the plaintitil's case before us. 1 am of opinion that 
the defendant is entitled to raise the plea of limitation, and that the Lower 
Ap{X)ilate Court has properly found that the possession was always adverse to 
the plaintiff, and I would accordingly dismiss this appeal with costs. 

A. F. M. A. B. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

£ It was bold i:i (1900) 'JH Bom , -275 on a review of the cases, that nynibolical possession 
IS good as against the judgment-debtor but not as against third parties. See also 16 Bom 
732; (1694) 19 Bora , 630; (1907) 6 CL J., 479. ' 

In (1909)99 Mad., 807 Sir V. Bhashyam AYYANQAK J. in bolding that a lessee*daring 
the continuance of his tenancy, cannot prescribe adversely to tbe landlord, explained 
this case thus, “ In 18 Cal, 520. a permanent lease of certain mouzas was granted 
by the judgment-debtor, after hib right, title and interest therein had been sold in execution 
of the decree. . . . Tbe lessee having been let into possession under a permanent lease by the 
judgment-debtor, it was void as against the prior purchaser, and the lessee, therefore, was in 
possession really as a trespasser as against the purchaser, professing to hold for upwards of 
of thirteen years the land as a permament lease. Tt was, therefore, held that he acquired 
a right of pennanent occupancy by prescription "] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 11th June, 189 L 
Present: 

Sir VV. Comer Pbthbham, Kt., Ghibp .Justice and 
Mr. Justice Ghosb. 


Dakhina Churn Chattopadbya.Defendant 

versus 

Bilash Chunder Roy.Plaintiff.” 


Jurisdiction—Act VI of 1871, s. 18—Sale in execution—Loral limits 
of }iii isdiction under Act VI of 1871 — Practice—Formof action. 

Where .i District J ude^e, uuder the authority vested in him by section IS of Act VI of 
1871, has assigned to a Babordinate Judge the lue.il limits of his particular jurisdiction, that 
officer can only exercise jurisdiction within such local limits. 

Obhoy Chum Coondoo v, Golam .III (I. L. R , 7 Cal., 410) and Prem Chand Dey v. 
Mokhoda Debt (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 699) followed. 

Thia was a suit td set aside a sale held hy che Heeond Subordinate Judge of 
Dacca on, amongst other grounds, the ground that the ^^27} ift’operty was not 
situate within his jurisdiction, hut fell within that of the First Subordinate 
Judge 

The facts of the case, so tar as thev are necessary foi this report, are 
as follows:—The plaintitt was the owner of certain property situated in 
Beecharam's deon within the town of Dacca, and within the jurisdiction of 
the First Subordinate Judge of tnat district, he having become possessed 
of the property on the 29th March 18B3 as the purchaser at an execution 
sale of the righU of his ancles Nobin Chandra, Bharat Chandra, and Atul 
Chandra Roy. huhseijuentlv to this purchase one Shyaina Sundari Dohi 
obtained a decree against Nobin Chandra and Ins brothers in the Court 
of the First Subordinate Judge of Dacca, and applied for and obtained in that 
Court a transfer of this decree for execution to the Court of the Second 
Subordinate Judge of that district, on the ground “that the judgment-debtor 
had no property within the jurisdiction of this Court," and at a sale held 
in executiof ol this decree the present defendant on the IfSbh September 1^6 
became the purchaser, and, under process issuing from the Court of the Second 
Subordinate Judge, took possession of the property. It appeared that on the 
20th January 1883, there being two Subordinate .lydges in the district of Dacca, 
the District Judge of Dacca, under the provisions of s. 18 of Act VI of 1871, 
assigned to each of these Subordinate Judges the local limits of their particular 
jurisdictions ; assigning to the First Subordinate Judge the Sudder thannah and 
the thannah ofNaraingunge, and to the Second Subordinate Judge the remainder 
of the district. In 1887, however, the whole of the town of Dacca was in¬ 
cluded within the Sudder thannah, and the jurisdiction of the two Subordinate 
.ludgss was re-affirmed on the 4th February 1887 by the District Judge in 
accordance witii the robooari of the 20th January 1883. This assignment 
of jurisdiction was duly confirmed and sanctioned by a notification of the 
Government, dated the 6th February 1888, published in the Calcutta Gazette 
of the 29th February 1888. _ __ 

’ Appeal from OrigiQal Decree No. 800 of 1889, against the decree of Baboo Beni 
Madhiib MitVer, Buboedinate Judge of Dacca, dated the 80th of Ai^et 1889. 
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The defendant contended that the division of jurisdiction effected by the 
order of the District Judge was made for administrative purposes only, and 
that as both the Subordinate Judges had been appointed Subordinate Judges 
of the district of Dacca, both of them had jurisdiction to sell properties situate 
within that district. 

tS283 The Subordinate Judge held that the Second Subordinate Judge of 
Dacca had not jurisdiction to sell the property, as it was situated within the 
jurisdiction of the First Subordinate .ludge, and set aside the sale. 

The defendant appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Srtnath Das and Bahno Bykanta Nath Das for the Appellant. 

Dr. Troilokya Nath Mitter and Baboo Han Mohun Chuckerhati for the 
Bespondent. 

Baboo firinath Das. —The division of jurisdiction was merely for adminis¬ 
trative pnvTposm—DinonathSanna Sirkar v. Mam Chiimier Bysack (unreported), 
and on appeal Ram Chunder Bysack v iJimmath Saima (6 C. Ij. R, 470), in 
which latter case the Privy Council say the / wish to throw no doubt whatever 
upon tlin decision of the High Court, by which it was held that the Principal 
Budder Ameen had jurisdiction to issue execution. 

Dr Tiotlokya Nath MtUcr. —The decision in the unreported case was under 
s. 3, Act X of 1844, but the Privy Council in 6 C. L R./470, do not decide 
the appeal onfiitlier that Act, or Act VI of 1871. The case of Ohhoy Chum 
Coondoo V Gulam Ah (I L. R., 7 Cal., 410) is in mv favour as showing that 
the Second Subordinate Judge liad no jurisdiction, as also the case of Prem Chand 
Dpy*v, Hokhnda Debt (I. L. R , 17 Cal, 6991. The High Court would have no 
power to give lurisdiotion to the Second Subordinate Judge over land situated in 
another sub-district—see Karntm Siindan Chowdhram v Kab Prosunna 
Ghcsc (1. L R.. 12 Cal. 225). 

The following judgments we’re delivered by the Court:— 

Petheram, C.J. — I think that the Subordinate Judge was right to set 
aside the sale, and tiiat the appeal must he dismissed. 

The point IS concluded by the decision', in the cases of Ohhoy Chum 
Coondnav. Golam .■\h (1. L. R , 7 Cal., 410) and Prem Chand Ihy v Mokhoda 
Debt U C. R, 17Cal., 699). 

Ohose, J. —The question raised m this appeal is whether a sale held by 
the Second Subordinate .ludge of Dacca (Baboo Mutty Lall Sircar) on the 15th 
September 1886, in execution of a decree [.129] passed by tlie First Subor¬ 
dinate Judge of the same district, was a bad sale for want of jurisdiction. 

It appears that, in exerQise of the powers vested in him hy section 18, Act 
VI of ISH, the District .Judge of Dacca, on the 20th .January 1883, defined the 
local limits of the jurisdiction of the First and Second Subordinate Judges of 
that place. And the Court below in this case finds—and there can be no doubt 
as to the correctness of that finding—that the property which was sold on the 
16th September 1886 bv tlie Second Subordinate Judge is, or at any rate was 
then, situate within the local jurisdiction of the First Subordinate Judge as 
defined by the District .ludge 

A question was raised before us in the course of argument whether, sup¬ 
posing that the order of the District Judge of the 20th January 1883 applied 
to the Second Subordinate Judge, who then held office in Dacca, it could apply 
to Baboo Mutty Lall Sircar, who was subsequently, in the year 1884, 
appointed as a Subordinate Judge of Dacca, and who would have, as such Subor¬ 
dinate Judge, jurisdiction over tiie whole of the district. But on looking at the 
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oorrespondence whioh took plaoe in the year 1684 between the then Dietriot 
Jud^e and the High Court on the subject, after Baboo Mutty Lall Sircar’s 
appointment, and which correspondence we thought it necessary to send for, as 
also the letter of the District Judge, dated the 14th May current, it seems to be 
perfectly clear that Baboo Mutty Lall Sircar held the position of the Second 
Subordinate Judge, and as such exercised jurisdiction within the local limits 
assigned to the Sfcoyid Subordinate Judge by the order of the District Judge of 
the 20tb January 1883. 

That the two Subordinate Judges of Dacca exercised jurisdiction over 
different local limits appears also from the fact that the decree-holder in this 
case, before he caused the sale of the property in dispute, petitioned to the 
First Subordinate Judge for a transfer of his decree to the Court of the Second 
Subordinate -ludge. under sections 223 and 224 of the Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure. upon the ground that the judgment-debtor had no property “ within the 
jnrisdictioD of this Court," i.r., the Court of the First Subordinate Judge. 
[SSO]' And having thu.s got the decree transferred, he applied to the Second 
Subordinate Jodge, Baboo Mutty Lall Sircar, for sale of the property in 
question. 

It seems, therefore, that the Second Subordinate Judge of Dacca bad no 
local jurisdiction oyer this property, as laid down bv the District Judge of 
Dacca in accordance with section 18, Act VI of 1871. 

But then it has been contended before us, upon the authority of the deci¬ 
sion of the Judicial Committee in the case jf Ham Chiinder Bysack v. Dinonath 
Surma Sircar (f> G. L. B., 470) and that of a Divisional Bench of this Court 
(Louis Jackson and McDonnkll, JJ.) in the same case (unreported), that 
the division of jurisdiction effected bv the order of the District Judge was 
made for administrative purposes only, and that it could not go beyond taking 
cognizance ot original suits , and that, therefore, Bahoo Mutty Ltll Sircar 
having been appointed a Subordinate Judge of Dacca, c.iuld not he said to have 
no jurisdiction to sell the property in question. 

The case of Dinonath Sircar was, as has been rightly observed by the 
Court below, a very different case from that whioh we have before us There, 
the property sold was situate partly within the local limits of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen (now styled Subordinate Judge) at Dacca, and partly within that 
of the Principal Sudder Ameen at Furreedpore, as defined by an order of the 
District Judge under section 3, .Act IX of 1844 (both Dacca and Furreedpire 
being at the time within the jurisdiction of one and the same District Judge). 
And therefore each of these officers had the power to sell the property. The 
plaintiff claimed under a sale held by the Principal Sudder Ameen of Furreed¬ 
pore in execution of a decree passed by that officer; but it was contended 
jby the defendant, who had purchased the same property under a sale held 
by the Principal Sudder Ameen of Dacca, that the Subordinate Judge of Furreed¬ 
pore* had no jurisdiction to sell the property, and that the purchase under 
that sale W'as a bmami purchase for the judgment-debtor. The High Court 
held, in the first place,* that the said purchase was not henami, and they then 
Cfi8i3 dealt with the effect of section 3, Act X of 1844, which was the law 
applicable to that case, as also of section 18, Act VI of 1871, as regards the 
jorisdiotion of two or more Principal Sudder Ameens appointed to any plaoe. 
In dealing with this matter they expressed a view which no doubt supports the 
contention of the appellant in this case. But it will be observed that the 
iudgroent of the .ludioial Committee in appeal against that decision turned 
opon the first-mentioned point, yiz . the point of henami. They held that the 
purchase under which the plaintiff olaimed was a' henami purchase for the 
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judgment-debtor, and therefore ho was not entitled to recover. They then 
observed as follows : — 

“ It is not necessary, therefore, to decide whether the Principal Sudder 
Ameen had jurisdiction to issue the execution under which the plaintiff’s vendor 
purchased the estate, but their Lordships wisli to he distinctly understood that 
they throw no doubt whatever upon the decision of the High Court by which 
it was held that the Principal Sudder Amoen liad jurisdiction to issue the 
execution.” 

1 do not understand the Judicial Committee affirming all the remarks 
made by Jackson, J., as regards the effeuc of a. J, Act X of 1844, as also that 
of s. 18, Act VI of 1871. As already oliserved, tne law winch the High Court 
had then to deal witli was the former Act and not the latter Act, the language 
whereof, I may here observe, is somewhat different. 

I do not think we are hound hy any observations which were then made 
as regards the provisions of s. 18, .Vet VI of 1871. On the other hand, there 
is a more recent decision hv another Divisional Bench of this Court (PONTIPEX 
and Field, J»I.) in tho case of O/iAov C'/tiim t/’oondoo v Golam All (I. L. B., 
7 Cal., 410) which is a distinct luithoritv in support of the view taken by the 
Coui't below, tiiat the Second Subordinate Judge of Dacca had no jurisdiction 
to sell this proportv.* The question raised in that case was no doubt 
as to the jurisdiction of two Munsifs, but I think thaf the same reason¬ 
ing as to two Munsifs holding office in the same inunsiff (as it was in that 
case) applies to two KuhordinaGe Judges in tlm same district, whose territorial 
jurisdiction has been [5323 defined under section 18, Act VI of 1871. That 
section runs as follows.— 

“ The Local (jovernnient shall fix, and may from time to time vary, the 
local limits of the jurisdiction of any Civil Court under this Act Provided that 
where more than one Subordinate Judge is appointed to any district, and where 
more than one Muusif I-, appointed to any munsiti, the Judge of the District 
Court may assign to each such Bubordinato .ludge or Munsif the local limits 
of his particular jurisdiction witliin sucli district or muusifi, as the case may 
be. 

The present local limits of the jurisdiction of every Civil Court (other than 
the High Couit) sliall he deemed to lie fixed under this Act.” 

And It was held in Ohhoii Ckutii CDotuloo v Golam Ah (I L.R., 7 Cal., 410) 
that when a District .fudge under soctinii 18 assigns local limits to Munsifs, 
the jurisdiction of eacli Munsif is confined to the particular limits assigned to 
him, that there is nothing in section 18 to limit its operation to the institu¬ 
tion of regulai suits, and that a Munsil has no jurisdiction to attach or sell 
property within the jurisdiction ot another Muusif, as defined by the District 
Judge. 

This construction of s. 18, Act VI of 1871, was apparently accepted as law 
until the year 1887, when the Legislature thought it necessary to alter ■that 
section in material respects (see .Act XII of 1887, s. 13). 

I think we ought to follow the case of Obhoy Churn Codndoov. Golam Ab 
(I. L. R., 7 Cal. 410) and to hold that when the District Judge, under the 
authority vested m him by s. 18, Act VI of 1871, assigns to a Subordinate 
Judge the local limits of his particular jurisdiction, that officer exercises juris¬ 
diction within and not outside (wholly) such local limits. 

In this connection we may refer to some of the observations that were made 
by a Full Bench of this Court in tne case of Piem Chand Dey v. Mukhoda Debt 
CI.L.R., 17 Gal., 699 <703)J, and they were as follows :—“ By s. 16 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure, suits for the Cd33] recovery of immoveable property, 
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or for the determination of any other right or interest in immoveable property, 
must be instituted in the Court witiiin the local limits of whose jurisdiction 
the propet ty is situate This shows that the object of the Code is to limit 
the territorial jurisdiction of the Courts in regard to the property that they 
are entitled to deal with. " And later on—“ So far as the Procedure Code is 
concerned, execution of a decree is onlv a continuation of the suit, and there 
appears no legitimate reason why a Court in the latter stage of the case should 
have greater powers than it possessed in its institution. But however that maybe, 
a comparison of s 223 with the last paragraph of s 649 seems to us to indicate 
that territorial jurisdiction is a condition precedent to a Court executing a 
decree.” 

Tn this case, as already inentitmed, the decree was passed by the First 
Subordinate Judge, and the property which the decree-holder caused to be 
sold was situate within the jurisdiction of that Court, as assigned to it by the 
District Judge , and it follows that tlie First Subordinate Judge, and not the 
Second Subordinate .ludge, was authorized to execute the decree and sell the 
property in question. The transfer of the decree from the Court of the First 
Subordinate Judge to that of the Second Subordinate Judge was evidently 
obtained by a rnisrejiresontiition of facts, and this transfer would not give to 
the Second Subordinate Jufige a jurisdiction which he did not otherwise jiossess. 

Ujion these grc?unds, [ think that the Court below was right in holding 
that the sale held by the Second Subordinate Judge was void, and in deorecing 
the suit upon that ground, without going into the question of fraud in the 
matter ot the sale raised by the plaintiff. 

I may here observe that the proper form of action in such suits is not th.it 
the sale he set <ihide, but to have it declared that the sale is void and ineffectual, 
so as to pass any title to the auction-jiurchaser - and that is what the plaintiff in 
this case substantially asked for, although tlie prayer was also that the sale 
be set aside Tlie doorao of the Subordinate Judge however, is that the 
suit be decreed and the sale he set aside That, I do not think, is Co34] 
the proper deciee to make, hut, as no objection has been raised before 
us on this score, it is not necessary bo sav anything more on the subject, for 
the decree is .substantially -ight 

The appeal will be dismissed with costs. 

T. A. P. Appeal dismissed. 


MOTES 

ako (1897) 19 All., -lOfi , (1901) I*. L R , 163.3 
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APPEWiATE CIVIL. 


The noth June, ItiDl. 

Present : 

Sir VV. Comer Pethekam, Kt., Chief Justice, 
AND Mr. Justice Beverley. 


Baij Nath Singh and others. Plaintilfu 

vei sus 

Sukhu Mahton.Detendant.' 


Evidence Act 1 oj ss. 36-74 —Pnbl/c docmnent—Regulation Xll of 1317, 

' H. 10 — Rent, suit pn. ^ 

\ " Teib hhanny register \>iiiT?Arcd hyn patwari imdcr rulus framed I.y the Board of 
Bovcduc undci « l(j of Regulation Xll of 1S17 in not a public document, nor ib the patwan 
preparing the same a public servant 

These appeals arose out of a number of rent .suits, tued m two groups, by 
different officers, brought liy the pi imtifTs. agamst a number of ryots of iiiouitah 
Miandarpur Kheronia in the district of Patna. The contested facts in these 
cases related to the rates of rent, the areas of the holdings, the lainas, that is, 
the amounts of rent payable annually for the holdings, and tlie payments. 
The mam facts in both groups of cases hemp vnMialh tho .wamo, it \m11 be 
sufhcienl to deal w’ltli one only of these oases so far as such facts and the 
findings of the lower Couits are concerned 

Amongst the documentary evidence relied upon h> the phuntihs before 
the Munsif, was a orirtain Tf-is khana Uegistei (so called from the number of 
columns in the statement or register) touching the question of rates, purporting 
to have been submitted by a deceased patwari during the time of the 
former proprietors. This legister was one of a numlier of registers which 
patwariB are bound to keep in accordance with certain rules of tiio [335] 
Board of Hevenuo (Bovenue Officers' Manual, (Miajiter XJV, page 37) 
drawn up under s. 16 of Begulation Xll of 1817. On the iiues^ion of the 
admissibility and weight to he attached to this document the Munsif held 
that the statement was, striotlv speaking, not a public document either under 
8. 74 of the Evidence Act or under Regulation XTI of 1817, and that the 
statement in question had “ no independent probative force," and on the whole 
case decided that the plaintiffs had failed to prove their allegation regasding 
the jamas, and that the defendants had failed to prove their allegation as to 
payment; and he accordingly gave the appellants decrees tor the amounts due 
according to the jamas admitted by the jrespoudents, without deciding any 
question regarding the areas of the holdings and the rates of rent, which he 
thought were irrelevant 

* Appeal from Appellate Docreo No 1454 of 1889, against the decree of Baboo Oirtsh 
Ghunder Chowdhry, Subordinate Judge of Patna, dated the 27th of M.irch 1889, modifying the 
decree of Baboo Han Kristo Ghafcterji, Munsif of Patna, dated the ‘i2nd of Juno 1888. 
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The plaintiflfs appealed to the Subordinate Judge, who upheld the Munsif’s 
decision ; but on the question of the admissibility of the Teis khatui Begister, 
said—“ A good deal was said as to the nonadmissibility and admissibility of 
the 23 khana register as evidence against the ryots of their rates or jamas. The 
register appears to have been prepared bythepatu’arz and submitted to tbeCollee- 
tor in accordance with the rules framed by the Board of Bevenue under s 16 of 
Regulation XII of 1817, and may therefore be regarded as a register made by 
a person in performance of a duty specially enjoined by the law of the country 
in which such register is kept, even if it cannot be treated as a register kept by 
a public servant in the discharge of his duty. 1 think it is admissible under 
s. 35 of the Evidence Apt, but it seems to me that its weight against the ryots 
IS not much. These registers are prepared behind the liack of the ryots, and 
the patwaris who prepare them are generally under the inHwence of the zemin¬ 
dars, from whom they receive thoir pay, although their status under the law 
is somewhat different from that of a servant of tlio zemindar.’’ 

Against this decision affirming that of th<' Mun.sii the (plaintiff’s) appellants 
appealed to the High Court on, amongst other grounds, the ground that the 
lower Court had not adduced sufficient and satisfactory reasons for refusing to 
treat the 23 khana statements as furnishing materials on tlio question of rates. 

£3363 The Advocate-CJeneral (Sir Chatles Puul), Mr. R. E. Twidale, and 
Baboo Lai Mohan^Doss for the Appellant. 

Dr. Rash Behari/ Ghose and Baboo Mohahec.r Sahai for the.Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Pethkuam, C.J., and llEVKKT.EY, J.) was 
delivered by 

Petheram, C.J. —These are two groupsof second appeals The first group 
begins with No. 1454 of 1SH9, and goes up to No 150’i of iHHf) , tlio second 
group begins with No. 1438 of 189(3, ami goes up t(/ No 1470 of 1890, and 
includes another case, No 1171 ol 1H90. They ai iso out of suits for rent 
brought in respect ol land situated in an ostate in the district of Patna. The 
first group were a numher of oases instituted in tho mouth of May 1887 , the 
second group were a number ot cases instituted in tho m(>nth of May 1888. 
They are between the tame fiarties, and in resuect of the same lands, but the 
first set of cases was tried in the first instance by one Munsif, and in appeal 
heard by one Subordinate .ludge ; the second set of cases was tried by another 
Munsif, and tho appeals from his judgment in tnoso cases lioard by another 
Subordinate Judge, and all these four officers liave cornu to the same conclu¬ 
sion upon the facts. 

As I said just now. these are suits for rent, and the only question which 
had to be tried was, what was the rate of rent which the defendants were to 
pay to the plaintiffs for the occupation of their holdings. Tho plaintiffs in all 
these cosdl gave a certain amount of eviduuce, and all four officers —both the two 
Munsifs who heard the suits in the first instance, and the two Subordinate 
Judges who heard the appeals—have absolutely disbelieved the plaintiffs' case. 
They have come to the conclusion that the case as presented on the part of the 
plaintiffs was untrue, that the evidence which was laid before them was of a ficti¬ 
tious kind, and that it was impossible to act upon it, and consequently they have 
come to the conclusion that the only decree they could give in favour of the plain¬ 
tiffs was a decree for the amount of rent admitt^ by the defendants; and no doubt 
that is the position which the plaintiff, the landlord, must find himself in when 
he attempts to prove the rate of rent by evidence which cannot be relied upon ; 
[387] be then necessarily occupies the position of claiming rant for a holding 
of which he has given no evidence that can be relied upon, and the consequence 
of that is, that the only thing the Court oiu] do is to give him a decree for the 



I.L.R. 18 Cat. 888 


SUEHA MAHTON [1891] 

rent admitted by the defendant. These being second appeals, these findings 
of fact are binding upon this Court unless tlie first Court of Appeal has oom- 
mitted some error in law iu arriving at those findings which gives us jurisdic¬ 
tion to interfere 

The first point that has been raised —and that is with reference to all 
these cases—is, that the learned Munsifs and the learned Subordinate Judges 
have committed an error of law in not giving proper effect to certain registers 
known as the Teis khana registers 

It appears that both the Munsifs and tlie Subordinate Judges have held 
that these were public documents within the meaning of section 35 of the 
Evidence Act, and were evidence, but they considered that, having regard to 
their nature, their value as evidence upon this point was very slight, and that 
it was impossible to act upon them if the rest ot the plaintiffs' case were 
concocted. 

As to that we think that the lower Courts arc right We think that even 
if these papers are evidence, they are not conclusive evidence, and as to their 
probative value, that was a matter for the .fudges wlio had to try the question 
of fact; and both the Judges and the Munsifs thought that though they were 
evidence, their probative force, having regard to the mode in which the 
registers were kept, was slight, and therefore it was not safe to act upon them , 
and s\e cannot say they were wrong But in saying this‘it must not be sup¬ 
posed that DiyB tjiitik thev are public documents at all under suction 35 of the 
Evidence Act. They are documents which are prepaied in the zemindar’s 
sens/lift by a person who is called the pafitw i, who is paid by the zemindar 
but approved by the Collector, and these i egisters are no doubt kept for the 
information of the Collector The question is,does tliat make them public books 
or records kept by a public seiy ant in the discharge of bis ufiiciai duty? So far 
as wo can see, they are not oflicial or public doc.innents, and a patirari does not 
appear to us to he a public servant or to have am ofiicial dutv lie is a person 
[538] who IS a servant ol the zemindar; his duties are porloiined in the 
senshta of the zemindar on information supplied by the zenmidar and nobody 
else. It IS true that the object of the hooks la to afford information to the 
Collector, but that does not make them binding as official records of the facts 
contained in them, so far as we can see It appeals to us that quite sufficient 
amount of iniporlanee was given to Uiuse documents, and it cannot be said 
that any error of law has been committed in not acting upon them. 

The other point was, that in the first set of cases which wore instituted in 
1887, the Munsif declined to allow cettain questions to be put to some of the 
witnesses, and the Subordinate .ludge, in dealing with that objection, says he 
thinks that the questions ought to have been put, hut does nut think it 
necessary to remand the cases on that ground, because in his op\pion, oven if 
the answers had been what the appellant expected them to be, that would not 
have affected the merits of the case. 

If the matter had stood there alone, no doubt a good deal might be said 
on behalf of the appellants to have the cases remanded in order to have those 
questions put to the witnesses , but, as T said just now, the same poiwts that 
arose in those cases were tried over again in the otlier suits which were 
instituted in the yeai 1888. In these suits, those questions were put to 
the witnesses and answers obtained frore them, but the answeis did not affect 
the conclusions as to the facts which werO arrived at both by the Munsif who 
heard these coses in the first instance or by the Subordinate .Judge who heard 
them in appeal, they being different officers to |hose who heaid the casra which 
were instituted in 1887. 
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We think that these are nothing; but questions of fact which have been 
decided in these cases by the first Court of Appeal , that no error in law has 
been committed by that officer which has affected the decision of these ques¬ 
tions of fact; and that all these appeals must be dismissed with costs. 

ippeal dtiimtssed. 

T. A. P. 


NOTES. 

[This was. followed in (189.^) 29 Cal., 366 but hcc 12 C. W N , cliv ] 


[339] MATRIMONIAL .TORIRUJCTION. 

The June, 1H91. 

Present. 

Mr. Justice Wilson. 

Hunter 
versus 
Hunter ’’ 

Practice—Decree ah^nlute, apphcotinn foi -Decicc nisi, mm-'.ervicc 
nf—Notice <{f motion -Divorce 

In an application to h.vvc a dociee 7ii.si made absolute where it .ippcarcd that the decree 
had been parsed er paiie, after the drigiiial sum 111011*1 had been piTsonalh -^irved on the 
respondent, and that owing to this,, the peLitioiicr being unable to discover the whereabouts 
of the respondent, who had left t'alcutta iniiiiediatolv after thi* decree waa pas*<od. no uop\ 
of the decree had been nerved on him or notice of the application given him. 

Held, that sufficionf. cause was shown for the dotroc being made absoluti. notwithstand¬ 
ing it had not been served or notice of the application given, and order made aciordinglv. 

This was an application on behalf of the petitioner to have the decree nisi 
which had bean passed in this suit on the IHtfi Decomher 1H90 made absolute. 

The original summons in the su»t had been served iiersonallv on the res¬ 
pondent, but as no appearance was entered b> him, the suit was heard ej? 
parte, and the allegations of adultery and crueltv set out in the petition having 
been duly proved, the usual decree nisi vt'as passed* 

No copy of the decree was served on the respondent, nor had any notice 
been given to him of the present application, which was based on an affidavit 
of the petitioner sworn on the 19th June, and a certificate of the Registrar of 
the same date to the effect that no appearance had been entered by or on behalf, 
of any person or persons, and that no affidavit in opposition to the decree msi 
being made absolute had been filed in the suit. 

In her affidavit the petitioner stated that she had not seen the respondent 
since the date of the decree, nor had she been able to ascertain where he had 
since been living , that a few days after the decree was passed, she was informed 
that he had left Calcutta two davs after the decree for Vizianagram , that 
in the month of May she received information from Bombay that the 

* Original Civil Suit No. 6 of ISdO. 
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[540] respondent was there, and that she then wrote to her informant to 
ascertain hie address and received a reply saying that he had left Bombay ; 
that since leaving for Vizianagram the respondent liad not returned to Calcutta, 
and that she had enquired of friends of the respondent and of persons with 
whom he had business dealings in Calcutta if they could give her his address, 
but without success, and that she had been unable to get any information 
regarding his whereabouts, and that consequentlv she had been unable to have 
a copy of the decree served upon him or give him notice of this application. 

Mr T A. Apcar on behalf of the petitioner applied to have the decree 
made absolute, and submitted tliat under the circumstance he was entitled to 
the order asked for, notwithstanding that no copy of the decree had been served 
or notice of the motion given He referred to the cases cited in Helchambers’s 
Practice, pages 419 and 120, to the decision of Tkevelyan, J., in Hoskins v. 
Hoskins (unreported), and to Brown on Divorce, Appendix II, page 534, 
Rule 80. 

Wilson, J.--On the authorities 1 think you have shown sufficient cause 
for making the decree absolute, and it will be made absolute accordingly. Costs 
of this a])plioation will he cost in the cause. 

Attorney for ])etitioner. Baboo 0. C. (Jangooly. 

H. T. II. . Ortiei made. 


[ 18 Cal. 540 3 

PRIVY COUNCIL 

The \iHth January ami the i'/.sf Feluuaiy, 1891. 

Present: 

Lords Watsun, IIouhofse, anj) Mojbrth, and Sir R. Couch. 

Mahabir Pershad aiidothois.Objectors, Appellants 

ami 

Radlia Pershad Singh.Petitioner, Respondent 

.and a cross-appeal. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Mesne piofits-- Kcidence—Presumption of fact. 

In detonniinng the inrsiie profits upon alluvial land gamed by accretion and Screed 
to the renpondent, the amount of such profits depending upon [841] the quantity of land 
that had been under cultivation during a definite period, the Courts below found that, at 
the end of that time, an area of a certain number of bighas was cultivated land. There was 
no evidence, however, to show what had been the increase year by year of the area cultivated ; 
and, on this question, the appellants, objecting to the amount of the mesne profits assossed 
by the Court, could have produced evidence consisting of the papers usually kept m a 
semindar’s serishta, showing how gradual the increase had been. But these documents they 
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withheld. Held, that, on the above facts, the Courts had properly presumed against them, 
that the entire are.i of all the bighas above mentioned had come under cultivation from the 
beginning of the period. 

Appeal and cross-appeal from a decree (3rd February 18H6) of the High 
Court, varying an order (12th November 1881) of the Subordinate Judge of 
Shahabad. 

The appellants were judgment-debtors under decrees adjudging bo the 
respondent’s father, and predecessor in estate, possession of 1,653 bighas of 
land gained from the Ganges in the Shahabad district, and also mesne profits. 
These were confirmed by the order of Her Majesty in Council of 29th .June 
1871, which remitted the decrees to the High Court for ascertainment of the 
amount of mesne profits The appeals terminating m that order are reported 
as Pahatwan Stngh v Mahataja Muhesfiiir liukhsh and Mulmsnr Bnkhsh v. 
Meghbiirn Singh (9 B. L. R, 150) The present respondent, and decree- 
holder, possession of the land having been obtained in 1871, tiled his petition 
on the 19th February 1880, claiming the determination of the mesne profits. 
The proceedings thereufion taken, as well as the previous litigation that had 
resulted m the Ordei in Council of 29th June 1871, are stated in their Lord- 
ships’ judgment. 

The High Court (RoMESH Chunder Mittek and FIELD, .1.1.), after tho 
appellants had tak&n objections which were disposed u1 both in the Subordinate 
and in the Appellate Courts, finalh determined the amount of •the mesne profits 
due at Rs 1,06,013, in amendment of the amount of Rs. 1,83,058 awarded by 
the Suboidinate Judge After the appellants had filed their appeal from the 
order of the High Court, the respondent, by leave, filed his cross-appeal, alleg¬ 
ing that the Subordinate Judge had rightlv held liim entitled to mesne profits 
on 1,079 bighas of land cultivated [J42] from 1267 Fasli to 1280 (1865 to 
1873) at Rs 7 a higha bv the year. 

Mr. (’ TF. Anithoon, for the appellants, among other reasons for the over- 
estimation of the mesne profits, which he contended had occurred, submitted 
that the High Oo'irt should not have allowed, in rolorence to either of the 
decrees, a uresumption in favour of the decree-holder to the effect that an area 
of 1,079 high IS ha-l come under cultivation as far back as the Fasli year 
1272 (1880). On this thev had acted, hut not with the support of the survey 
map. * 

Mr. R. V. Dm/ufi and Mr J D. Mayne, for tho resjiondent and cross-appel¬ 
lant, were not called upon. 

Their Lot u-^hijis' judgment was afterwards, on February 21st, delivered by 

Sir R. Couch .—The proceedings which are the subject of this appeal and 
cross-appeal were taken for tho determination, of the mesne profits of two 
tracts of land situated in mouzahs Kharha Tand, Pharhada Mahrowli, 
and Pranporo, pergunnah Bhojepore, tor 12 years from 1269 to 1280 F.S.inclusive, 
under a decree of 1863, and for 11 years from 1267 to 1280 inclusive, under a 
decree of 1865 The two decrees were made .by the High Court—one on 2l8t 
JulyJ1863 and the other on the 31st .July 1866—in favour of the father of the 
respondent in the principal appeal, for possession of lands gained from the bed 
of the Ganges m the above raouzahs, and for mesne profits. The former of 
these decrees was, on an application for review, conOrmed by the High Court 
on the 29th April 1864, and the latter was, on a like application, set aside on 
the 17th April 18G6. On appeal to Her Majesty in Council in both oases judg¬ 
ment was given by the Board, which was confirmed by an Order in Council of 
the 29th June 1871, that tho rtspondent's father, the plaintiff, was entitled to 
possession with mesne profits of so much alluvial land as lay to the north and 
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west of the red line in the map annexed to Her Majesty’s Order in Council, 
while the defendants, the present appellants, were entitled to the land situated 
on the south-east of the said line. Afterwards the respondent’s father was, by 
an order of the Court of Shahabad, in execution of the decree of Her Majesty 
in Council [8431 put in possession of the lands decreed to him. Objections to 
the proceedings were from time to time taken hy the defendants, and the final 
order was made on the 27th August 1877, and confirmed by the High Court 
on the 27th March 1878. 

On the i7tli February 1H80 tlio respondent, who had succeeded as heir 

to his father, made an application for fixing the amount of tfie mesne profits, 

and tlie Court Ainin having, hy older of the Court, made a report on the subject, 

the ap()ollants filed objections. They were eleven in numlier, but the fourth 

IS tiio material one. It is that the (juanlitios of cultivated and uncultivated 

lands as estiinatod by the amin are incorrect The Subordinate Judge framed 

the following amongst other issues —" Of tlio lands wlieieof mesne profits are 

claimed, how much is under cultivation and how much out of cultivation ?” 

On that issue the Suliordinato Judge held tliat 1,083 bighas T5cottahsl6 dhoors 

of land were under cultivation from 1267 down to the year when possession 

was delivered to the decroe-holdor As the periods for which mesne profits 

were aw'arded by the two decrees differed, it was necessary to determine 

what quantity of this land was covered by each decree Thfe Suliordinate Judge 

compared the total amount of land, under cultivation and out‘of cultivation, of 

which the respondent had l)eeu put in ])osseBsioti under the two decrees, with 

the 1,083 bigbas 5 biswas 15 dhoors whicli were proved to be under cultivation, 

and found that che laiul under cultivation covered bv the decree of 1865 was 

261 highas 6 biswas. This being deducted from the amount covered by both 

decrees left H21 bighas 19 bisw'as 15 dhorirs for the decree of 1866. And he 

awarded mesne piofits of 261 highas 6 biswas for twelve years from 1269 to 

1280 at Rs.7 per bigha, and of 8'ilbighas 19 biswas 12 dhoorsatEs. 14 perbigha. 

¥ 

Both parties appealed to the High Court, whicli thought there should be 
a furtlior inquiry as to what was the quantity of the cultivated land within 
tlfe area decreed in the second suit, and remitted the case to the lower Court 
for tliat purpose On the 21th March 1884 the Subordinate Judge—the 
successor of the Judgowho made the former order—decided that 1,079 bighas were 
the area of the cultivated land in the first suit, and only 23 bighas 14 cottahs 
8 dhoors the cultivated area in tlie second suit, [5443 and awarded mesne 
profits for tlio whole at Es 7 per biglia annually. The lesult was that there 
was an increase ol aiiout 20 bighas at Es. 7 per bigha, and a reduction in the 
defendants’ favour of Es. 7 per bigha on 821 highas. With this finding the 
case was returned to the Higli Court for disposal. Jiotli parties filed obiections 
to the finding. With regard to the quantity of cultivated land up to 1271 
inclusive, the High Court differed from it, and upon tlio strength of the survey 
map hold that in the first suit there were 544 bighas 12 cottahs, from the year 
1267 to 1271. This is as regards the land in the first suit in the defendants’ 
favour. Tlien as regards the period 1272 to 1280, tlie Higli Court foun^ that 
in 1281 the entire area of 1,079 bighas was under cultivation, and as it was in 
the power of the defendants by production of jumma-wasil-baki papers and 
other papers usually kept in the zemindar’s sertshta to show the gradual 
increase in the cultivated area from 1272 to 1280, and they had not given any 
evidence on this point, they could not complain if it was presumed against 
them that the entire 1,079 bighas came under cultivation from the beginning 
of 1272. The High Court therefore accepted the finding of the Subordinate 
Judge as regards the quantity of cultivated land in the first suit from 1272 to 
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1280. Their Lordships think this presumption is a proper one, and, moreover, 
the findings of the two Courts being concurrent on a matter of fact, they ought 
not to,'be questioned• 

The non>production of papers by the defendants applied also to the land in 
the second suit. The High Court on the evidence before them with'regard to 
that held that from 1272 the quantity of cultivated land in this suit was 293 
bighas '6 cottahs. Their Lordships have seen no reason to think that tihis is 
not a proper finding. Certainly no ground has been shown for saying that it 
is wrong. The defendants appear to have endeavoured throughout the proceed¬ 
ings to defeat the execution of the decree for mesne profits by not producing 
evidence which they had power to produce. The decree of the High Court ought 
to have put an end to the protracted litigation. 

Their Lordships regard tlie present appeal as an abuse of the right to 
appeal to Her Majestv in Council, and they will humbly advise Her Majesty 
to dismiss it, and to affirm the decree of the [34Sj High Court, which was 
made in accordance with the findings that have been stated. It became un¬ 
necessary for the respondent to proceed with his cross-appeal, and their 
Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty th.at it should also be dismissed. 
It will be dismissed without costs, and the appellants in the principal appeal 
will pay tlie costs of that appeal, which are to be taxed and allowed as if there 
had been no cross-appeal. 

Appeal and cross-appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants ; Messrs. T. L IViLson Co. 

Solicitors for the Respondent and Cross-Appellant: Messrs. Burton, Yeates, 
Hart, d Burton. 

C. B. 


CIS Cal. 5481 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 5th May, 1891. 

PhESENT: 

Lords Watson and Morris, Sir R. Couch, 
AND Mb. Shand (Lord Shand). 

Wajid Khan.Plaintift 

versus 

Bwaz Ali Khan.Defendant. 


[On appeal from the Court at the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh.l 

Equity as to gifts to persons m a fiduciary relation—Burden of proving 
ahsence of undue influence—Ckft attempted by widow. 

An instroment exsootod by a wiSow, after setting apart the rental of villages, belonging 
to iher as her jpatrimony, to ;defcay the expenses of her and. her deceased hnsband’s tombs 
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gAve to her managing agent, who was her sole adviser, the management of the endowment in 
perpetuity, with the residue, after the above eitpeaditure should have been met, for himself ; 
so that a large surplus would have remained each year in his hands, and he would have been 
the person substantially interested. Held, that this transaction was within the well-recog¬ 
nized principle that every onus is thrown upon a person filling a fiduciary character towards 
another of showing conclusively that be has acted honestly, and bond fide, without 
influencing the donor, who has acted independently of him. 

In a suit brought by the agent's representative to have the gift enforced against the 
widow’s successor in the estate, this burden had not, in the opinion of the Courts below, 
with which their Lordships concurred, been sustained; and it was held that the gift had been 
rightly set aside. 

Appeal from a decree (29fch August 1887) of the Judicial Commissioner, 
affirming a decree (2nd October 1886) of the District Judge of Eai Bareli. 

[846] The plaintiff-appellant sued for a declaration of his right under a regist¬ 
ered instrument executed on 21st June 1865, by a widow, Sadha Bibi, the prede¬ 
cessor in estate of the defendant-respondent, a talukdar. By this she had granted 
to the plaintiff’s father, Dalmir Khan, the management of an endowment, 
consisting of ohe profits of twenty-nine villages, amounting to Rs. 9,993, a year, 
part of the Mahona taluk, pargana Jogdispur, in the Sultanpur district. In 
1871 this taluk was placed under the management of the^ Court of Wards in 
. virtue of Act XXIV of 1870. Sadha Bxbi died on 27tli August 1873 ; and 
Dalmir Khaif died in November 1877, leaving the plaintiff, his son. The 
defendant-respondent, who was the nephew of Sadha Bibi’s late husband, 
was recognized as the successor to the taluk while it was still under official 
management, which ceased before this suit was brought. The instrument 
in question, termed in it ahdnama wasika, recited that the widow bad no child, 
and that she desired to provide for the expenses of the tomb of her deceased 
husband and her own tomb. For this purpose it set apart, “ by way 
of wasika, or endowment," the above property, and appointed Dalmir Kh an 
to be hereditary manager of the endowment. The making of this deed 
and the competence of the widow to alienate were not disputed. But the 
defence was that the document had been obtained by the undue influence 
of Dalmir Khan, who was, at the time, in the fiduciary relation of manager of the 
widow's estate. It was also in evidence that afterwards, on the 18th February 
1872, she presented a petition informing the Deputy Commissioner, Rai Bareli, 
that she had “ revoked her will in favour of Dalmir Khan," and had dismissed 
him from her employment. 

The District Judge, holding that the document of 24th June 1865 was of 
a testamentary character, in which opinion the Judicial Commissioner after¬ 
wards concurred, found that*Dalinir Khan was the widow’s karinda, and in a 
position of active confidence and trust. The rule followed by Courts of Equity 
in such cases was “ that he who bargains in a matter of advantage, with a 
person placing confidence in him, is bound to show that a reasonable use has 
been made of that confidence.” . Ho referred to Ashgar Ah v. Dilroos Banoo 
Begian (I. L. H., 8 Cal., 324), and to the lllth seotion [647] of the Evid ence 
Act, 1872. The deed of 2l8t June 1865 was not proved to have been obtained 
in good faith, and he, therefore, dismissed the suit with costs. 

The Judicial Commissioner, in appeal, considered that the expenses of 
maintaining the tombs would have been wholly disproportioned to the income 
assigned for the purpose, and he affirmed the judgment of the lower Court. 

Mr. V. B. appeal for the Appellant. 

Mr. Q.B. .4. Bo^s, Cor the Besppndpnt. 
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For the appellant it was argued that the endowment for the tombs should 
receive eifeot, and the present case was not precisely one of the application of 
the rule as to the presumption of undue influence. Without that presumption 
there was little to show that any sucli influence had been exercised, and, as the 
endowment had been validly constituted, tlie Muhammadan law required that to 
deprive one who was in the position of a Mutawali, there should be ground 
shown by proof of his misconduct. Reference was made to Macnaghten’s 
Muhammadan Law, edition of 1869, page 69, principle 5, in the chapter on 
Endowment. 

[Lord W^atson said that the deed of 1865 was to bo taken as a whole, 
and that if the presumption of undue influence arose, then it would relate, 
unless displaced by evidence, to all the objects of the instrument.] 

Counsel for the respondent was nob called upon. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Lord Morris. —In this case a suit was tiled by the appellant Wajid Khan, 
the son of one Dalmir Khan, seeking to have a declaration of right to possession 
of certain villages under a deed or will of the 21st June 1865, purporting to 
have been executed by Rani Sadha Biiii, the widow of Raja Ah Baksh, m 
favour of Dalmir Khan. The District Judge and the Judicial Commissioner of 
Oudh decided agaipst the plaintiff, and both those Courts decided substantially 
on the same ground, that the document was executed under circumstances in 
which it could not be supported. * * 

For the purpose of their Lordships’ judgment it appears to them that it is 
not necessary to consider whether the document should be constructed as a 
deed of present conveyance or a will, because Cd483 in neither aspect can it 
be upheld. Dalmir Khan hold a highly fiduciary position in regard to Rani 
Sadha Bibi, who was alleged to have executed it. she was a lady 65 years of age 
and comparatively illiterate, and she does not seem to have had any adviser or 
counsellor except Dalmir Kh.in, who appears to have had great influence over 
her, for one of the exhibits in the case is a will made by her in his favour in 
the year 1862. only some three y ear.s before the execution of the document which 
is in question in this case He certainly tilled such a position towards her as to 
render it incumbent upon him to show that he had made a proper use of the 
confidence reposed in him by her, and that the execution of the document, granted 
without any valuable consideration and from which he obtained important 
pecuniary l>enefit, was free from all attempt at undue influence In the opinion 
of their Lordships tlieonus la> ujion him to do so . because although the deed 
of 1865 at first provides that this lady sots apart 29 villages of her patrimony, 
producing a rental of Rs. 9,99.‘l a year, to defray the expenses ol her 
tomb and that of lier deceased husband, it goes on to say that Dalmir 
Khan, her managing agent, shall have the management of the endowment in 
perpetuity, generations after generations, and that under every circumstance 
he shall have full power for good or for evil Dalmir Khan thus became the 
person substantially nnterestod, because, looking at the facts of the case, it 
would appear that a comparatively small portion of this large fund could bo 
annually allocated to the expenses of the tomb, and that a large surplus would 
each year remain in his hands. 

Under the.se circumstances Dalmir Khan is brought within all the well- 
recognized principles which have been already refened to in the discussion of this 
case by more than one of their Lordships, namely, that every onus is thrown 
upon a person who fills such a character as be did, of showing conclusively that 
the transaction was an honest one, and a hfmAfidu one, as to which a woman in 
the position of this lady had had some independent advice, or some opportunity 
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of knowiug exactly what she was about, and in which she was not under the 
complete influence of her manager. Their Lordships are clearly of opinion that 
this instrument is one that cannot be sustained; that it is not a. bond fide 
instrument; and that the onus which their Lordships consider lies upon Dalmir 
[849] Khan’s representative has not been sustained, namely, that of showing 
that this was a proper transaction considering the relationship of the parties. 

Then it is said that although Bam Sadha Bihi revoked this deed in 1872 
by a registered petition, it was a deed m praspnti which could not be revoked, 
at all events in so far as the endowment was in the nature of a dedication of 
her property to the expenses of her husband’s and her own tomb, and that the 
petition itself recognised at that time the continuing existence and validity of 
the endowment. But if the instrument was had in the beginning, at all 
events as regards the benefit which Biilmir Khan took under it, it is difficult 
to see how his representative is prejudiced by its revocation in 1872, which if 
valid puts an end to the instrument, and if invalid could not set up an instru¬ 
ment that was iiad in itself. Their Lordships are clearly of opinion that the 
instrument was bad ah initio , that it was improperly obtained by a person in 
a fiduciary character, and that even if tliore were no onus on Dalmir Khan’s 
representative to prove the honesty of the transaction, all the facts of the ease 
go to show that there was active undue influence. 

Upon these grounds their Lordships will humbly advi^ Her Majesty that 
tills apjieal should be dismissed, and that the ludgment of the Court below 
should be affirmed. The appellant must pay the costs of this appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant. Mes.srs. T. L. Wilson Co. 

Solicitors tor the Eespondent: Messrs Uaruno d’* Rogers. 

C. B. 

’ NOTE , 

£ A« regards cases of undue iiiflueiicu, see also 30 Bum., 578 , 31 Bom , ‘271 , 32 Bom. 
37,3'2 Bom , 208 ; 28 All . 130, ‘28 All.. 570, ‘23 Cal , 15 ; 3.3 Ciil , 773 , ‘20 M id., ‘269 ] 
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CRIMINAL APPELLATE. 
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Mu* .1 L'STICE PRINSEB AND Mlt. .JUSTICE BeVEKLKY. 

• 

LMclmnd.Appellant 

veiswi 

Queen-Empress.Respondent.' 


Confession—Criminal Procedure Code. {Act X of 1HS2), ss 104, 364 aful 
533—Examination of accumi—Defect in confession—Confession not 
recorded %n language tn which it is given, admissibility of. 

Where a confession given in Hindustani was t.ikou before a Sub-divisional Magistrate, 
and was recorded bv the Court Officer in Bengali, that being the £550] language of the Court, 

• Criminal Appeal No. 165 of 1891, against the order of Byed Ameer Hossein, Presidency 
Magistrate of Calcutta, Northern Division, dated the 16th of February 1891. 
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and where it appeared that the Magistrate himself was a Mahomedan and it was contended 
that he must be taken to have been able to record the confession in the language in which it was 
given, there being no evidence to the contrary, held, in the absence of such evidence the 
Court should presume that the proceedings of the Sub-dtvisional Magistrate were conducted 
m accordance with law, and that in the absence of anything to show that it was practicable 
for the officers of his Court to record the statement in Urdu, it could fairly be held that the 
Sub-divisional Magistrate found that was impracticable, and adopted the alternative allowed 
by law of having the confession recorded in the Court language. 

/(It Narntn Hat v. The Qaetn-Empress (I L. R., 17 Cal., 862) doubted. 

The appellant in this case, Lalchand, was convicted by the Presidency Maf'is- 
trate of the Northern Division of offences under ss 380 and 411 of the Penal 
Code and sentenced to one year's rigorous imprison meat. The facts of the case' 
were as lollows: — 

The complainant, Sookhraj Eoy, a minor under the Court of Wards, who 
resided in Bhagulpur, came down to Calcutta in January 1890 and put up at 
the house of his father-in-law, Roy Dhunput Smg Bahadur. He was possessed 
of, amongst other property, a surpech set with diamonds, emeralds, rubies 
and pearls ; a necklace of jiearls and emeralds, and another of diamonds and 
emeralds. These w’ere kept in a box in his room, and on one occasion be 
went out sight-seeing, leaving the key of the box in the room . Lalchand also 
being there. On hts return he found the box open and the above-mentioned 
ornaments and others gone. Nothing was discovered till I^o^mber 1890, 
when some of the jewels and of the ornament, said to be a portion of the 
stolen property, were seen by a witness in the case, who gave information. 
Thereupon a Sub-Inspector of the Calcutta Police Preonath Mookerjee, was 
deputed to Azimgnnge and Murshidahad, and he recovered some jewels, said 
to be portion of the stolen property. Thereafter Superintendent Robertson 
was sent up, and the appellant and a man named Meber Chand were arrested 
and taken before the Sub-divisional Magistrate, Moulvie Mahomed Nuhbee, 
on the 20th November. On that occasion the appellant appeared to have 
made a statement to the Magistrate, which was recorded in English, but this 
did not amount to a confession. On the 22nd November both the accused 
were taken before the Suh-divisional Magistrate, and on that occasion C6i0 
a further statement amounting to a confession was made by the appellant. 
This statement was made in I'rdu, but was recorded by the Magistrate in 
English, the document itself showing that it purt.^rted to have been recorded 
under the provisions of c. 364 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. At the 
same time that the Magistrate put down the statement, the Court officer also 
recorded it in Bengali. On being placed before the Presidency Magistrate both 
accused pleaded not guilty, and a number of witnesses were examined tor the 
prosecution, and the jewels which had been found were produced and apoken 
to and identified. The Bub-divisional Magistrate, Moulvie Mahomed Nuhbee, 
was also called as a witness for the purpose of rendering the statement 
recorded by him in English admissible in evidence, as the certificate required by 
s 164 of the Code had not been attached to the document. From his evidence 
it api^ared that he belisved the statement to have been voluntarily made, 
and that he recorded it under ss. 164 and 364 of the Code; but it also 
appeared that very much more bad been stated by the appellant than had been 
recorded. No evidence was given to show that he could not have recorded the 
statement in Urdu. Upon the evidence the statement recorded in English was 
admitted in evidence by the Presidency Magistrate, and it also appeared from 
the record that the statement as recorded in Bengali was also put in, but 
throughout the trial before the lower Court and* up to the reply by Counsel 
for the appellant before the High Court, the latter doeumezft was not refeifred 
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to by any one as the confession of the accused, and the only document referved 
to or relied on by the prosecution or the Magistrate was the statement recorded 
in English by the Sub-divisional Officer limiself.^Before the Presidency Magis¬ 
trate, counsel objected to the admissibility of this document, but the objection 
was overruled. The material portion of the judgment of the lower Court, so 
far as it affected the appellant, was as follows:— 

Tbe defendantti were arrested, and on the ‘20th November they were taken to the Sub* 
divisional Magistrate of Lal-bag in the Murshldabad district On the 22nd November the 
first defendant made a statement to the Deputy Magistrate which amounts to a confession 
of hts crime. 

The defendants plead not guiltv. On the case for the prosecution being closed, they, 
through their counsel and pleader, informed the Court that they did not wish to examine 
any witness tor the defence. 

[582] The evidenwj adduced on belialf of the prosecution satisfactorily proves that the 
following articles recovered by the )xdiee belong to the complainant, and that they found 
portions of the stolen surpeeh and the two necklaces. 

The evidence satisfactorily traces these articles to the first and second defendants. The 
Magistrate of Lal-bag (Moulvie Mahomed Nubbee) gives the following deposition as to what 
had happened in his Courts on the 22nd November.— 

‘ J next saw him (Lalchaiid) on the ‘22nd November. He was produced before me by 
Superintendent Robertson. He was accompanied by the second do^ndant, Meher Chand., 
(identifies) 54 diamonds, A emeralds, .i wire contaiiiuig 4 pearls,*one ruby, a gold catch, 
one gold pendant with emerald, one jxxlch set with 8 diamonds and one emerald were 
produced. I marked them (.is Exhibit J). l>efend.int No. 1 said that thev had beeu in hig 
possession, and that he had made them over to defendant Meher Ghand, his father-in-law, 
about 10 months ago. On my asking him wheie he had got them from, he said that he had 
got the things in a box from the Dhurruiiisallah of Dhunput Baboo at Burtolla Gullee in 
Calcutta on the second storey of the house, and he said that the key of the box was lying a 
little way from the box. He furthui said that there were 7 pieces of diamonds, a 
pair of gold fom, and 300 small pearls. He said that he opened the box and took the 
articles from it, and that he had sold the 7 pieces of diamonds and ‘20 rubtees of diamonds 
to jewellers in Calcutta,whose names he did not know ' 

While the Deputy Magistrate recorded the confession of the first defendant, be forgot to 
attach the certificate prescribed by section 1(>4, Cnmin.tl Procedure Code, to tlie statement. 
It was therefore necessary to examine linn as a witness to pro. e the statement and to say 
whether the statement made by the defendant was a voluntary one. 

Mr, Henderson, his counsel, contends that under the ruling of the High Court in Jat 
Naram Itax v. Th§ Qiuen-Jivipresi (1. L. R., 17 Cal., 662), the confession should not be 
admitted. But ]»think that there can be no question as to the admissibility of this confes¬ 
sion under section ‘2(>* of the Evidence Act under the Full Bench ruling in the case of Empreti 
V. Nilmadhub Mxlter (I. L. R , 13 Cal., 595). 

Besides, in addition to the above confession, there is ample evidence on the record to 
bring the charges home to both the accused. 

1 therefore find the first defendant, Lalchand, guilty under sections 380 and 411, Indian 
Penal Code, and sentence him to ona year's rigorous imprisonment. 

Against that conviction and sentence Lalchand appealed to the High*Court, 
the main ground being that the confession as recorded by the* Sub-divisional 
Magistrate had been improperly admitted in evidence; that it appeared from the 
evidence in the case that it [SS3] had not even been made voluntarily ; and 

Confession made by accu- '[Sec. 26 —No confession mode by any person whilst he is in 
sed while in custody of the ousliody of a police officer, unless it be made m the immedi- 
police not to be used as ate presence of a Magistmte, shall be proved as against such 
evidence. ■> person.] 
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that;, apart from it, there was no sufiicient evidence upon which to base the 
conviction. 

Mr. Henderson and Baboo Dwarka Nath Chnckerbutty for the Appellant. 

Mr. Phillips (Standing Counsel) for the Crown. 

Mr. Henderson (upon the question of the admissibility of the confession).— 
The case IS precisely similar to that of Jat Naram Hat v The Queen-Empress 
(I. L. B., 17 Cal, 862), and is distinguished from the case of Queen-Empress v. 
Ntlmadhuh Mitter (I. L. B , 15 Cal., 593), the decision in which was based on 
the ground that section 164 did not apply to Calcutta where confessions need 
not be reduced into writing. Here the statement was made in Urdu and 
recorded in English by a person wlio knew Hindustani perfectly well, and ic 
is not shown that the statement could not have iieen recorded in the language 
in which it was made. Although there was a certificate under section 364, 
there was none under section 164, and under the circumstances, and having 
regard to the decision in Jai Naram Uai's case, the defect is one which cannot 
be cured Apart from the confession, there is no evidence to support the 
conviction. 

Mr. Phillips .—It is not neses.sary tliat every word of what is uttered by an 
accused should lie recorded by the Magistrite, and here the suiistance was taken 
down, which is sufficient. If Jai Na/ain Rai's case be rightly decided, I 
cannot contend tliaf this confession is admibsihlo in eyidence, but 1 would 
submit that the Judges in tliat case woie wrong in laying dow’n Che principle 
they did, Section 533 was intended to prevent the exclusion of confessions 
such as this, owing to mere slips by Magistrates, and it shows that the Magis¬ 
trate is called not to prove the form of the document oi to give the certificate, 
but to depose to the fact that the confession was one i'eall> made by the 
prisoners. 

Mr. Henderson in rejily. 

During the reply BEVEKli?:Y, J., pointed out that it would appear that the 
statement as recorded in Bengali vvas the real statoment, and that what was 
recorded by the Magistrate himself was onh a mcmoianduin , and in answer 
to that Mr. Hendrrson staged that throughout the cabe it had never been even 
suggested by the prosecution that this vvas so, and that the lower Court 
bad ([3543 gone entirely on the statement as recorded hv the Magistrate. He 
further contended that the memorandum referred to m section 364 was only a 
note of the statement, and not the statement itself, as the Magistrate here 
appeared and purported to have recorded. 

The judj^ment of the High Court (Pkin.skp and Bevekley, JJ.) 
was as follows:— 

The appellant has been convicted by tlie Presidency Magistrate of the 
Northern Division of theft in a house, and of dishonestly receiving stolen pro¬ 
perty knowing it to ho such, under sections 308 and 411 of the Indian Penal 
Code. The property stolen consists of some ornaments and precious stones 
belonging to Sookhraj Boy, a boy, under the Court of Wards, of considerable 
means* These articles were deposited in a box in his house in Calcutta, and 
were left by him there when he went out sight-seeing. The appellant was at 
that tune in his room, and some relation or dependant who was lying sick. This 
fact is mentioned because it shows that the appellant had an opportunity to 
commit the theft, if that offence is otherwise proved against him. 

The evidence against the appellant consists in his having given inform-i- 
tion to the police, in consequence of which some of the precious stones, 
identified by two witnesses, were produced by a person who stated that he 
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received them from the appellant. There is also evidence in a confession said 
to have been made by him to the Sub-divisional Magistrate of Lal-bag, in 
the district of Murshidabad, where he was arrested. 

The Magistrate no doubt has principally relied upon this confession, 
which was recorded under section 164 of the Criminal Procedure Code. That 
statement was recorded in Bengali, the language of the Court, and a memoran¬ 
dum as required by law was made by the Sub-divisional Magistrate himself 
in English. Because, however, the certificate required by section 164, to the 
effect that the statement was voluntarily made, was not apjHjnded to that state¬ 
ment, the Sub-divisional Magistrate was summoned to give evidence so as to 
make the statement admissible in accordance with the provisions of section 538 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure. In the course of his examination the Sub- 
divisional Magistrate deposed that the statement was made by the prisoner in 
Hindustani. No notice was apparently taken of this, nor was he called upon to 
ftldd} explain why tho statement was not recorded in that language, or whether 
it was impracticable to do so. 

It is contended in appeal before us that as tho confession was not recorded 
in tlie language in which it w.is made, it is madnnssihle in law; that section 
583 cannot be applied so as to make it admissible, and that it does not 
appear to have been voluntarily made. ^ 

On this last point we tnav state that, so far as tlie evidence goes, the 
confession appears to have lioen voluntarily made, and there is nothing in our 
opinion in proof of the contrarv. Hindustani, the language in which the 
appellant is said to have made that statement, is not the Court language of 
Murshidabad , and therefore ordinarily we take it that tiie ministerial officers 
of that Court would not be competent to record it in tliat language. We are, 
however, asked to conclude that because the Sub-divisional Magistrate was a 
Mahoraedan gentleman, he must have sufficient acquaintance with Urdu to enable 
him to record a statement in tlnit languiige. Wo are not prepared to make any 
such presumption It appears to us tiiat in the absence of any evidence to the con¬ 
trary, we should presume that the proceedings of the Sub-divisional Magistrate 
were conducted in accordance with law , and that in tho absence of anything to 
show that it was practicable for tlie officers of bis Court to record tho statement 
in Urdu, we can fiurlv bold that the Ruh-divisional Magistrate found that this 
was impracticable, and adopted the alternative allowed bylaw, namely, to have 
it recorded in the Court language, that is. Bengali We have been referred to 
tho case of Jai Narain liai v T/u* Qiicen-Empress (l. L. R., 17 Gal , 862) in 
which it seems to have iieen iield tliat if a statement by an accused person, 
purporting to have been recorded under section 164, is not recotded in the 
language in which it is made, and it is not shown that it was impracticable to 
record it in that language, the defect cannot be cured hv section 538 of the 
Code, and that oral evidence of such confession is inadmissible. 

It is unnecessary for us in the present case to do more than say that, as at 
present advised, we are unable to agree in the view of the law which formed the 
grounds of that judgment. We Ao not, however, think it necessary to re^r the 
matter to a Full Bench, because, for the reasons alreadv stated, we think that 
this objection cannot in this case bo sustained. We also think that the ajipeal 
[806] should be dismissed on other grounds. We think that the evidence 
proves that on information given by the prisoner to th.i police a portion of the 
stolen property, as proved by the complainant and another witness, was found. 
We have been asked to disbelieve this evidence, because from the nature of 
the articles they were not capable of easy identification. It is impossible for 
us sitting on appeal to give weight to such an objection. That evidence was 
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believed by the Magistrate before whom it was given, and it was in no way 
shaken in cross examination. We may farther observe that the appellant has 
not attempted to prove that these articles belonged to him, or to explain how 
they came into his possession. No doubt the Magistrate in convicting the 
appellant relies principally on the confession made to the Sub-divisional 
Magistrate of Murshidabad, but he states in bis judgment that in addition to 
that confession there is ample evidence on the record to bring the charges home 
to the accused From this we conclude that he relies also on the evidence 
to which we have adverted. We therefore dismiss the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 

H. T. H. - 

NOTES. 

[ See also 21 Bom., 495 ; 23 Bom., 221 ; 2 C. W. N., 702.3 


c 18 Cal. B561 

FULL BENCH REFERENCE. 

2’he Hth Jnve, Ifilfl. 

Present; 

Sir W Comer Petheham, Kt., Chief .Justice, Mr. Justice Pigot, 
Mr. Justice O'Kinealy, Mr. Justice Macpherson, 

AND Mr. Justice Chose. 


Bai] Natli Tewari.Defendant 

versus 

Sheo Sahoy Bhagut and others.FlaintitTs. 


Registration- -Act III of IH77, ss. 5, G, 7, 22, 2S, SO, 31, 33, 49 and 

GO—Description of property misleading—Registration of document 
referring to lind not in the Sub-district of Registering OfHcer a 
Suh-Registiar—Transfer of Property — Act IV of 1882, s. 59. 

Certain property was described in a mortgage bond as bearing towji No. 10, aa 
paying a sudder jama of Rs. 719, and as lying within<thc t5S7] jurisdiution of thana 
Kotwali, Bub-distnct Bhagnlpur, Collectorate of Bhagulpur. 

This description wan so far erroneous, in that the property was in reality situated in 
thana Amarpur, sub-distnct Banka, and bore a sudder jama of Bs. 919.15-0. Banka was, 
however, within the area of the district of Bhagulpur. . 

Themortgage bond was registered by the Sub-Begtstrar of Bhagulpur, who was, under 
3. 7 of the Registration Act, authorized, in addition to bis own duties, to exercise and per* 
form the duties and powers of the Registrar of Bhagulpur. 

Held by PlUOT, 0’KlN&AI.y, MacfheksON and Ohohe, 33., that the provisions of s. 21 
of the Act had not been complied with ; that the description of the property was misleading 

* Full Bunch Reference on Special Appeal No. 59C, of 1890, against the decree of Baboo 
flopal Ghnndcr Bose, Officiating Subordinate .fudge of Zilla Bhagulpur, dated the 26tfa of 
February, 1890, revetaing the decree of Baboo Gobind Deb Mukcrji, munsit of Banka, dated 
thtf 25th of May, 1890. 
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and insufficient for the purposes of identification, and that therefore no registration of the 
document had been eSected within the provisions of the Registration Act. 

R6ld by PETHEAAM, C.J., that the description was sufficient to identify the property 
and that the Sub-Registrar having been authoriised to exercise the powers and duties of the 
Registrar of Bhagnlpur, and the property being situate in sub-district Banka, the Sub- 
Registrar of which sub-district was subordinate to the Registrar of the district of Bhagulpur, 
the provisions of s. 28 of the Act being directory onlv, registration of the document was 
valid. 

Hemble per Pigot, J.—A document on which a certificate under s. 60 has been duly 
oudotsed cannot bo held to have been duly registered under s. 49* of Act III of 1877 if it 
appears that the officer who made the certificate should not under s. 28 have registered the 
document. 


In this case, which was teferred to a Full Bench by Mr. Justice NOHHIS and 
Mr. Justice Bevkkley, it appeared that ttie plaintiffs were the mortgagees of 
certain property described m the mortgage liond as follows —“ A five-anna 
four-pie share out of the sixteen annas of iiiouxah Basidpur, main and hamlet; 
bearing towji No. 10, and paving a sudder jama of Rs 719, lying within the 
jurisdiction of thanaKotwali, sub-district Bhagulpur, Collectorate Bhagulpur”. 
The mortgage bond had been registered hv tlie Sub-Registrar of Bhagulpur, 
whose office had been amalgamated with that of the Re^strar of Bhagulpur 
under s 7 of Act III of 1877, and who was tlierefore authorized to exercise 
and perform She powers and duties of the Registrar of Bhagulpur in addition 
to his own powers and duties as Sub Registrar of [588] Bhagulpur; the 
actual registration of the document having, however, taken place in the sub¬ 
registry of Bhagulpur by the Sub-Registrai. 

The description of the mortgaged property was, however, so far erroneous, 
in that it was situated in thana Aniarpnr, sub-district Banka, and bore a sudder 
jama of Rs. 919-15-0, and it was contended m this suit (which was one for the sale 
of the mortgaged property) by an intervenor, a person who claimed to have 
purchased the jiroperty by a registered deed executed subsequently to the date 
of the mortgaged bond, that the registration of the bond was on the above 
ground invalid, and tliat it therefore had no priority over his purchase. 

The Munsif held the contention to be good, and while making a decree 
for tlie amount due upon the bond, held that it did not bind the mortgaged 
property. 

On appeal the Subordinate Judge held that although, as a matter of fact, 
the bond was registered by the Sub-Registrar of Bhagulpur under s. 28 of 
the Act, still, as he miglit have registered it as Registrar under s. 30, 
the registration was good and the bond was effectual to bind the property 
mortgaged. On appeal by the defendant to the High Court, the Division 
Bench (Norris and Beverley, JJ.) referred the case to a Full Bench with the 
following remarks and question :— 

“ We think it is clear that the bond was registered by the Sub-Registrar of 
Bhagulpur not as Registrar, but as Sub-Registrar, and the circumstance that 
he might have registered it as Registrar is immaterial. As no portion of the 
property mortgaged is situate in the sub-district of Bhagulpur, the question 
arises whether the bond was registered in accordance with the provisions of 


* [Sec. 49.—No document required by aection 17 to be rcgiatered ahull aSect any 
immoveable property comprised therein, or confer any power 
, . to adopt, or bfe received aq evidence of any tranaaction afiecting 
ha ■ such property or conferring auch power, unless it has been 

be registered. registered in accordance with the provisions of this Act.] 


Effect of non-regiatration 
of documents required to 
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the Act, SO as to affect the property mortgaged, having reference to s. 49 of the 
Begistration Act and s. 59 * of the Transfer of Prop>erty Act. 

“ Section 60 of the Begistration Act provides that the certificate of registra¬ 
tion shall ‘ be admissible for the purpose of proving that the document has been 
duly registered in manner provided by the Act Section 87 provides that 
‘ nothing done in good faith by any registering ofiicer shall be deemed invalid 
merely by reason of any defect in his appointment or procedure 

CS39] * ‘ For the appellant in second appeal the case of Hem Madh'ib Milter 
V. Khatir Mondnl (1. L. B., 14 Cal, 449), (to which one of us was a party) is 
relied on. It is precisely on all fours with the present case. On the other 
side the following cases have been citeil before us — 

" Ram Cootnar Sen v. Khoda Neums (7 C L. B., 225). 

“ Muhammad Ewm v. Hid Lai (I. L. B, I All., 465). 

"liar Sahai v. Chunni Rtiar (I. L. B, 4 All , 14). 

“ Hardet v Ham Lai (I. L. B , 11 All., 319). 

" We think that these c.ises are in conflict with the case of Bent Madhab 
Mttter V. Khatir Mondttl (1. L B., 14 Cal, 449); and as we entertain doubts as 
to the correctness of that decision, we refer the following question for the 
decision of a Full Bench • ~ 

“ Whetlier a document affocting immoveable property is registered in 
accordance with the provisions of the Indian Begistration Act within the 
meaning of s. 49, when it hears a ceitificato of registration under s. 60, 
although under s. 2H the ofiicer who nuwle tho certificate should not have 
registered the document. 

“ If this question is answered in the affirmative, the appeal will he 
dismissed • if in the negative, the decree of the Lower Appellate Court must be 
set aside and that of the First Court restored”. 

Baboo Mohini Mohun lioij and Baboo La! Mohun Das for the appellant 

Dr. Bash Behan Ghose and Baboo Bam Churn Milter for tho respondents 

Baboo Mohnu Mohun The ofiicer registering was both Registrar 

and Sub-Begistrar. Begistration was obtained by inisieprosentation of facts, 
but if tho t;-ue facts had neon stated, tlie registering officer might have regis¬ 
tered as Begistriu of the district of Bhagulpur, as Banka was within tho dis¬ 
trict of Bhagulpur, but the registration was carried out by the registering 
ofiicer as Sub-Registrar of Bhagulpur, and Banka was not in his sub-district. 
If he had registered as Registrar, he would have had to send on a copy to 
the Sub-Kogisfrar. Sections 51, td603 54, and 57 give the scheme of the 
Act, showing that books and indices are to be kept in each office and that fees 
may be charged for in8i)ection ; in this case the jiouple of Banka would he in 
ignorance of the land being mortgaged ; a registration such as this w'ould open 
the way to fraud. Begistration of a document sliould be with reference to the 
locality of the property to which the document lefers, the words of the Act 
are not to be read so as to defeat the object of. the Act See Hheo Dayal v. 
Hart (I. L B., 7* All., 590). The register is to be kept so as to afford 

* £Spo. 59 . — Where the principal money secarod is one hundred rupees or upwards, a 

mortgage can he effected only i»v a registered instrument signed 
Mortgage when to he by by the mortgager and attested by at least two witneHScs. 
assurance. Where the principal money secured is less than one hundred 

riipeos, a mortgage may be effected either by an matrninent 
signed and attested as aforesaid, or (except in the case of a simple mortgage) by delivery off 
the property. Nothing in this section shall be deemed to render invalid mortgagea made in 
the towns of Calcutta. Madras, Bombay, Karachi and Rangoon, by delivery to a creditor or bis 
agent of documents of title to immoveable property, with intent to create a security thereon,] 
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information to the public of dealings with land within the district or sub¬ 
district. This is not done if there is no registration at Banda. The last case cited 
went up on appeal to the Privy Council —Han Rant v. ,'Sheo Dayal Mall [I. L. R., 
11 All., l'J6()42)J. In that case the Court points out the intention of the 
Legislature in framing the provisions of the Act. What has happened in this 
case IS not a defect m procedure only, winch is covered hy s. 87, but is a matter 
vitally affecting the scheme of the Act and defeating its object. The case of 
Beni Madhah Milter v. Khaiir Mondul (I. L. II,, 14 Cal., 449) is in my favour. 
The Registrar could have had no jurisdiction unless lie exercised his discretion 
under section 30. 

The case of Ham Coonwr Sen v. Khoda Namiz (7 C. L R , 223) is against 
me, but it was considered and disregaided in Hem Madhah Mitter v. Khatir 
Mondul (I. L. R., 14 Cal, 449). Tlio case of liar Sahai v Chunni Kuar 
(I. L. R., 4 Ail., 11) 18 somewhat in point, but is a decision of another Pligh 
Court, although approving of a decision of Mr. Justice Brddghton. 

Dr. Itnkh Behan G/ioac for the respondents.— Although as Sub-Registrar ■ 
the officer was not competent to register, vet under section 30 he could do so. 
IPetheham, CJ.---l)oes not his having signed as Sub-Registrar exclude 
the possibility of his having exercised his discretion under s. 30 ?] 
Under section bO the cuitibcate la sullicient to render the ^document admissible 
in evidence, and all the provisions ol as. 34, S-'i, 58* and 59 were com¬ 
plied with. • The moaning of the word “ registered ” in s. 49 is given in 
Hardei v. Rmn Lai (1 L R.. 11 All , 319) There are frequent notifica¬ 
tions altering the registration districts, and [561] innocent personii should 
not be affected by mistakes of a registering officer. The object of the Act is 
to create a system of jmhlic transfers of landed property. Registration is not 
notice. No construction should he put upon the Act enabling a party to vitiate 
proceedings by showing that there was a mistake No evidence ought to be 
allowed to show that the land was outside the jurisdiction ol the Sub-Registrar. 
There is no question of fraud lii this case. The registering officer, under section 
60, means the officer to whom the document was presented. T rely on the judg¬ 
ment of Straight. J , at p. 324 m Hardci v Ram Lai and the cases ho refers to. 

The case of Sfefto Siinker Sahoi/ v. Ilardei Narain Sahii (1. L. R., 6 Gal., 
25), under the Registration Act of 1871 is in my favour, as no objection was 
taken before the Sub-Registrar, and also tlie case of Har Sahai, v. Chunm Kuar 
fl. L R., 4 All., 14). I also refer to liohnnnonissa v. Ahdoollali Khan [22 W. R., 
319 (321)J. 

There is no foundation for the apjirehension that the object of the Act 
will be defeated : fraud would vitiate the certificate in any event. 

Baboo Mohini Mohun Hoy, in rejily, referred to Hardei v. Ram Lai (I L. R., 
11 All ,319 (327)] and to Miihammad Kuaz v. Biij Lai (I.L.R., 1 All., 465 (474)] . 

Opinions of the Court (Petheram, C.J., Pigot.O’Kinbaly, Macphehson 
and Ghose, JJ.) were as follows* — 

Petheram, C.J.— Tlie question referred to this Bench by the Division 
Bench is as follows . —Whether a document affecting immoveable property is 
registered in accordance with the provisions of the Indian Registration Act 
within the meaning of section 49, when it boars a certificate of registration 
under section 60, although under section 28 the officer who made the certificate 
should not have registered the document.” 

The entire system of registration is created by the Registration Act III of 
1877, and no power to register any document, except that given by the Act, 
exists in any one; so that, unless the Act gives a Sub-Registrar power to 
register documents which [562] related to lauds not situated within his 
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STib-district, he has no anoh power, and if he goes throogh the form of registra¬ 
tion, the Act is of no effect. The question then is, does the Aot give him 
such power ? If it does, I think that section 2d should be read as directory only; 
if it does not, the question of the construction of that section does not arise. 
Section 5 of the Act directs that the Local Government shall fo/m districts and 
sub-districts : section 6 that it shall appoint Begietrars and Sub-Begistrars of such 
districts and sub-districts ; section 7 that it shall establish offices of theBegistrars 
and Sub-Begistrars in the districts and sub-districts, section 28 that documents 
shttll be presented for registration in the office of a Sub-Begistrar within whose 
sub district the whole or some portion of the property to which the document 
relates is situate. Section 31 provides that in ordinary cases the registration 
shall be made only at the office of the officer authorizedto accept the document 
for registration. This section has not muoli bearing on the present question, as it 
appears from the last paragraph of it that the extraordinary occasions referred 
to are cases in which the person desirous of presenting a document cannot 
attend at the office. Section 35 provides that when a document has been 
presentqjd and certain proof lias been given, the officer shall register it. 

These are the whole of the sections under which the districts and sub¬ 
districts are formed, the officers appointed and the offices established, and I 
cannot find that they anywhere constitute the office of a Sub-Bogistrar a general 
office for the registraftion of documents of the kind described in the Act. I think 
that the meaning of sections 5, 6 and 7 is tliat each sub-registry office is consti¬ 
tuted for the registration of documents which are of the descriptions mentioned, 
and which relate to lands within the sub-district; that the office of asub-district is 
not a registry office for the registration of any documents which do not relate 
to lands within the sub-district. and if any documents relating to lands wholly 
without the limits of a sub-registrv, are registered in such sub-registry, the 
registration is of no effect, because the documents have not been registered 
in an office established under the Aot for the purpose of registering docu¬ 
ments of the class to which they belong. The first case mentioned by the 
[863] referring Bench is that of Maham>tuid Eivaz v. Birj Lai (I. L. B., I All., 
465). It is a decision of the Privy Council with reference to the provision of 
Aot YIII of 1871. Their Lordships held that under that Act a deed is not 
necessarily invalid by reason of a failure on the part of the registering officer to 
comply with the Begistration Act The office in which the deed was registered 
in that case was an office constituted for the registration of deeds of the class 
to which it belonged, and which related to property situated as that to which 
the deed in question related was situated. 

The next ease is that of Skeo Sunker Sahoy v. Hurdei Naratn Saku, 
reported in 5 C. L. B., 194 ; I. L. R.r 6 Cal, 25. The judgment was given hy 
AinsliB and BBoaGHTON, JJ.. on June 18th, 1879. They decided that where a 
document, which purports to have been registered, is tendered in evidence, the 
Court cannot reject it for non-compliance with the Begistration Law, but it can 
deal with other objections brought against it on their merits. In this case also 
the o^ce in which the registration in fact took place was an office constituted 
under the Aot for the registration of documents of the class to which the 
document in question belonged. 

The next case is that of Bam Coomor Sen v. Khoda Newag (7 0. L. B„ 223), 
decided on 11th August 1880, by NOBBIS and Pkinsep, JJ., in this Court. In 
that case, which was decided under thd present Act, the property to which the 
deed related was situated in the sub-distnct of Brohumbora, and the deed was 
registered in tbe sub-district of Commilla. The learned Judges held, folloKin^g. 
as they said> the case of Sheo Snnfeer Sahoy v. MufdeiiEarain Sahu (6 C. L. B., 
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194), that the Court had no power to go behind the oertifioate, and was 
bound to admit the registered deed as presented to it; they also referred to the 
remarks of the Privy Council in <Sak Mukhun Lall Panday v. Sah Koondcm 
Lali (15 228), hut beyond this did not give any reasons for their opinicm. 

The next case is that of Ear Sakai v. Chunnt Kuar (I. L. R., 4 All., 14). In 
that esse, wliioh was decided on 21st June 1881 by STRAIGHT and DUTHOIT, JJ., 
an CS643 instrument of mortgage on land which required to be registered was 
presented for registration to a Registrar within whose district no portion of the 
land was situate, and was registered by such Begistrar. It was held, following, 
as the Judges say, the case of S}ieo Sunker Sahoy v Eiirdei Naratn Sahu 
(5 C.L. B., 194), that the document could not be rejected for that reason. 
The next case is that of Beni Madhab Mitter v. Khatir Mondul (1. L. B., 
14 Cal., 449), decided by Mitter gtnd Beverley, JJ., on 7tb March 1887. 
The judgment in that case is as follovrs: —“We think that the judgments of the 
lower Courts in this case are correct. Under section 60 the certificate is addu- 
cible in evidence to prove that the document was duly registered by the parti¬ 
cular officer whose signature it bears, but it has been shown that t^at ofi^cer 
had no jurisdiction to register it. That being so, the document weis not duly 
registered within the provisions of the Begistration Act. A decision was 
referred to in the course of the argument, Ram. Cooniar Sen v. Khoda Newaz 
(7 C. L. B., 223), hut we find that that decision is entirelf^ based upon a Privy 
Council judgpqnt, Sah Mukhun Lall Panday v. Sah Koondan, Lall (15 B. L. B., 
228), and the Privy Council decision does not support the contention put 
forward in this case. There the document which was in question was regis¬ 
tered by an officer who had jurisdiction to register it, but in this case the 
document has been registered by an officer who had no juriadiction to register 
it. That being so, the observations of their Lordships of the Judicial Com¬ 
mittee, upon which the decision proceeds, are not applicable to this case. We 
dismiss these appeals with costs " The only other case is that of Hardei v. 
Ram Lai C. L. B., 11 All., 319), decided by a Full Bench of the Allahabad 
Court on 19th January 1889. 

In that case the Lower Appellate Court had rejected as inadmissible in 
evidence, under section 49, a deed of gift of immoveable property, upon which 
was endorsed a certificate under section 60, on the ground that the 
person presenting it for registration and admitting execution was not 
justified to do so under sections 32 ' and 35, holding that the registration 
was consequently void and the document not registered under section 17. 
[665] The Judges of the High Court at Allahabad held that the Lower Appellate* 
Court was wrong in so doing, and ought to have admitted and dealt with the 
document on the ground that the cerl^ificate under s. 60 was conclusive. 
It will be noticed that of* these oases, three only deal with the question 
whether registration is of any effect, if it takes place in an office not constituted 
for the registration of documents relating to the property to which the deed 
registered relates. Of those three, two—one in this Court and one in the 
Allahabad Court—hold that such registration is effective, but in both cases 

*CSeo. 82:—Except in the oasea mentioned in section 31 and section 89, every dTOument 
to be registered under this Act, whether such registration be 
Persons to present doou- compulsory or optional, shall be presented at the proper B^U- 
ments for registration. tration Office, by some person executing or daimuig under the 

same, or in the case of a copy of a decree or order, claiming 
under the decree or order, v 

or by the ceprosentative or assign of such person, 
or by the agent of such person, 

representative or assign, duly authorised by poerer-of-attorney executed and authenti- 
oated in manner hereinafter mentioned.] 
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the Judges base their decision on the case Skeo Hanker Sahoy v. Hurdei Narmn 
Baku, which case on examination does not appear to he an authority for the 
proposition. In the third the Judges took the other view, and an examination 
of the Act shows, I think, that their view is correct. I would reply to 
the question referred, that if the office in which the registration was 
effected was not an office constituted for the registration of documents 
lelating to property in the area within which the property to which the 
document m question related IS situated, no registration has been effected within 
thh provisions of the Act. 

In the present case, however, the question arises in a second appeal, and 
hy the rules of this Court this Bench, in addition to answering the question 
referred, must dispose of the appeal, and for that purpose it is necessary to 
consider other questions It appears that the officer who registered this document 
was the Registrar of the district ul Bhaguipur , that the office in which it was 
registered was the liegistry Office for the district of Bhaguipur, and that 
the property to which the document related was situated within that district. 

The Office of Sub-Registrar of Bhaguipur has been amalgamated with that 
of Registrar of Bhaguipur under s. 7 of the Act, and the Sub-Registrar 
of Bliagulpur is authorized to exercise and perform the powers and duties of 
the Registrar of Bhigulpur, m addition to his own powers and duties as Sub- 
Registrar oi Bhaguipur. Bs’ s 30, clause the Registrar. o( a district is 
empowered in bus discretion to receive and register as Registrar any document 
which might he registered hy anv Sub-Registrar subordinate to him, and by 
s. 51 it 18 provided [366] that one set of hooks only shall bo ke])t when 
the two offices have been amalgatiiated .\s far, then, as anything the register¬ 
ing officer does is concerned, he acts in precisely the same way if lie registers 
a document in his discretion as Registrar, as he would do if he registe’ed it as 
Sub-Registrar. The propeity to which tlie document in question relates is 
situated in the sub-district of Banka, the Sub-Registrar of whicli suh-district 
is subordinate to the Registrar of che district of Bhaguipur , the person who 
registered it was the Sub-Registrar of Bhaguipur, who was autliorized to 
perform the duties of the Registrar of Bhaguipur with wliich office his own 
had been amalgamated ; and he received and registered the document in an office 
and in a set of books which had been constituted and provided forthe registration 
of documents of this kind, and which related to property situated witliin the 
district of J^hagulpur, Unless there is some provision iii the Act which jimvides 
that such a it^gisti'ation shall be vaid unless it is shown tliat the officer has, in 
the exercise of the discretion given him by s. 30, clause A, elected to register it ns 
Registrar, the registration shall be void, the document has, 1 think, been registered 
under the Act. 1 have before said that in my opinion whore the registration takes 
place in an office constituted for the registration of documents of its class, the 
provisions of :2H are directory only, anh if so, there is nothing in that, section to 
affect the validity of this registration, nor can I find any provision to that effect 
in any other secliofi of the Act. The only other question which arises in this 
appeal is whether the misdescription of the projierty in the deed is sufficient to 
disentitle the document to be registered so as to rendet the registration which was 
effected invalid. The provisions which deal with this question are ss. 21, 
22 and 69 of the .Act and Rule XI. Section 21, clause A, provides that such a 
document shall not be accepted for registration unless it contains a descrip¬ 
tion of the proi>erty sufficient to identify it. Clause 6 provides for a particular 
mode of description. Section 69 gives power to make rules; declaring what 
territorial divisions shall be recognized tinder s. 21, z.c., to make rules under 
clause 6 of s. 21, that clause being the part of the section which deals with 
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territorial divisions. Bale XI provides that certain territorial divisions shall 
always be [d67i specified, and s. 22^ provides that failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause (b) shall not disentitle a document to be registered, if the 
description of the property is sutiicient to identify it. In other words, s. 22 
declares that clause A of s. 21 is mandator\' and dause (6) directory only ; the 
rule can have no greater power than the clause itself, of which it, at the most, 
forms a part. 

It appears from the Munsif's judgment that the name of the mouzah and 
the number of the towzi are correctly given in the deed, but that the thana 
and the registration sub-district are iticotrnctly stated. There can be no doubt 
that if the name of the mouzah and the toinzi number are known, the property 
can he identified in the sense that it can he found from that description ; and 
as that is so, 1 think that the piqyisiors of s 21, clause A, and ofs. 22 are 
complied with, and the document not disutititled to registration. 

1 think that the description was sufficient to identify the property ; that 
the document was effectually registered by the Begistrar of the district 
of Bhagulpur, and that the appeal should he dismissed. , 


But as the majority of the Judges think that this appeal should be decreed, 
the judgment of the Cburt will be that the second appeal be decreed with 

costs . 

• 

O’Kinealy J.-- -This was a suit for the sale of certain mortgaged property. 
The plaintiff said that in the year 1881 Barn Ohurn, the mortgagor, had 
mortgaged the land in question as situated within thana Kotwali in the sub¬ 
district of Bhagulpur, and that the mortgage bond was registered by the 8ub- 
Eegistrar of Bhagulpur. At the trial a thud party appeared and claimed to be 
the purchaser by a subsequent registered deed , and he raised as his defence 
that the land, not lying within thana Kotwah, hut within thana Amarpur, was 
not within the sub-district of Bhagulpur, and the plaintiff’s bond was not pro¬ 
perly registered so as to give it priority. 

Before the Munsif there was no dispute as to the position of the property, 
and admittedly it is situated within the lurisdiction of the Sub-Registry Office 
of Banka and not of Bhagulpur lie decided that the registration having 
taken place in the latter [568] Suh-Rogistry Office, the bond was, by 
virtue of the provisions of s. 28 of the Act, not duly registered in the terms of 
s. 59 of the Transfer of Property Act. 

On appeal the Subordinate Judge also considered that the property lay 
within the sub-division of Banka, but finding that the Sub-Registrar of 
Bhagulpur was then in charge of the office of the District Registrar, and that 
the latter had, under s. 30 of the Act, powor to register this document, he 
upheld the registration and declared that the mortgage deed had priority over 
the purchase. 

The case was brought up here on second appeal, and the learned Judges 
constituting the Bench in charge of the group within which this appeal fell, 
referred to us the following question 

“Whether a document affecting immovoablo property is registered m accordance with 


the provisions of the Indian Registration Act within the meaning of section 49, when it bears 
a certificate of registration under s. 60, althougB under s 28 the officer who made the certifi. 
cate should not hare registered the document.” 


Failure to comply with 
rules as to description of 
bouses and land. 


• I Sec. 32 Pailur.' to coniply with the provisions contained 
in section 21. clause {b), shall not disentitle a document to be 
registered if the description of the property to which it relates is 
suffloient to identify such property.] 
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Ifc appears to me that the decision of such a question is not necessary to the 
determination of this appeal, nor, indeed, would the decision of it affect the 
conclusion at which I have arrived. By s. 7 of the Begistration Act, the 
Local Government may authorize any Sub-Begistrar, whose office has been 
amalgamated with that of a Begistrar, to exercise and perform, in addition to 
his own powers and duties, all or any of the powers and duties of the Begistrar 
to whom he is subordinate. In this case the office of the Sub-Begistrar of 
Bhagulpur was amalgamated with that of the District Begistrar, and under s. 30 
of the Act he was empowered to register this document. 

Under s. 21 of thp Act, the duty of describing the property properly is 
thrown on the person applying to have a document register^, and in Bengal, 
where the thana is the unit of area for the purpose of description, the thana 
and sub-district in which the land is situated should be set out in the 
document. In this case the property was not described according to the rules 
in force. The description runs as follows .— 

“ A d-anna 4-pie English share out of the 16 annas of mouzah 
Basidpur, main and hamlet, bearing towzi No. 10 and paying a C889] 
sadder jama of Bs. 719, lying within the jurisdiction of thana Kotwali, 
sub-district Bhagulpur, Collectorate Bhagulpur.’’ This description is erroneous. 
The property is situated in thana Amarpur, sub-district Banka, and bears a 
sadder jama of Bs. '919-15 annas. But by s. 22 the r^stration of a document 
in which the property is not properly described does not become invalid 
unless it cannot be properly identihed, and 1 consider that identification under 
s. 22 means such identification as is necessary to carry out the provisions of 
the Begistration Act. In the present case the towzi number is correct, but 
tha sadder jama, the thana and the sub-division are wrongly given. There is 
nothing on the face of the deed which would enable the Begistrar to carry out the 
provisions of s. 66 and send a memorandum of the deed to the Sub-Begistrar 
in whose sub-district the property is situated. On the contrary, the description 
is so misleading as to prevent the Begistrar from doing so. I do not think 
that a misleading description of this kind is saved by s. 22 of the Begistration 
Act, and so thinking. 1 must hold that the registration is not valid as against 
the Bubsequen|| purchaser. 

Pigot, J. —I agree with Mr. Justice O’Kinealy that the question put to 
us is not one upon the answer to which the decision of the case depends. 

The provisions of s. 21 were in this case not complied with. The 
territorial division (by which under the rules is meant the sub-district) in which 
the property was stated to be situated was not that in which it really was. 
I should not be prepared to hold that this ^vas such an error as of itself to 
affect the registration. But not merely was therd this error, but the property 
WAS stated to be within a thana different from that in which it really 
was situated. This was a false description, and one which undmr s. 22 
disentitled the document to be registered. 

It appears to me that a false description'or an incomplete description of 
the property, in respect of matters which from their nature it lies upon the 
party registering the document to state, being especially within his knowledge, 
must invalidate the registration, if it be such as to render the description of 
tba property insufficient to identify it. 

C8703 Upon this ground I hold the document inadmissible in the present 
case, and think that the question put to the Full Bench does not arise. 

But as the Chief Justice bas favoured me with a perusal of his judgment, 
in which he deals with the question put to us, 1 think I ought to mpress sueh 
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opinion as I have formed upon it, although (as I view the case) perhaps extra- 
judioialiy. 

There would be some difficulty in point of form in answering the question 
as it stands from the manner in which the certificate is referred to. The 
certificate under s. 60 is not made by that section, as I understand it. conclu¬ 
sive as to due registration ; it is “ admissible for the purpose of proving that 
the document has been duly registered The document cannot become, by 
virtue of the certificate, duly registered under the Act. 

Substantially, however, the question is, whether the document on which 
the certificate has been endorsed is or is not to be held not to have been 
duly registered, if it appears that the Sub-Eegistrar should not have registered 
it, by reason of the property being m a sub-district other than that of which he 
was Sub-Eegistrar. 

1 think the question might he answered without having resort to a 
construction of s. 60, making the certificate conclusive proof. 

1 think the requirements of section 28 are directory and not mandatory. 
It is the duty of the Sub-Eegistrar not to register a document presented to 
him, if he be not the officer to whom it ought to be presented. 

But, as regards the person presenting the document, 1 think the obser¬ 
vations of the Judicial Committee in Muhammad Ewaz x, Brij Lai [L. E., 
4 I. A., 174 (Vr6jJ may well be adopted as a guide in det*ermining the effect 
of the provisions of the section. 

Further, the primary object of the Act is to provide a conclusive guarantee of 
the genuineness of the instrument, and this is attained by such a registration as 
the present. a second, and no doubt very important one, is to provide a record 
from which persons who may desire to enter into dealings witli respect to the 
C871J property affected by the instrument, may be able to obtain information 
as to the title. It is for the second object that the provisions of s. 28, 
as well as many others in the Act, are framed . such as have reference to the 
machinery from time to time to be adopted by the executive in carrying out 
the Act, including the formation of tho districts and sub-districts, thotdtera- 
tion of them as may he convenient, the appointment of Eegistrars and Sub- 
Begistrars, and, in short, all tlie machinery necessary to enable 4he records to 
be regularly and conveniently kept and easily accessible to the public. 

It may well be that in respect of those matters exclusively within the 
control and knowledge of the persons registering the document, which are 
prescribed by the Act, the omission from it of an\ of the particulars required 
by SB. 21 and 22 of tbe Act miglit be intended by tho Legislature to be fatal 
to tbe validity of tbe registration as in the St. L%icta case and Harding v. 
Carrey (10 Indiana L. E., 1*40); see also, perhaps, Essex v. liaiigh (1 Y. & 0. 
0 . 0., 620). 

The present case illustrates what the provisions of the Act may be thought 
intended to prevent by the rigid exclusion from registration of documents 
framed in defiance of its provisions. Here we have a document presented so 
incorrectly describing the property that it would bo impossible for the Officer 
to identify it so as to tell that it was not in bis sub-distnot, and difficult at 
least for any one to identify it at all. 

But I do not think an error as to the district or sub-district is one of such 
omissions. Tbe Act does not declare that registration by a Sub-Eegistrar, 
who ought not to register, is void. I do not find anything to show an intention 
that it should be so. It is the duty of the officer to ascertain the geographical 
position of all the property conveyed as to sub-districts and districts—see 
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as. 64 and 65, The limits of the sub-distriots must be known to him. 
They may poasibly (of coarse this is unlikely) be unknown to the person seeking 
registration. In any case I think the matter is one primarily for the officer, 
and that if he consents to register, in place of refusing, as he ought 
to do, a document which ought to he registered elsewhere, it cannot be intended 
[872] that his neglect should be visited on the applicant, whether grantor or 
grantee, or by the destruction of the instrument as a conveyance. 

It is said that this might lead to opportunities for fraud. The answer 
appears to be— 

First .—That this could only happen through neglect in the Begistration 
Officers, which cannot be supposed in any degree probable. 

Secondly. —That even if it should give some facility for fraud, the mischief, 
on the other hand, of avoiding instruments on the ground suggested would be 
likely to be tar wider. 

I would only further observe that s. 68 seems to regard “ any error 
regarding the office in which any document shall have been registered " as one 
capable of rectiiication, which seems to me to confirm the view which 1 have 
formed upon this matter. I would, therefore, were it necessary, answer the 
question in the negative. 

Maopherson, J. — 1 also think that the question which has been referred 
to the Full Bench does not arise, and that it need not therefore be answered. 

I agree with Mr. Justice PiGOT in holding that the documecit in question 
containea a misdescription of the property so complete as to disentitle it to be 
registered ; that there was therefore no valid registration, and that the document 
was inadmissible 

Ghose, J.— 1 agree with Mr. Justice O’Kinealy in holding that the regis¬ 
tration in question is not valid. 1 desire, however, to make one or two obser¬ 
vations. The property which was mortgaged is situate within the sub-registry 
of Banka, hut the document was legistered by the Sub-Begistrar at Bhagul- 
pur. Now it seems to me, looking at ss. 28, 31 and 32, that the Sub-Begistrar 
as such had no power to register the document, unless it be by virtue of 
SB. 7 and 30 ol the liogistraiiou Act. He bad no doubt the authority 
to do so in this case (the office of the Begistrar of the district and that 
of the Suh-Begistrar having been amalgamated and the Sub-Begistrar having 
been placed in charge of the amalgamated office) if he chose to exercise the 
discretion vested in him by s. 30 But the Lower [373] Appellate Court has 
found that the registration was “as a matter of fact " not made under that 
section, and, indeed, one fails to see how it could bo otherwise, bearing in mind 
that the document descrihes the property as lying within the sub-district of 
Bhagulpur and not in the sub-district of Banka or any other sub-district, and 
■therefore the officer to whom it w as presented fcir registration was not called 
upon to exercise the discretion vested in him b> that section. The descrip¬ 
tion of the property, as given in the document, as has been pointed out by 
Mr. Justice O’KlNEALT, was so misleading as to prevent the Begistrar from 
carrying out the provisions of the H^istratioh Act, or from exercising any 
disorition under s. 30*. And it therefore follows that the registration is not 
valid in this case. ' 

T. A. P. - Appeal decreed. 

ROTES. 

d A ragi&tration whoa there was no property within the jurisdiction was held in- 
ofieotual41 Cal>, 972 P.O.; I'l A. L. J., 'J13; 918 ; 29 Cal., 654 ; 18 Mad., 364 (insufficient 
description). 

In (1900) 28 Mad.. 560 the quration had reference to sec. 36 ; in (1906) 3 C.L.J., 166 the 
Sub-registrar wae doing the duties ^ a District fiegisttM ;.in (1894) 1 C.L.J., 126 the names 


388 



t>E4C0CK &0. V. BAIJNATH &a. [1891] I.L3. 18 Oal. 574 

r 

of the estales wore given though the di»triet& in which they were situate wore omitted, ; 
in (1909) 11 Bom. L.R., 1391 the document was entered in a wrong book; m (1910) It 
0, W. N., 532 there was property within the jurisdition but the vendor had no title to it. 
On these grounds, this case was distinguished therein. ] 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The ZMh January, 1891. 

Present : 

Lord Hobiiouse and Lord Macnaohten, Sir R. Couch, and 
Mr. Brand (Lord Shand). 


Peacock and others.Plaintiils 

vet sui, 

Baijnath and others.Defendants 

and 

Graham and others.Defendants 

versus 

Daijnath and others.Plaintiffs. 


• .[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Sale and consignment of goods—Bantan or firm, right of—Right of the 
consignor, as against the banian, to meichandtse consigned to a 
Calcutta firm—Denial of banian'.s claim to a hen on general 
account u'lth the Jirm—Banian s non-liability to account 
for 2 >ast sales already brought into account with 
consignee—Contract Act, I87:i, ss. 

103 and 17ti — Lien. 

There is no rule of law giving a lion to the banian as .igainst his employer, nor is there 
any custom to that eiloct. It the banian claims a lien he must prove its existence, either by 
showing some express agreement giving to him the lieu, or by showing some course of deal¬ 
ing from which it is to be implied. 

On the other hand, where merchandise consigned has been sold m good faith, and m 
accordance with the purpose for which the (.onsignmcnt was £874] made and the proceeds have 
been brought into account between the consignee and the banian, he is not liable to 
account to the consignor The principal of the agent c.innot disturb the account with the 
sub-agent except on the ground o^ bad faith. 

A banian, not setting up a written agreement, nor asserting that be had advanced to the 
hrm on the security of specific quantities, claimed a lien as against the consignor on 
merchandise consigned to the firm whether arrived or in transit. The lion alleged was for the 
general balance of account, in virtue of an agreement extending to the whole of the merchan¬ 
dise consigned, whatever might have been the terms of the consignment between the oonsigndr 
apd consignee. 

The banian had made advances, but for them the cousideratioii was the profit to be made 
by sales. There was no pledge, nor auy agreement, express or implied, giving the banian a 
lien on the goods consigned. It was, therefore, unnecessary to determine whether the banian 
had notice of the terms of the consignments. Nor was it necessary to consider the efiect of 
section 178 of the Contract Act IX of 1872, there having been no pawn. The banian, having 
no hen against the oonsignoe, had none against the consignor, and could not question, the 
tight of the latter to stop ui transitu 
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APPBAItS from two deorees (2nd March 1885) of the High Court in its 
Original Civil Jurisdiction. 

The main question was between the consignors of merchandise from 
England to Calcutta and the banian of the consignees, as to whether the banian 
had a lien, enforceable against the consignors, in respect of advances made by 
him to the consignees, who had been declared insolvents. Upon the question of 
fact, whether, according to the evidence, a lien bad been established by terms, 
express or implied, or was to be inferred from the course of dealing between 
the banian and the consignees, the Court below bad, as to part of the con¬ 
signors’ claim, held that a lien existed, and displaced the right of the consignor. 
This was the subject of the present appeals, which also questioned the decision 
of the High Court as to the non-liability of the banian to account to the 
consignor. 

In the first of the above suits (557 of 1882) Peacock & Go., alleged that 
they had consigned from Manchester to Tambaoi and Son in Gadoutta piece- 
goods of specified marks, which were in the possession of the latter firm when 
it became insolvent in September 1882; that the defendant, as banian of the 
firm, refused to re-deliver the goods to the plaintiffs, who claimed a 
[875] declaration of their right to them and an injunction upon the banian. 

The defence was that the goods were subject to the banian’s lien, having 
been pledged to hiVn for advances made to the firm. Peacock & Go. made a 
similar claim as to bales dbns'gned upon the express terms that the proceeds 
were to be appropriated to meet their drafts, Tambaci and Son being interested 
only to the extent of one-third in the profits or loss to arise: also in 
respect of other bales consigned for sale on commission. They claimed that the 
bales should be returned or the proceeds of sale paid over to them. They also 
claimed an account from the banian of sales before the insolvency. 

The defence of the banian was, first, that this suit should have been 
included in the former ; and, sccc/ndly, as to the merits, that be had been for 
years the banian of the firm under an arrangement giving him a lien for ad¬ 
vances upon the goods from time to time received and kept in his custody ; that 
be did not know, nor could he have known, that the consignments were made for 
the proceeds to be realized on the plaintiffs’ account, and he did not admit that 
they were so to be. 

An amendment having been made, the. Court dealt with the two suite 
as one. 

The other (552 of 1882) of the two suits now in appeal, was brought by 
the banian against Graham and others, the agents in Calcutta of Peacock & Go., 
alleging his lien by agreement with the Tambaci & Co., that the latter firm 
in August 1882 received particulars of shipment to them of 55 bales marked 
P. T. C. coming by S.S. Knight of Si. Patrick, and 24 oases marked P. by the 
same ship ; that bills of lading on the ship's arrival on 14th September 1882 
were endorsed and delivered to the banian to enable him to obtain the goods 
and hold them ; that on the banian applying to the ship’s agents, delivery Woe 
refuse^, but was given to the defendants, &raham & Co., who claimed 
them on behalf of the consignors. The banian sued for a declaration of hj^ 
lien and an injunction on the defendants. The defence was that the firm of 
Graham A Co. were entitled as agents for Peacock A Co. the consignors, 
on the insolvency of Tambaoi on the 27th October 1882; that the 24 coses P. 
[876] were consigned for sale upon the express terms that the proceeds of sale 
were to be specially appropriated to meet the consignor’s drafts, as also wcure 
the proceeds of the 55 bales, P. T. 0. ; also that the firm had no power to 
pledge the goods or assign the bills of lading, except, subject to the terms of 
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the ooDsignment, of which the plaintiff at the cime of the alleged endoraement 
to him of the bills had full knowledge, that Peacock & Co., anticipating the 
insolvency, telegraphed to Hoare, Miller k Go., the ship's agents, not to deliver 
to Tambaci and Son, or to their order, but to deliver to the defendants, which 
they accordingly did. " 

The Court (30th October 1882) ordered that the goods should be sold, 
the banian depositing Government securities to the amount of the sale-pro¬ 
ceeds; such securities to be held in the joint names of the solicitors for the 
parties, and subject to the order of the Court. Between September 1883 
and April 1883 were instituted five other suits, including one by the 
trustee in bankruptcy of Tambaci, to all of which the banian was a 
party, the main issue in all being whether he was, by reason of the arrange¬ 
ments and course of dealing between him and Tambaci, entitled to a lien upon 
the merchandise consigned to that firm in Calcutta by merchants and manu¬ 
facturers in England. In these suits questions were raised as to the title to 
the goods in the firm’s godowns at the date of the insolvency; as to their title 
to the goods which had arrived in Calcutta, but had not been actually delivered; 
as to the consignors’ right to an account in respect of goods previously sold, 
and as to bis right to stop in transitu. In January and March 1883 commis¬ 
sions were ordered for the examination of witnesses in England, taken at 
Manchester in the same year, it being agreed that the evidence should be 
applicable to %11, the suits. In May and June 1884 they were beard by a 
specially constituted Bench of two Judges (CUNNINGHAM and WILSON, JJ.). 
On the 2nd March 1885 one judgment, applicable to all the suits on the points 
common to all, was delivered, and afterwards the Court stated its conclusions in 
separate judgments dealing with each suit The amended suit (No. 557 ef 1882} 
was dismissed, so far as it sought for an account of the goods sold by the banian 
and Co77] accounted for by him to his employers of an estimated value of 
Bs. 1,70,000. But it was held and declared that the banian was entitled to a 
lien upon bales P. T. and G., w4iich were in the godowns of the firm at the 
time of its insolvency. In the second suit (552 of 1882) the Court held on the 
evidence that the banian’s lien displaced the consignor’s right to stop in 
transitu. As to both suits, the Court in the first, or general, judgment dis¬ 
posed of points common to all the suits, and stated the following;—" Paul 
Tambaci and Son carried on business, the father representing the firm in Man¬ 
chester, and the son in charge of 'the Calcutta branch, until the death of the 
father in 1880, when the son left India and went to Manchester, where he direct¬ 
ed the business alone, until, on the 27th October 1882, he was adjudicated a 
bankrupt in the Manchester County Court, on the petition of Peacock & Go., the 
present appellants. In April 1878 Tambaci in Calcutta employed Evangelo 
Vassilapolo, who from the departure of the younger Tambaci, until the latter 
became bankrupt in 1882, remained in charge of the Calcutta branch.” The 
judgment then stated that there were three classes of piece-goods consigned, 
which the business of Peacock & Co. with Tambaci comprised, vi;s., (1) goods 
shipped by Peacock & Co. to Tignbaci and Son upon the terms that the pro¬ 
ceeds of sale in Calcutta should be specially appropriated to meet the drafts 
dwwn by Peacock & Co. in Manchester against the shipments. This class, 
called in these proceedings the " lien account goods,” bore the mark P. T. G., 
borne by others also ; (2) goods shipped' by Peacock & Go., for sale in Calcutta 
by Tambaci on the joint account of themselves, the consignees and the manufac¬ 
turers. This class, called in the proceedings the "joint account goods,” w »9 
marked F. M.; (3) goods belonging entirely to Peacock & Co., and shipped by 
them for sale by Tambaci as their agent and on their account. This class was 
called the "pure consignment goods,” and was marked P. The,contents of two 


891 



I.L.R. 18 Ckil. 878 PEACOCK &c. v. 

loitors were then given. The first, dated 11th August 1875, contained the terms 
that the accounts of the shipments were to be kept distinct, and that the returns 
were to be remitted to Peacock & Go. for the protection of their drafts against 
the shipments. The letter continued thus:—“ In consideration of our having 
made [5783 this consignment at your request, you are to guarantee to us a clear 
profit of two per cent, on the transaction, wliich, with interest, we are to in¬ 
clude in our draft. You are to have all profit and bear all loss." The 
second letter, dated 10th August 18^0, related to shipments on account of 
three firms ; another firm, the manufacturers, taking part in the consignment 
to Tambaci as well as Peacock & Co. This was the joint account, called also 
the ‘three-thirds account.’ ” 

The “lieu account goods,” P. T. C., were dealt with as follows: 
Peacock & Co. having shipped them under the arrangement of the 11th August 
1875, drew upon Tambaci and Son in Manchester at four months. The in¬ 
voice sent by Peacock to the firm there was not passed on, as it was, to Calcutta, 
but a new invoice with the alteration that the goods were shipped on 
account and risk of Tarahaci and Son was sent —a difference which appeared 
to the High Court to be material Funds were regularly remitted from 
Calcutta to Manchester to meet the drafts against these P. T. C. goods, 
down to the time of the bankruptcy, lii regard to this the Judges said— 
“ The effect of tills course of business appears to us to have been that 
upon the endorsement of each hill of lading of these P -Ts C. goods by 
Peacock & Co. to Tambaci, the property in the goods represented by it 
passed to Tambaci, hut, Bub]ect to tlie terms contained in the letter of the llth 
August 1875, accepted on each occ-ision bv Tambaci, and embodied in the 
heading of the invoice. Tliose terms seetn to us to constitute a trust or appro¬ 
priation as to the disposition of the goods and their piocoeds. As to these 
P. T. C. goods, we are dealing with consignments by an agent to his principal, 
and it has, no doubt, been held that an agent who consigns to his principal en¬ 
dorsing and making over the bill of lading to the latter, so as to vest the pro¬ 
perty in him, cannot, at the same time, by a mere reservation on his part alone, 
create a trust or appropriation in his own favour cx parte Banner (L. R., 2 
Ch. Div , 978). Jiut in *he present case there is an express agreement between 
principal and agent, creating, we think an appropriation binding upon 
Tambaci, hie assignee in bankruptcy, and any other person taking with notice." 

[5793 The judgment then described the relations between Tambaci and 
Son and the banian, w'aich began in 1873; ‘‘ The husiness of a banian is one 

well knoMU <n India, and has been frequently considersd by the Courts. It 
means generally a native agent employed by rirnis for the purposes of sales, 
collecting funds, or other transactions, which {ihe banian, from his better 
information and greater familiarity with the market and the people, is more 
able than his employers to conduct with advantage. He may act for several 
firms at once. He is generally a del credere agent. He may, or he may not, 
advance money to his employers. If he dues, there is no rule of law giving 
him any lien.” 

At this time Tambaci and Son appear to have been, as indeed they were 
throughout, without capital, and to have sub^isted on various forms of credit. 
One of these was a system of mutual accommodation between themselves and 
Feaoock & Co. Besides the funds thus supphoci, extensive loans were obtained 
from the local hanks It would appear that the intention of the arrangement 
with the b.anian was to treat him as the suiipJor of funds.” 

Articles of agreement, drawn up in the office of Messrs. Berners, Sander¬ 
son & Co. were executed between the banian and Tambaci and Son on the llth 
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July 1873. These were an ordinary banianship agreement, under which the 
banian was to pt ovido and pay servants, who were to be under the orders of the 
firm. He was to be responsible fur the fulfilment of sales and payment. . On 
the other hand, the banian was to be entitled to a commission on sales, and to 
a discount for oasb. The agreeadent said nothing as to advances, and was not 
observed in practice. Tiie evidence as to the course of business was then 
stated, and in a tabular form the value of the merchandise which arrived in 
1882, with dates, and the advances made hv the banian in that year down to 
September, were given. 

The particulars of sbipnienc advising tiie marks and numbers of the 
goods shipped weio the first dociiinentri leoeived by the Calcutta branch from 
the Manchester house of Tambaoi. A week later, and usually a week or 10 
days before the ship arrived, these wore followed by the invoice and bill of 
lading On the arrival of the ship tlic hill of lading was endorsed by Tambaci, 
or after bis departure to England hy hit n anager Vassilopulo, by an open 
CSSO] endorsement, and lianded to the banian, who then obtained delivery of 
the goods from tlie ship and had them sent to Tambaci’s godowns. Offers to 
purchase the goods were made (‘ither directly or through the banian to Tambaci, 
or Vassilopulo, and if accepted woie entered in one of the firm’s books from 
which entries contracts of sale with the native dealers were made up and 
written out h\ the banian. Ttie .imount of the price was4ben debited in the 
bill hook to the* Iranian, as though he were the buyer, less his commission 
of 14 per cent., the name of the actual purchase.! not appearing in any of the 
firm's bonks, and the debit to the banian being entered as of the due date. 
The delivery of the goods to the purchiiser was effected by the banian, who 
received pavmeiit from the purchaser either in cash oi by a “ baisar chitty ” 
or promissory note, p.iyiible, not to the firm, but to tlie banian. Payments 
and advances wore ftom time to time made by the banian to the firm in 
such amounts as were required Neitlier paMiients nor luivaaces were 
made against nr in respect ol anv hpeeific sale. In the cash account between 
the banian and tlie firfii the loneei was debited with the price of goods sold 
(as appearing in the bill book) and with intere.st thereon and credited with his 
payments and advances with interest, t.lieicon. The rate of interest charged 
b> and credited to the hunian was J2 per cent.. The cash account so made up 
was adjusted at the end of each \uar. Chi the ^list December L8H1 there was 
shown by the account lor the preceding year as .so adjusted to be due by the 
firm to the bam.iii Us (),90,042. .\t the end ol September 1KK2 the balance 

had been reduced, bs tlie excess ut s.iles over advances and payments, to 
Bs 3,31,2(32. Fioin the 1st .August iHH2 to 1st September 1882 the sales 
debited to the lianian amounted to Us 92,000 , and from the Ist to the 19tli 
Septemlior to Us. 4,12,000 . ’vvbile bis adv.iuces and payments from the 1st 
August to the 19th September amounted onlv to Us. 2,70,003. 

The Court then considered the evidence liearing on two questions— First, 
whether the banian had .such a hen on the goud.s which were in the godowns, 
or of which the hills of lading had been delivered, as jusjified him, in September, 
in detaining them hv wav oi secuiit\ for an^i balance due to him, on the 
taking of a general .iccoimt tietween him and Tambaci. Secondly, whether, 
{[dSl] if lie had sucli a lieu, he could enforce it against the consignors of 
the goods. 

The banian's case was that from tlie outset in 1873 his advances were to be 
secured by the goods of which ho had the custody; that in 1875 not 
only the goods in the godowma, but goods in transit were to be treated as 
security: that in 1882 this was made move explicit, and the particulars of the 
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goods to arrive were looked upon as security. And as to the evidence in support 
of this, the Court said : “ We have, besides the direct oral testimony, certain 
corroborative facts, the value of which it will be necessary to determine. 
These are (1) the keys of the godown being placed in the custody of the 
banian’s servants . <'2) the fact of the Custom House sircars and godown sircars 
being his servants , (8) the haxar chitties^being made out in bis name. As to 
these it is contended, on the consignor's behalf, that tho^ are equally 
consistent with the view that tlie banian was merely the responsible 
custodian of the goods and tlie guarantor of their price when once sold. 
There i- another set of facts, viz , (4) that policies of insurance, covering 
the goods in the godowns, were delivered to the banian ; (5) that the bills of 
lading wore upon arrival endorstal and delivered to him for the purpose of 
giving elfect to liis st•eurlt^ , and (6) that the diirwans were the servants of the * 
banian. These allegations the consignors meet, not by questioning their 
oogenev if true, hut hv denving their truth ” 

“ .As to the original .igreenieiit, wo think that the balance of testimony is 
in favour of its having been, in the main, such as the banian describes, and 
that this view is supiiorted 1)\ the jirohuhilities of tlie case The evidence of the 
banian himself and V.issilopulo i*. vei\ distinct, and the coirohfiration afforded 
by Mr Sassoon, wliose tiustworthines-, was unimpugned, is most iinpoitant. 
Of thri eircumstandes addiieeii as conolior.iting the plaintiff's .stor\, we think 
that tlie facts tint the kevs vne in the plaintitt's eiisfcodv. and that ins godown 
sircars Inul the elearing of tlie goods aio, at least, as miich in favour of the 
view t'l.it the goods were jilacod in iii« possession b\ wa\ of seeuritv as ttf iinv 
other view of his position . wliile the tact that the* bazar chitties, instead of 
being made out in the name of the firm, weie made out in the name of the 
banian, appears to us of some significance r5823 as showing the view taken 
of his position, tiiough, as he was lesponsihle foi the ]jnco of the goods 
from the moment of their .sale, tliere w.is notliing unnatiirai, apart from any 
question of.secuiit\, in the cliiUies being in ide out pi his name As to the 
question of the dniwaiis, we think that the evidence fails to establish in any 
satisfacton wav the existence of a seiiniate sot of duiwans acting on behalf of 
the banian ” 

“ As to the hills of lading, we arc not satisfied thatthev were placed in the 
hands of the banian or Ins servants at any time prior to the arrival of the goexis. 
80 that theie is nothing in the fact of the hills of lading being in his custody 
which, iiece^satily, indicates tinn the goods to winch then referred were 
pledged to film, or that ho received them for anv other pniixiscK than that of 
obtaining clearance. On the other hand, there can he no doubt that from January 
1882, at an\ rate, the firm was anxious to give to the liariian any available 
security at the earliest possible moment, and certainly gave him to understand 
that all goods, particulars of which had reached thePi, would he available as 
security for his advances Our view, accordingly, of the evidence as to 
the bills of lading, -is that, standing by ifcVelf, it proves nothing as to the 
baniaih’s security." 

“Taking it along with the other facts, we think that the pioper inference 
is that the bills were handed over for the purpose of carrying out the whole 
arrangement between the parties. As to the policies of insurance, we think 
that the balance of evidence is in favour of the view' that they were handed 
over by way of completing the security afforded to him by the possession of 
the goods, in the same way as they were transferred to the bank in the case of 
a loan.” 
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“The conclusion at which, on the whole ot the evidence, we have arrived, 
is that from the outset the agreement was that the goods in Tatnbaci's godowns 
should be security for the advances made by the banian to the hrm, that ait 
'some subsequent date it came to be understood between the parties tliat not 
only the goods in store, but goods, particulars of which had reached the firm, 
should be security for the balance fium time to time due<r, that this understand¬ 
ing was made to assume a more definite and precise form at the conversation 
between Vassilopulo and the banian in [jS3] .lariuary 1882, after which time the 
plaintilf’s fiosh advances were confined, .is nearly as possible, to amounts 
equivalent to the value of the goods, estimated as Ks 250 per bale, parti¬ 
culars of which Nveie received by the firm . and that from this time there is 
disceinible a general correspondence hotwoen tne particulars received by the 
firm and the. advances b> tlio bani iq 

“ The goods, however, tlius pledged must, m our opinion, bo hold to have 
become security, not only for the sums advanced at the lime upon them, but 
lor tlie entire existing lialulity of Tambaci to the banian, and lor anv future 
liabilitv of ii like nature until they weie disposed of in regular course Tlieir price 
then went to reduce the general balance due ll^ Tambaci to the banian 

In considering how fai the banian had notice of the rights and interests of 
the several persons in Manchester, a distinct question arose with respect to 
each class of goods The dilfeience between the modes’ot dealing with the 
several classos*ofgoods throw light upon tiie quosf ion of notice as to each. And 
tlie Court was of opinion that the evidence showed an actual and intentional 
holding fotth, and representation, to all concerned, of Tambaci as the owner of 
the goods It found that as to the PTC, or lien account goods, tlie hanian 
had no notice, or knowledge, of the aiiangi'inent set forth m the letter of the 
11th August 1875, or that these goods were subject to a trust or appropriation of 
any kind The indgmont added tliat the prob.ibilit\ was that tlie hamaii looked 
at the goods in the godowns, not mereh as an indication of the prosiierity of 
the firm, hut as a tangiljle security for the moiie\ w’lncli lie had advanced 

In the first pidgineut the Court, disposing of tlie points raised ui suits 557 
and 55*2 of 1883, held that Peacock A- Co. wore entitled in respect of the 
“ joint account goods ” and the “ pure consignment goods”, but that in resjioet 
of the ‘ lien account goods ” their title was displaced l>v the banian’s hen. It 
held, however, that the haniaii, w'ho had alread% accounted to the consignee, 
was not liable to account to the consigrioi. Afterwards, giving judgment in 
each suit separately, the Court stateil the issues m the first of the above suits, 
and proceeded as follows .— 

“ Fir'<t, on the general question as between Tambaci and the banian, 
whether the latter had a hen on the goods, in the godowns, we have already 
expressed our opinion ” 

C381j ‘ ' Secondlti, whether as to each class of goods, that the lien is good 
against Peacock & Co , regarding tliem as the owners." 

“ Thirdly, whether in respect of tiie P. T. C. goods, Peacock & Co. are 
entitled to sue.” • 

“ Fourthly, a similar issue as to a ono-thiid share in such of the P. M. C. 
goods as were shipped on the thiee-thirds account ” 

“ whether the banian is liable to Hccount to Peacock & Co. for the 

proceeds of goods sold and already accounted for to Tanihaoi.” 

With reference to the second question, vvo have given our reason for 
holding that in the case of the P-raarked goods, the P. T. C. and the P. M. C., 
the banian knew them to bo Peacock & Co.'s goods, and know of the interests 
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of the several persons oonoerned in them. It remains to consider whether his 
lien is protected by a 178 of the Contract Act. It is so, unless the circum¬ 
stances were such as to raise a reasonable presumption that Tambaci was acting 
impropeilv in making the pledge he did. We are far from saying generally that* 
the knowledge by a pledgee that his pledgor is not the owner of the goods 
pledged, but an agent fipr sale, of necossilv invalidates the pledge. To say this 
would be to ignore the ‘ usual and ordinary course of business' on which the 
6 and 6 Viet, c. 39, was based. But tlie ])ledg», to be good, must be one pre¬ 
sumably made for the benefit of the principal. It can never, we apprehend, be 
right for an agent to pledge the goods nf a princi])n] to secure the balance due 
by him on his own general account with the pledgee In such a case knowledge 
that the pledgor is an agent is thoreforn, wo think, knowledge that in so pledg¬ 
ing he is acting improperlv. Tn LeHckiiari v. Cvnper (3 Biiig. N. C., 99) a 
custom giving such a general lien was held to he bad in law And in 
Kaltmheuik v Lewis (L. E., 21 Cli. Div 54, at )) '<9) the reasons whv such a 
general lien iH ohiootionahle ire ole‘iri\ pointulout. We think therefore, that 
as to the P. T. C. and P M. C. goods, the title of Peacock A Co. nmst prevail ”. 

“ The case as to the P. T. C gomls is different. Those go(‘ds, as wo have 
said, we find to have been Tambaci's goods, suliiect to a trust or approjn'iation 
of the goods and their proceeds We have [385] tound alsothal Haiinath had no 
notice of this arrangement It follow s, m our opinion, that his lien upon those 
goods 18 valid”. . • 

“The special point raised as to the P. T. C goods is this Those gt)ods 
were not actuallv the goods ot Peacock A Co., liut of h niaiuilacturer on whose 
behalf the\ consigned them And it was contended tliat the\ caniK.t maintain 
this suit, ac any rate wnthont the owner-, being ni.ido parties to the suit. As 
an objection tj the suit for want of paities, w^o cannot mitertain tins contention. 
Any such objection must, hv s 31' ol the Piocednre Code, he raised before 
the first hearing. This was not so raised So tlnit on this pmnt we have only 
to say wliether tlic plaintifi's have show n tiri\ cause of action in themselves 
as against Baijnath. We thirk thev have As hetw'een Peacock Co and 
Tambaci, the former were the consignors of these goods and tlie principals in 
the transaction; Tambaci could not have disputed their ntle. Haijnath, who 
takes from Tambaci, and wdth notice, caunot, we tiinik, stand in anv stronger 
position than Tambaci would liave stood ” 

“A similar point was raiseii with regaid to the manufacturer's one-tliird 
share of such of the P. M. C goods as were slopped on what was called the 
three-thirds ^rjcount To this thoie seem to us tw’o answers- one, that which 
we have just given as to the P. T. C gooils , second! \, tliowo goods were 
specifically appropriated to meet the hills drawn against them .And that is a 
suflBcient equitable interest to give a nght to* sue -Lv*scher v. Comptotr 
d’Escompte de Parts (L. B., I Q B. Div , 799), lianken v Alfaro (L. R., 5 Ch. 
Div., 786)”. 

“ The question which remains is as to the claim oi Peacock A Co. bo hold 
Baijaath accountable* for goods already sf>ld -ind accounted m due course to 
TambMici”. 

“ .As to this, we think the claim cannot be supported. There are only 
three grounds, so far as we are aware, on which a principal has been held 
entitled to sue a sub-agent employed by his agent”. 


*C8eo. 34—All oOjectionn lor want of parties, or for joinder of parties who have no 

thettuit, or fomiKjoindcr HS co-pliiintiesoreo-defend- 
^ at the earliCHt possibK, opportunty, and 

^ ^ in all caHes before the fimt haaiitig ; and any such objection not 

‘ so taken shall bo deemed to have been waived by the defendant,] 
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*' The first is title, whereby he may follow his property in the hands of 
the sub-agent if he finds it there. This was the ground of decision in the 
House of Lords in Mihhfd v. Masfjmis {L K., 8 App. Cas., 874 ; 9 Q. B. D., 
6:10). And on this ground wo have lield Beacock <fe»Go. entitled to recover 
certain of their goods." 

fsse] ‘ ‘The second ground is privity of contractt^ This was tlie ground 
of decision in the Court of Appeal in the case just roforrod to Tliere is no 
such privity here. The position of tlie banian of a Calcutta firm, wbich’firrn 
receives goods for sale on behalf of luinoipals in Europe, was considered in 
1863 in Orr Euunu v tlovuichuuiln iSriit fj Boul . 53 J) That was a suit by 
Glasgow inanufaeturers, who bail consigned goods to a Calcutta firm for sale, 
against the banian of tlio Calcutta firm, in winch tlio plaintiffs sought to recover 
from the bxnian the jiriec of the giyids Ho had sold tho goods and received 
tlie price, and had been debited witli tho amount m the general account between 
him and Ins employers, in exactly the same niiinnei as tlie banian was in the 
present case At the trial the Court found, amongst other things, that there 
WAS no privity between tho banian and 1 lie Glasgow house A rule niht having 
been obtained tfi set aside tlie verdict or tor a new trial on several grounds, 
that rule was discharged In the ludginents the position of a banian was much 
considered. Thus Sir L J^KJiiL, C .1., says at p. 039 . “• 

“ ‘The inode of dealing between the t.icborh and tlicd* banian appears to 
have hoen tliM .. The\ looked to Inin for pavinent, and wiion he had made the 
sales and the moue\s due wore ])a\al)le, hut before tlie la’ice was paid, he was 
debited with tins pi ice, and gave credit, fo tlioni in account for the amount 
minus his cointnission.' " 

‘‘‘The defeiidaiiL was nol tho liuxoi of the g.iods, though the Calcutta 
house looked to Inin suh>..t.aiitiall\ loi ihc price of them The form of the con¬ 
tracts and connuissioii sliow this Accoiding, then, to this couise of dealing. 
Ins lecoipts of the imonex on tlie sales effected h^ Inin as banian would bo a 
receipt of inoiun not fo the use of the foieigii {iniiciiials, but simply a receipt 
according to bliu course of deulmg belvveiiti linn .iiid Ins principals, the Calcutta 
house, and iiuiependontlx of an\ pledge oi ben uiidei tlie Factoi’s Act.’ ” 

“ And again, at p 544 :— 

‘ ‘ Tho position of tilings hero is peciili.ir . the iidciposition of such a per¬ 
son as a banian between the factor and the buvers is not known in England; it is 
not utiivarsal here, though more common, [5873 and it must be- presumeu that 
one who is in tlie habit of remitting goods to this maiket for sale hy an 
European house, sanctions so very gonoral and almost univoTsal a course of 
trade, which the jiecuiiar state of circumstances renders, if not absolutely 
necessary \et convenient apd expedient Such a person cannot properly be 
described as a servant or clerk, though thegeneial presence of him at the place 
of business of his principal might seem to give his connexion with the agent 
at first view that appearance He is rather a suh-agont of a peculiar kind.’ ’’ 

Tho banian in the case, by the course of dealing between him and his 
principals^ became liable as a del credete agent Consequently, be cpuld be 
called u})on to jiay, though he had been guilty of no fault or neglect. The 
giving credit in account between him aqd his principals, the agent, was, in the 
absence of fraud, equivalent to payment, and therefore his receipt of the moneys 
after such accounting was really, hy virtue of the bargain between him and the 
agents, a receipt to his own use and not in any manner in fraud or derogation 
of the right of the distant principal, but in pursuance of a contract effected 
within the scope of fiis own agent’s authority and for the benefit of the 
principal himself.’ 
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“ This case is really much stron^jer than the many cases in England, in 
which it has heeu hold that no privity existed between foreign principals and 
English sub-agents, such as the New Zealatid and Avstrahan Land Company 
V. IVatwn iL.B., 7 Q. B. D., 'i74). Kaltenb'ick v. Lewt$ (L. R., 2^ Ch. Div., 
54 . 10 Ajip. Ca. 627) because the banian is in the permanent employment of 
the Calcutta firm " 

“ The onl\ remaining ground on which a sub-agent could ho made liable 
to account to the principal for goods sold through the sub-agent is fraud, or 
something equivalent to fraud. The law applicable to India upon this point 
is now emhoilied in s 192 of the Contract Act This section, wliich 
seems to us for this purpose substantiallv in accordance with the law in force 
befoie the passing of the Contract Act, says •—The suh-agont is lesponsihle 
for his acts to the agent, hut not to the principal, except in cases of fraud or 
wilful wrong ” 

[588] ‘ ' Tlie only question, therefore, is whether any fraud or wilful 
wrong has lieon shown Wo cannot see the slightest pretext foj' such an 
imputation. So far as the s.ile and delivery of the goods is concerned, that 
was clearlv in accordance witli the obieet for which they were sent to Calcutta 
As to the banian’s mode of accounting for the jirice, we have not to inquire 
whether if he had^een prnna f.irie acc<iuntable to Peacock A- Co , ('ither for 
the price as purch.iser or for tlieir s-vlo-procoed.-> as their ageist. *'ie could have 
discharged himself by .showing a sottloment in account with Tamhuci The 
question is, ho not being jnuna t,icie accountable, W'hotlicr an\thing has 
occurred to make him so Now the mode in which he accouniod was that in 
which be was bound bo account, and had been hound ever since Ins cmplo>ment 
commenced in 1'^7'i It was a mode of dealing which we kn.iw from Orr 
Ewnin's case, alrcsuK ciicd, bo liave been pr>'valont in Calcutta foi thirty years 
at least \s hoi ween the liani.in and Tanihaci tlie course of business went on 
for nine years, during winch time the banian made verv large .advances on 
tlie faitli of it, a due proportion of wincli found its w’ay into P< acock A Co.’s 
pocket Tliroughout those years tin* h.inian never had reason to suppose tiiat 
any remittance to England was in arrear. And now we know, from Peacock 
A Co's, own witnesses, that their remittances were received with almost 
absolute regularity down to a date immedritelv before the baiikruptcv A 
clearer case* of perfect good faith it i-, difficuft to imagine," 

" It follows that, in our opinion. Peacock A Co., have shown a good title 
to the P T C, goods ; that to tliosc of the P. AI C., which weio theirs alone, 
they are entitled on that ground, and that to the remaining P M. C. goods, 
those on joint .iccount and those on tlie three-thirds account, thev are entitled, 
in part, by virtue of ownership, and as to the vvhole, b> reason of sjieoifio 
appiupriatioii to meet their bilLs of exchange. Under the arrangements made 
lor sale of the goods, the banian w'lll have to account to Peacock A Co. for 
those goods. A.s to the P T. C. goods, the banian’s lien is gocxl against 
Peacock A Co. , .iiid tbg claim of the latter to an account of goods sold and 
accouifbed for bo Tarabaci fails altogether.” 

[589] In the second of the above suits, Baijnath v. Gmhu.m, the separate 
judgment was as follows :—"This suit relates to certain of the goods which 
arrived in Calcutta by the Knight of St Vatnek on the 14th September 1882. 
The goods on board of her consisted of 10 bales P. X. T., 8 hales P. T. C., 
on hales P. T G., and 24 cases P The bills-of-loding were endorsed and made 
over to the banian, and he obtained delivery of tha 10 bales P X. T. and of 7 
bales out of the P. T. C.” 
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'* But before he could obtain delivery of the remaining goods, thev were 
stopped by Graham & Oo. acting under instructions from Peacock k Co. About 
the remaining one bale out of the eight of P. T. C , there is no dispute, the 
banian is clearly entitled to it. The controversy is as to the 56 bales P. T. 0. 
and the 24 cases P. As to the latter, the reasons which we have given in 
Peacock & Co.’s suit for holding that the l)anian had no lien on the goods, which 
he knew to be theirs, would applv to these goods had tliey been in the godowns. 
And he certainly can have no better title because they wore stopped before they 
reached the godowns." 

“ With regard to the P. T C. goods, an issue arises entirely different from 
any that has arisen in anv of the previous cases, viz , whether, as between the 
banian and Peacock <tGo , the latter had a right to stop tlie goods in iranaitii." 

“ The position of Peacock & Co. with respect to these goods we have 
already jiointed out They were agents v'dio bought in Manchester with their 
own nionev or on their own credit, and shipped to Tanibaci’:-. house in Calcutta. 
Wo think, therefore, that according to the rule laid down in Feise v. Wray 
(3 East, 93) and often acted upon since, thev may, for the present purpose, be 
regai'ded as vendors w'ltb the riglit to stop ni transitu It w*as suggested, 
indeed, tliat thu words ‘ a seller’ in s 99 of the Conti act Act alter the 
law so as to exclu'de persona in such a position. Hut w’e do not thmk 
that is so. It was not denied tint all oMiei eonditions^frequisite to entitle 
Peacock Ik Co, lo stop in existed , noi was it questioned that they 

did, in fact, stop the goods before the l/niisifMx was over The only question 
raised was whether the lull of lading ol these goods was eiidorbed to 
[590] the banian under such circuinstanceo as to defeat the right to stoj) ” 

“The nature of the advances has been already consideied. The legal effect 
of the transaction Is now governed in this countiv hv s 108 of the Contract 
Act. ‘ When a hill of lading or other instrument of title to anv goods is assigned 
by the buvor of such goo is by ,vvav of pledge to secure an advance iiiade speci- 
tically upon it in good taith, the seller cannot, except on pavmont or tendei to 
the pledgee of tlio advance so mad(>, stop the goods m Luinsitu ' 

“In connection with ])ledges and lions one di.stmction is familiar- the 
distinction between a pledge for an existing debt and a pledge f(ir anew advance. 
The words ‘ an advance made upon it ’ plaiiiK require that the (jlcdge of .a hill 
of lading, in order to defeat the right of stoppage m tiausitu, shall he as security 
for a now adviince, not foi a pre-oxistnig debt Tlie Legislature has thus adopted 
for this country the v lew taken bv the Privv Council in Hudqia v. Lompioir 
(VEscoiuptH dr Pans IL. R., 2 P C Cas., 893), and L'hintrird /tank of 
India v. Henderson (L R , 5 1* C Cas , .501) , and not that since taken bv the 
English Court of Apjaiiil in Leask v Srott iL. R , 2 Q 15. 1)., 37G).’’ 

“ But the section requires the advance for winch the hill of lading is 
pledged to be ‘made specitical/if upon it.' The construction of these words is 
by no means free from doubt. If was argued that they are pointed at the 
distinction between a pnrtiqiilar lien on certain goods for a particular 
advance, and a general hen upon all goods to secure advances gei^erally, 
of a floating balance, and it was contended that thev require that there 
shall be a paiticular advance of a sum or sums on the security of the parti¬ 
cular bill of lading in question apart from any other security. If this were 
the meaning of the words, the condition is not complied with in the 
present case. But we do not think the words of the section constrain us to 
take so strict a view ; and the policy of the law is to protect bona fide dealings 
with hills of lading in the ordinary course of business. We think the 
lequiroments of the section are complied with when it is shown that any 
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sum ia advanced on the tfl9l3 terms that it is to ba secured by the particular 
bill of lading in question or tita goods roprasented by it, though it may be 
secured bv other hills or goods also, and tliough the bill of lading may have 
been intended to he security not only for the particular sum or sums advanced 
upon it, but also for soine autocedent liabilicv- Beading the section in this 
sense, we think that tlie banian is entitled to hold the 65 bales of P. T. 0. 
goods as secuntY for all cho sums advanced by hiiii after tlie arrival of the 
particulars of shipment hy tlio Kiimkt of St. Patrick.” 

" We intimated at the close of the hearing that, as the question of costs 
might sjive m-ise to considerations not free from dilhcultv, wo should make no 
order on that subject wUliout giving the pi,'ties an opportunity of being iieard. 
The cases cm be set down ior argument on tins point on the application of 
any of tlie part'es.” 

“ Lxstlv, .n tlie goods have been dealt with under arriingements iietween 
parties, and it is possiiile that some unforeseen dithcults* may arise in the 
application of our decision, we think it well to reserve hborty to apply to all 
parties in all the oases 

The matter if granting leave to ajipoal in the two suits onlv was disposed 
of in Saifuath v (ri.tlutm (I L R., 11 Cal, 7-111) 

Mr II. H. A'.'imlh, Q C , Mr IV. i' Snitjlru, and Mr .7. liosktli, for the 
Appellants.,—The Couit was wrong in Llie first c.ise in eKceptin^ the P. T. C. 
or “lien .iccount,” go id', i- j.u t.!i j c imiginn niu as to' whicli it had 
correel.lv allowed the pnimi facte right of the consignor to jitevail This excep¬ 
tion was m.ide on the erroiieous ground th.it the consignor'.s riglit had been 
displaced bv the banian’s hen The Couit below liad .ilso been wrong in the 
second ease in holding tinit the lion alleged hv the h.mmn prevailed over the 
right of the ininsignor t) stoji intiamitu, the bales coming hy the Knight <>/ 
St. Patrick. Its finding that a hen h.id been agreed to was against the weight of 
the evidence, and even if, as between the hanniii and the him employing liim, 
the former had a lien for Ins adv inces, and on general account, tlnit lieu should 
not have been held tj he ot any avail as between tiu- hanian iiiul the c<>nsignor. 
Again, as to tlio goods P. T C., m “lien account ‘ goods, the Court helow' 
should have f.iund tliat. the li.inian had [392IJ notice ot the consignor’s interest 
in them, and should have h<>ld that, if the consigiioi had attempted to pledge 
them, it woiilil have been invalid. As to the goods coining h\ bho Knight of 
St. Patrick, the appellants had .nade go. k] thoir Lille, and the Court ought to 
have held that tin hili-* ot lading had not been transferred under such 
ciruumstaiiceiH I y the consi.gnee as to defeat the riglit of the consignor to stop 
*n tramitu. It wa-. als-i argued that the High Court should have field that the 
banian was liable to account to the consignor for all the pioceed.s of the goods 
claimed hy the apjiellant that had been svild b\ him before the insolvoucy of 
the consignee 

The view of the Court below of a banian’s position might ba accepted, 
viz., that although he had no lien hv custom having the force of law, he might 
have qpe by agreement with his employer as against him Hut the Court in 
finding him enti led to the security of tliegood.a whether in Tambaei’s godowna, 
or on their w.av, had mistaken the effect of the evidence. No lion was 
presumable from the expiessions used or from Liie course of dealing. And no 
part of the consignments had been pledged to the banian wittiin the 
moaning of s 17H of the Contract Act, 1872. Also, throughout, there 
never had been a time when the gootls had been transferred, with intent to 
pledge them, from the jiosseasion of Tambaoi to that of the banian, and yet to 
make a valid pledge there should be either actually or constructively such a 


400 



f 


I.E«.R. 18 m. 688 


BAiniATH &Q. [18911 , 

transfer. And, agtun, as the banian, in fact, had notice of the interest retained 
by Peaoook & Go. as against the consignee in the lien account goods F. T. C., 
a pledge, had there been one. would have been invalid, for the reason that the 
banian would not have been acting in good faith. He kne^v that Tambaci's 
business involved the receipt of goods for sale belonging to other 
firms. He knew that it was a consignment business, in which the goods from 
Peacock&Go.on “joint account’’, or as “pure consignments”, werenotTambaci’s; 
and the Court found him to have known that as to these classes of goods he had 
no lion. In the case, however, of the “ lien account goods”, having regard to the 
fact that P. T. C. were numbered consecutively with Tambaci’s own goods 
bearing the same mark, the Court found that there was no express notice to the 
banian of the consignor’s interest therein, and concluded that the banian’s lien 
was |[S93] protected by the Contract.Aot and must prevail. This finding of a lien 
upon these goods was wrong. The banian had no right to assume that all the 
goods marked P. T. C. were those in which Tambaci alone was interested. The 
invoices sent to the Calcutta house on the occasion of each shipment disclosed 
the consignor’s interest, and the banian was thus put upon inquiry. Even if these 
goods had been pledged within s. 178, which was not admitted, the pledge 
was not protected, inasmuch as the alleged pawnee was not acting in good faith ; 
or at least was acting under circumstances which were such as to raise “ a 
reasonable presumption that the alleged pawnor was acting/mproparly”. Also 
the proceeds of the sales effected by the hanian before the insolvencyttught to be 
accounted for to the consignor, even if already accounted for by the banian to 
his immediate employer. The High Court had held the contrary ; but this was 
inconsistent with its having held that the appellants could recover all the goods 
on “joint account”, and on “pure consignment”, which were in the godowns 
at the date of the suspension. The appellants were no less entitled to follow 
the sales and recover the proceeds of goods than to recover the goods them¬ 
selves while still remaining unsold. The particulars of shipment had been 
shown to the banian, not that he might consider each as supporting and 
becoming security for liis advances, hut only that he might have early 
information of goods to arrive, and might effect, the sales as early as he could. 
The bills of lading also were not made over to the banian until the arrival of 
the ships . and then, not for the purpose of vesting them, or the goods which 
they represented, in him, but simply to comply with the requirements of the 
ship’s agents, and to enable him to obtain delivery of the goods. 

Between the 1st and 19th September 1882 there were forced sales and 
deliveries to the amount of two lakhs of rupees, pressed upon purchasers to 
get payment before the usual time. Tliis would have involved purposeless 
trouble and loss if the banian had had the lien claimed. The existence of such a 
lien was not reconcileable with many proved or admitted facts. 

As to the right which the appellants claimed to stop m transitu, that must 
prevail unless the banian had a lien on the specific goods. No lien as 
against Tambaci and Son would be of any avail as [59«] against Graham 
Si Go. claiming, as the consignors, the 55 bales marked P. T. C. on their way. 
This right had not been defeated by the endorsement of bills of lading ^ the 
banian, who bad notice of the vendor’s title. Particulars of shipment reached 
Calcutta on August 26th. The ship arrived on 14th September. The bills of 
lading were endorsed on the arrival of the ship. There was no evidence that 
the' advances of the banian were made specifically against or on the security 
of the goods included in the particulars of shipment. They were all made 
prior to the endorsement of the bills of lading ; and even if the banian had had 
a right of lien, it was prevented from operbting upon the 55 bales, by the 
stoppage in transitu. In any case, as to all goods sold by the banian iQ 
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August and September 1862, the proceeds ought to be accounted for to the 
appellant; and so much of the judgment and decree of the lower Court as 
declared that the banian was entitled to a lien on the P. T. C- goods, and 
dismissed the claim to an account of the goods sold, ought to be reversed. 
The following oases were referred to :— 

Ex parte Banner (L B., 2 Gh. D., 278); Evans v. Trueman U Moo. 
and Bob., 10}; Kaltenbach v. Lewis (L. B., 24 Ch. 1)., 54 ; lOApp. Cas., H. L., 
617); Kemp v. Falk (L. E., 7 App. Cas , 5731; New Zealand and Atisirahan 
Land Company v. Watson (L. B., 7 Q. B D., 374), Spalding v. Buding 
[12 L. J., Ch. (N. S.). 5031. 

Mr. J. Bigby, Q.O, and Mr. E. F. V. Knox (with whom was Mr. B. S. 
Wright) for the respondents.—By agreement, confirmed in 1875 and in 1882, 
the banian had, within the meaning ol s. 171' of the Contract Act, IX of 
1H72, a hen on the P T. C goods in the godowns of Tambaci as a security for 
his general balance of account. Bv the couise of dealing the banian was in 
the position of a hanker lending money to the firm which employed him, 
and he had a banker’s hen under s. 171 of that Act. Also, the firm— 
no trust attaching to their control over the goods, and all the parties acting 
bond fide —had made a valid pledge to the banian within the meaning of the 
above Act. As to t,he banian’s having hadnotice of themode of consignment, and 
of the inteu'est of the consignors, with the result that no valid lien in his favour 
[393] could have been effected between the parties by agreement, this view was 
contrary to the facts rightlv found upon the evidence by the Court below. 
There was nothing to show that the banian had any notice of the terms of 
consignment of the P. T G. goods, and it Inui been found that he had none. 
There had been, either actually oi construotivi-ly, a delivery to the banian; 
tor the goods had been placed, with intent to tr.insfer possession to him, under 
his control, by making over tlie keys to Inm, the endoisement of the bills of 
lading, and other acts. In like manner, when there was a temporary pledge 
of part to the Bank of Bengal, possession had been given to the Bank. What was 
questioned was tliut there was any trust attaching to the goods which would 
prevent a pledge. The judgments in Kaltenbavk v. Lewis (L. B., 24 Ch. D., 
54; 10 App. Cas , 617) were referred to. It was the general principle of 
justice that gave power to the consignee bona fide to raise money on the goods, 
and this had been the origin of the English Factors’ Acts Beference was 
made to Acts 4 Geo. IV , c. H3 : 6 Geo IV., c 04,5 and 6 Vic., e 39 ; 40 and 
41 Vic., c. 39, for which had been substituted the Act of 1889, 52 and 63 Vic., 
o. 45, dealing with dispositions by mercantile agents, and advances by con¬ 
signees, and their liens The agent's disposition was valid when acting in the 
ordinary course of business, the taker acting in good faith, without having, at 
the time of the disfiosition, notice of the agent’s want of authority. Beference 
was made to— 

Evans V, Trueman (1 Moo. and Bob. 10, per Lord Tenterden as to 
agent’s knowledge). 

Cole V. North-Western Bank (L. B,, 10 C. P. Cas. (Exoh. Cb.) 
364 , in error from L. B., 9 C. P., 470]. 

Leuckhart v. Cooper (3 Bing. N. C., 99). 

Rodgers v, Comptoird' Escompte de Pans (L. B., 2 P. C., 393). 

City Bank v. Barrow (L. B., 5 App. Cas., 664). 

Leask V. Scott (L, E., 2 Q. B. D., 376). 

Section 178 of the Contract Act was dictated by the same oonsidffliktions 
of equity. Under it thore had been a valid pledge. 


402 



SaiAath &c. [1891] t.L.iS. 18 Cal. 

[898] As to the claim for an account. To this the banian was in no way 
liable, be having accounted for the proceeds of sale to the firm that had employed 
him. With that firm he had contracted, not with the consignor; and the true 
answer to this part of the claim was given in the judgment of Bir L. Peel, 
C.J., in Orr Ewing v. Govinchunder Sein (1 Boui, 534), that there was no 
privity of contract between the consignors and the banian. All the sales 
effected by the latter were valid as against the consignors within the first 
exception to s. 108 of the Indian Contract Act. 

As to the right of stoppage in tiaiisitu, the transit had ceased When the 
goods were at the disposal of Tambaci. The consignors had no right to stop the 
^oods under section 99^' of the Contract Act, 1872, because (a) they were not 
' sellers ” of the goods vvithin tlio meaning of that section , also {&) they had 
drawn on the firm of Tamhaci for tfio price of the goods, and their bills have 
been accepted, w'hich aoooptannes had not lioon dishonoured. 

Again, the advances on, and the endorsement over, of the bills of lading 
amounted to an assignment by .vay of pledge. This had been specifically made 
upon the bills of lading, in good faith, within the meaning of section 103f of the 
Contract Act, 1872. If a pruc-ent consideration was under that section neces¬ 
sary, and, if here not present in actual time, the endorsement over of the bills 
of lading related to the time vvhen the advance was mafie The judgments 
and decrees of the High Court should lie alfirrned. 

Also were referred to— 

Moajjous V. Mildted (L K , 9 Q. B D., o30 ; L. R., 8 App. Gas., 
874). 

New Zealand and Australian Land Company v. Watson (L. B., 
7 Q. B. D, 374). 

Chartered Bank of Iiulia v Henderson (L. B., 5 P C. Cas., 501). 

Kaltenback v. Lewis (L. R., 21 Ch. D., 54, 10 App. Cas., 627). 

^lr. H U. AsijnUh, Q.C , replied Their Lordships’ judgment was after¬ 
wards, on 24th January 1891, tloliverod by 

Lord Hobhouse.—These suits form part of a group of seven suits 
instituted for the purpose of deciding questions arising out [597] of the 
failure of Caralambus Tarnhaci, who curried on business under the firm 
of Paul Tamhaci and Bon. .The suits were disposed of by tho High Court 
of Calcutta simultaneously upon evidence and arguments common to tbe 
whole. The decrees have not been challenged in appeal except so far as they 
are adverse to the interests of Messrs. Peacock, Mollison and Co., who are in 
effect the appellants in both the suits now the subject of these appeals. 


Power of sollor bo slop 
in transit. 


How seller may stop 
where instrument of titlo 
assigned to secure specific 
advance. 


Sec. 99 .—A heller who has parted with the possession of 
the goods, and has not received the whole price, may, if the 
bu>er becomes insolvent, stop the goods while they arc in transit 
to the buyer. ] 

1 [ Sec. 103 —Whore a lull ol lading or other instrument of 
title to any goods is assigned by the buyer of such goods by way 
of pledge, to secure an advance made specifically upon it, in 
good faith, the seller cannot, except on payment or tender to 
the pledgee of she advance so made, stop the goods in transit.] 
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The facts of the case have been so fully, accurately, and luminously stated 
in the judgment of the High Court, and, as stated there, have been so entirdy 
relied on by the Counsel, and so repeatedly referred to during several days of 
argument, that their Lordships do not find it necessary to make any fresh 
preliminary statement, but will refer to the material facts, as and whan they are 
required, to explain the conclusions arrived at. 

The principal question in the High Court, and the only one which their 
Lordships propose to deal with in these appeals, is the question whether 
Baijnath, or, as he is usually called, “the banian,” was entitled to the lien 
which he claimed against merchandise in the godownsof Tambaci, and against 
other merchandise which at the time of Tambaoi’s suspension of payment was 
on boardship, consigned by Peacock to Tambaci, and which Peacock claimed 
the right to stop tn transitu. The effect of the High Court decrees is to deny 
the banian's claim of lien over goods marked with certain devices, of which 
the P. mark may be taken as an example, but to affirm this right over goods 
marked P. T. and C. The learned Judges were of opinion that he had stipulated 
for a lien over the whole, but that as to all except the P. T. and C. goods 
he know that they .wore consigned by Peacock under express agreements, that 
the proceeds should be remitted to meet bills drawn against them, and therefore 
that Tambaci could mot projierly pledge those goods as security for the balance 
of a general current account. ^ 

The High Court rightly states that there is no rule of law giving a lien to 
a banian, neither is there any custom to that effect. If he claims one, he must 
prove it either by showing some express agreement, written or verbal, that he 
shall have a lien, or some course of dealing from which it must be implied. The 
banian [698] relies oh both these methods of proof, but he does not allege that 
there was any written agreement. 

The express agreement relied on being only verbal, it is important to see 
how the banian states it. His plaint was the first step in the litigation, and 
in it he states, in general terms, that up to the year lie made advances to 
Tambaci on the security of a lien on the goods in his godowos. With respect to 
the year 1882, he states with more particularity that he refused to make further 
advances without further security than the goods in the godowns afforded, and that 
he was assured bv Vassilopulo fwho was then managing the affairs of Tambaci in 
Calcutta) that more goods were coming out, and that in effect he made his 
advances thenceforward on the security of all the goods shipped from England, 
whether they had arrived or not. 

In his examination on interrogatories the bahian was asked whether he 
did not become Tanr.baci’s banian under the agreement of the 11th July 1873, 
and whether that agreement had been rescinded or altered. His answer is to 
the effect that ho was employed under that agreement, and that it was never 
expressly rescinded but was modified in some respects. The most important 
m^ifioation was that, Vvhereas the agreement provides that the banian shall 
deposit with Tambaci Bs. 23,000 in Government securities or oasb bv way of 
security against his defaults, it was “ shortly aiter the execution ” agreed, at 
the request of Caralambus Tambaci, that the banian should, instead of the 
deposit, advance him Bs. 25,000 in cash, with interest at 12 per cent., and on 
the security of the goods in the godowns. 

He then goes on to state that “ very soon after the execution " of the 
agreement, Caralambus Tambaci proposed to him tliat be should advance fundi 
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to the firm from tiv^e to time upon the security of a lien and charge upon all 
goods for the time being in the godowns of the firm, and that advances were 
made on that footing. 

In the beginning ot the year 1875, the banian say^ he found that Tambaoi 
was enlarging his business, and required more advances, and he asked for a fresh 
written agreement giving him security, but Caralambus Tambaoi put him off by 
saying that the word of a gentleman was sutllcient, and that he need not be afraid, 
Ca«»3 ‘ ‘as all the goods in the godowns would remain in my possession as a 
pledge.*' At the same time, he says, it was agreed, amongst other things, 
that his advances should carry interest at the rate of 12 per cent, per annum. 
As regards the transactions of the year 1882, he affirms the allegations made 
in his plaint. 

The plaint was filed in Sopteinber 1882, the banian was examined on 
interrogatories in June 1883 , and in .\ugu8t 1883 Caralambus Tambaoi was 
orally examined in England, and cross-examined at great length by the banian’s 
counsel. He denied that there w’as ever any agreement that the banian 
should have a hen on any goods for Ins advances. At the trial of the cause in 
May ISS^ the banian was orally examined. He had then the advantage of 
knowing Tambaci's oral deposition, whereas Tarnbaci knew only • what the 
banian had said upon interrogatory, and, being iii England, could not be 
recalled to speak to any now matter. • 

point fif* fact some very important new matter is introduced by the 
banian at the trial. His account now is as follows :—"One day” (which may 
be taken as being the 9th of June 1873, though it may be a day or two earlier, 
but the exact day is not material) he was introduced to Tambaoi at the office 
of Mr. Bassoon, and Tambaci asked him to be his banian in the same way in 
which he was acting for Bassoon. They arranged to go' more fully into the 
matter at Tambaci's bouse, and Tambaci went away. Sassoon said nothing 
on that occasion. "One day,” probably the next day, or (say) the 10th June, 
the banian went to Tambaci’s house. “ I asked him, 'How do you wish the 
business to be done ?’ He said he would give me a commission of per cent., 
and interest at 12 per cent per annum, ‘and I will take advances from 
you on my goods.’ fie further said this, hu was carrying on business on a 
very limited scale, and only re<iuired small advances, but hereafter he intended 
to extend his business, and then he would require larger advanoes. Then I 
said to the sahib, 'State to me the nature of the business more particularly.' ” 
Then it was arranged that the banian should have the key of the godowns ; 
that his men shoqld be in charge of tlie godowns, that the chitties for goods 
delivered should be made out in liis name, " m respect of the advanoes which I 
shall have made on these goods; ’’ that the [6003 godown sirkar was to be his 
man, and tlie dursvan and the cash bahu. The two parties then visited the 
godowns together, and the banian agreed to put a man in charge. The next 
day (say the llth Juno) they mot again at Bassoon’s office, and "had all the 
conversation about the terms over again ; commission, chitty, interest, advance, 
mode of delivery, and everything over again.” This took place in Sas^on’s 
presence, and he joined in tlio discussion, and said that those were the 
terms on which the banian was doing business with him. On the 12th June 
he paid the Bs. 26,000 to the Agra Bank to redeem goods in pledge ; and it 
was probably on the llth that he began fiis business as banian. 

Sassoon speaks to the two meetings at his office, and he confirms thA 
banian as to the nature of the agreement; but he says that the terms of it 
were all settled at the first meeting through his intervention, both because 
Tambaci wished to engage on the same terms on which Sassoon did bttsiueea 
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with the banian, and because he acted as interpreter wheif necessary. At the 
second meeting he savs only that he learned they had agreed with each other 
and commenced the business. 

When weighing the conflicting lines of evidence, the High Court addresses 
itself to the question of antecedent probability. The learned Judges think 
it improbable that a man like the banian would give such large credit without 
security to a firm situated as Tambaci’s was in 1873. But it must he borne 
in mind that the business was very greatly enlarged after the banian's employ¬ 
ment, and wholly by means of his advances; that besides his commission he 
got interest at 12 per cent., an amount of above the average bank rate upon 
pledges ; and that this charge of interest so completely absorbed the assets of 
the business that in January 1882 Vassilo))ulo calculates that the firm is insol¬ 
vent by exactly the amount it has paid for interest during 1880 and 1881. It 
may be true that a man supplying money as the banian did, would, though 
he looked to profit on sales, expect a higher interest than the bank which made 
specific advances on specific goods, but hardly so muc|i higher. Their Lordships 
do not see the a prtnn improbabilit\ of the opposite theory, that the banian 
was glad to carry on a great trade witli tlie credit and connection of Tambaci, 
of which the whole proceeds, except so much as was necessary for the actual 
[601] living ol the Tambaci’s. would come into his pocket in the shape of 
interest or commrssion. Thu great inflation of the business, which proved 
after a time, when markets were adverse, to be ruinous, could «not havw been 
effected without his aid, given long after lie knew that Tambaci liad no capital 
of his own. That he should also be a secured creditor seems a somewhat 
exaggerated amount of advantage to stipulate for. 

But there are other considerations affecting the a priori probability of a 
transaction. On Tambaci's part it was, as the banian states it, a dishonest 
one. In England he was buying goods on express agreements that the money 
got for them in Calcutta should be appropriated to meet bills drawn for their 
price, while ha was making such arrangements in Calcutta that at the moment 
of their arrival there they would be subject to a prior lien for the whole amount 
due on account current with the banian. Indeed, the banian ciuitns by virtue 
of the fresh agreement in 1H75 to have a claim against the goods while yet in 
transit. It can hardlv he thought ii prioti probable tliat Tambaci would make 
such an agreement. 

No doubt many things that Tamliaci knew were concealed from the 
banian. But the banian alleges one entire agreement, extending to the whole 
of the goods consigned to Tambaci in Calcutta, and operating continuously 
(with the extension in 1H76) to the close of the transactions. Now it is proved 
beyond doubt, and the High Court have found, that as to portions of the goods 
{e.g.t those marked P.M.) the baniau had notice of the interest of the consignors. 
Yet he went on maintaining that his agreement gave him a prior lien on those 
goods. Moreover, he was warned in 1875 by a friend that “ commission goods" 
stood in a different position from others, and was advised to make inquiries on 
the siibject. He says he had a conversation a few days after with the sahib 
(Tambaci), but it does not appear that be ever made, or if he made that he ever 
pursued, any serious inquiry on the subject. He held on his course just the 
same. The agreement then which he alleges is an agreement for a general 
lien on sU goods wming to Calcutta on Tambaci's account, whatever might be 
the terms on which the vendors had shipped them. It is not a prion probable 
that any experienced man of business, such as the banian £606} was even as 
early as 1873, should rely on such an agreement as that. It seems to their 
Lordships that the agreement, as stated by the banian, was, on bis own side, a 
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hazardous one, and on Tambaoi's aide dishonourable, both considerations being 
against its antecedent probability. 

The direct oral evidence to support the original agreement alleged by the 
banian is confined to the banian himself and Sassoon. The High Court attach 
great importance to Bassoon's evidence. Nobody has impeached Sassoon’s 
veracity. But the weight of his evidence to support the banian depends also 
upon its accuracy, upon its accordance with the bniiian’s own account, and 
partly upon the opportunity given for meeting it. Tlie conferences at Sassoon’s 
office and at Tarabaci’s house in June 1873 are the corner stone of the banian’s 
case as presented bv his oral evidence. It is most important that there should 
be no doubt as to their tenor. There is no doubt that in some way, and it may 
have been hy conversation in Sassoon’s office, arrangements were made that tho 
baman should take charge of inerohapdise, should incur expenses in employing a 
staff, should effect sales on commission, should receive the money, and should 
bring it into account, receiving discount at the rate of 12 per cent, on it if paid 
before it was due, and paying interest at 12 per cent, if retained after it was due. 
When a discussion is carfied on between tliree persons, sometimes in English, 
sotnetitnes in Hindustani, and with one of them acting occasionally as inter¬ 
preter between the other two (which is Bassoon's account of the first confer¬ 
ence), it must be very* easy indeed to confuse between a conversation and an 
agreement, and between such an arrangement as Tamb 9 ci alleges and as is 
emhoiied in tj^e/agreement of the 11th July, and an arrangement to advance 
money against the security of the goods. Sassoon tells us that " somebody 
said, it money is co be advanced it must be against the security of the goods.” 
The somohodv, he thinks, was the banian, and this was evidently, according to 
Sassoon’s lecullection, the first introduction of this important matter between 
tho parties, and he himself took an active part in makng the bargain. But the 
banian’s uieinury is materially different. Nothing, according to him, was done at 
the first meeting except tlie introduction of himself to Tambaci, and Sassoon said 
nothing. [693} All the details were settled the next day in the absence of Sassoon 
at Tarnh.icrs house They were "made pucka” at the second meeting in Sassoon s 
office in Hindustani, though Sassoon says only that he then learned that tho 
parties had agreed and commenced business. Now when such differences are 
found I'Otween (he parties in their recollection of those occurrences, which are 
the most striking in their nature and the most likely to endure in the memory, 
they must materially impair the value of statements as to other parts of the 
conferences which are loss likely to endure in tho memory, viz., the exact 
expressions used, whether in Hindustani or in English, concerning the banian’s 
advances and Ins position with respect to the merchandise he vras to keep and 
to sell. It may be that something was said about advances, but it would be 
dangerous to hold an agreement proved upon such evidence, even if there were 
notliing but Tambaci's previous denial to bring it into doubt. 

Then as to the possibility of meeting this evidence, which in effect was 
sprung upon tlie banian's opponents at the trial, Tambaci, the only other 
person piescnt on those occasions, could not be recalled, which, as the High 
Court says, was unfortunate; and the appellants are entitled, on that giound 
at least, to have the evidence very critically examined. But the objection goes 
somewhat deeper. Why were not these extremely important conferences 
mentioned earlier ? The first person who introduced the name of Sassoon is 
Tambaci himself. When under cross-examination he stated that Sassoon 
introduced him to the banian. That would have been the time to press him as 
to bis recollection of tho conferences in .Tune 1873. But though several ques¬ 
tions were put to him about Sassoon’s introduction, nothing was asked about 
the conferences. On the contrary, it is suggested that it was not Sassocm at 
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all, bat Demetriadi, who introduced the banian. ' His legal advisers thfio oould 
not have been instructed as to these important conferences which gave birth 
and shape to the agreement now relied on. Their Lordships find it very 
hard to believe that, if the banian had really relied on the making of the agree¬ 
ment he now alleges, he would not have put it forward at the earliest moment 
whereas he failed to do so when invited by the interrogatories to say under 
what agreement he carried on business, and failed again. when in 

Tambaci's examination it would have been proper to lay a ground for its 
introduction. It is not till the trial that he brings forward the conferences 
which are the origin of his agreement and strongest direct evidence. 

As regards the evidence of the banian, the High Court. wh|le thinking him 
capable of adding a fringe of fictitious evidence to his case, and in fact dis¬ 
believing him in some instances, were favourably impressed by his demeanour, 
and think him not untruthful in tlie main , and they express belief in his main 
statement, though not till after satisfying themselves that a number of incidents 
in the course of the business tell in its favour, ^eir Lordships accept the 
view taken of the banian’s character, but they cannot help taking his evidence 
as labouring under two great difficulties. 

One has been already mentioned in commenting on Sassoon’s evidence. 
The other is tha^, at least down to the year IMHO, there is no written 
document produced which is so much as alleged to confirm him. On the Hth 
July 1873, just a month after the conferences at which Ihe terms of his 
employment were settled, the written agreement was executed, and it is 
wholly silent about advances or security, except a security to be given by him 
to Tambaci. It is a most extraordinary thing that the banian, who thought it 
necessary that the terms which he had settled with Tambaci should be repeated 
all over again^ and " made pucka ” in Hindustani liefore Sassoon (such 
is his version of the affair), should not think it necessary to see that they 
were embodied in the formal written agreement. His mode of meeting this 
difficulty is even more extraordinary. He says that the written agreement 
was never read over to him, and that he did not, even up to the time of Ms 
examination, know what it contained. “ I was under the belief when I signed 
it that it contained the terms arranged for the pledge of goods advanced 
on.” Their Lordships find it impossible to believe tliis statement. He did 
not put it forward when examined on interrogatories. It was not suggested in 
Tambaci’s cross-examination. The agreement was prepared, and its execution 
witnessed, by a solicitorof the highest standing, to whose office the banian is said 
by Tambaci to have gone several times about this matter. That solicitor 
[ 606 ] would hardly have permitted a party ignorant of English to execute the 
agreement without satisfying himself that he understood it. And the banian’s 
then partner in this one business, Mohendro Nath, who knew English well, 
and who appears to have been taken into the business on account of that 
knowledge, and who is stated to have accompanied the banain on several 
ooeasions to the solicitor's office while the draft was in preparation, and who 
execrated the agreement, is not called to say anything about it. 

Their Lordships hold that the oral evidence wholly fails to establish the 
agreement for lien on which the banian relies in the year 1873. As for the 
asserted modification or new agreement in 1875, there seems to be no evidence 
of it but that of the banian himself, given at the trial, ahd quite contrary to 
the story tMd in his answers to interrogatories ; unless the statement of hia 
gomashM, Nowrung, can he considered a corroboration. The High Court have 
justly disbelieved ik But the learned Judges consider that there waa an 
agreement for a hen in 1878 on the goods in the godowna, and that it waa 
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ttitended to goods in transit at some submqnent date, relying on inferenoes" 
An^n from a variety of oirbumstaDcea which their Lordships wiU'proceed to 
oonsider. 

The first is, that the baoian had the keys of the-godown in which the goods 
were stored and appointed men to take charge of ^bem. That is no more than 
was necessary for the performance of hia duty to take and keep the goods, 
and to make sales and to deliver to the buyers. His predecessor in the post,' 
Nolit Mohun, who mode no advances, had the same kind of custody. When 
the banian tries to make out that his custody was of a more exclusive charac¬ 
ter, and that the durwans were all appointed by him and not by Tambaci, the 
evidence is against him. The High Court dislieheve him, and treat this story 
as one of the instances in which he adds a fringe of fiction to his real case. It 
is observable that when the Bank of Bengal took goods in pledge they were 
careful to have the exclusive possession of them, changing the locks and 
appointing their own durwans. Having regard to this difference, and to the 
fact that the banian thought it desirable to strengthen his case by evidence 
which was proved to C6dNBj be untrue, their Lordships think that this incident 
of the course of business bears against the banian’s contention. 

The next point is, that the bazar chitties were made out to the banian, 
whereas in Nolit Mohun's time they were made out to Tambaci. That change 
seems a very immaterial circumstance, if in itself the nefi' practice was more 
convenient, it .certainly seems more convenient that the banian, who, after.a ^ 
contract of sale had been made, was debited in Tambaci's books with the price, 
and was held responsible for it, and who transacted with the buyers from firtt 
to last, should also (even independently of tlie fact that the firm was usually 
in debt to him) be the person to whom the buyers should give their notes for 
payment. Their Lordships think that this incident bears neither one way nor 
the other on the point in controversy. « 

The next point is, that policies of insurance of the merchandise against 
fire were regularly effected by the banian in the name of Tambaci, and then 
wdorsed by him and handed to the banian. The practice is denied by 
Tambaci, but is proved to have existed during the whole period of Vassilopuio’s 
management, and must be taken to have been in existence when he assumed 
the management in April 1878. The High Court consider that the policies 
were endorsed by way of completing the banian’s -security. Their Lordships 
agree that this incident makes more for the banian's theory than for the 
opposite one, hut it does not make very strongly. It is the common case that 
at all events in the later years of the business, the firm was always heavily 
indebted to the banian, and chat iie lookef] for payment to the sales of goods. 

If then sales should be prevented by fire, it would be, as between Tambaci and 
the banian, right that the latter should have the substitute for the price and 
convenient that he should have in his hands every facility for getting it. It 
may be observed that no fire ever occurred, so that no occasion has arisen for 
dispute as to the property in the policies or in the money secured by them. 

An important feature in the course of business is the treatment of the bills 
of lading. At the trial the* banian asserted that they were endorsed to him 
directly upon their arrival in Calcutta ; and his gomashta Nowrung backed his 
assertion. If that had been [607] the. case, it would have given support to the 
banian’s contention that he was intended to hold a security upon the coming 
merchandise. If there was an agreement to that effect, it certainly would be 
of importance to him that he should have the title assigned to him and should 
possess toe documents of title at the earliest possible moment; but the banian’s 
assertion on this point appears to be part of the fringe of fiction. The 
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faots are the other way, and are so found by the High Court. The object of 
endorsing over the bills of lading was that the endorsee might obtain delivery 
of the goods from the ship, and tliev were never endorsed till the arrival of 
the ship, which was generally a week or ten days, and sometimes longer, after 
the arrival of the bills. In liis plaint, which was framed at the very begm* 
ning of the controversy and before the importance pf these details had l^en 
observed, the hanian states what happened in the case of one ship, the Knight 

of St. Pairtck. “On the artival of the said vessel.the said 

Vassilopulo .... endorsed and delivered to the plaintiffs the hills of 
lading and the said goods .... in order to enable the plaintiffs to 
obtain delivery of the .same, and to hold the same subject to their lien, &c.” 
This*is a plain account of the practice of the firm both with Logothetis when 
he acted as carrier from the ship to tlie gudown, and afterwards with the ' 
banian when ho became caiiier, only with the addition of the then controverted 
matter of hen. The opinion of the High Court is that the practice as to 
the bills of lading, standing by itself, proves notliing either way. To their 
Lordships it appears to boar against the banian’s theoi'y, if standing alone. 

But it does not stand quite alone. For a considerable period, dating back 
at least to the year 1H77, particulars of shipments of merchandise, which were 
sent out from Manelioster as early as possible, were communicated by Tamhoci 
to the banian. There is the inevitable dispute about the meaning of such a 
^ Pfuctice. One sidesaNS it was bocause the hanian was to advance against 
those shipments, and on the security of tlie goods shipped ; tlio other sule, that 
it was to facilitate dealings between tlie hanian and the customers at the 
earliest possible time. Their Lordships are not now dealing with the events 
which happened at the end of 1881 and during 188-2. about which there are 
some peculiar r.608] features, but with tlie practice which prevailed for some 
years previously. If the banian’s theory of the uoinmunication of particulars 
were the true one, it is almost iropossiliie to conceive that he would not (as 
he now alleges he did) get the most imptirtant document of all transferred to 
him as soon as it arrived in Calcutta. But he did not. And the two parts of 
this p/actice throw a reflex light on each other. The retention of the bills 
Tambaci goes to show that the communication of the particulars was for the 
mercantile object which he alleges. And the communication of the particulars 
lends more significance ou the fact that tlie documents of title were retained 
till the moment when it became necessarv to transfer them for the purpose of 
obtaining delivery of the goods. 

It will Ije seen that, in their Lordsiiips' opinion, the incidents of business 
hithei-to enumerated tell much more against the banian’s case than in its 
favout. But it has been strongly urged at the Bar that during tlie latter 
period of his employment the banian did, with tlie knowledge of Vassilopulo, 
make advances in contemplation of specific quantities of merchandise either 
arrived in Calcutta or notified to arrive. and that it must be taken to have 
been the contract between the parties, at least at that tune, that the goods so 
taken into consideration were to be held in (Hedge for advances made imme* 
diately afterwards. It is nut indeed asserted that in any instance there was 
a specific sum of money advanced on the security of a specified quantity of 
goods. The lien claimed at this period is still a lien for the general balance 
of account. But the fact that the banian calculated the amount of goods 
belonging to Tambaci is said to show that he must have advanced on the 
security of them. 

A number of letters have been put in evidence to sustain this contention. 
Some were written by Tambaci to the banian, and these contain nothing to 
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the purpose. Others passed between Vassilopulo and Tambaci daring the latter 
part of 1881 and in 1882, and in them Vassilopulo enlarges on the fears and 
irritation of the banian, and on the necessity of so encouraging him by sales 
of stock or reduction of debt on the Indian side, and by purchases of new stock 
on the English side, that he may continue to supply the funds necessary for 
the existence of the firm. , The contention on the banian’s part is t^at, though 
he was no party to this £609] correspondence, it faithfully reflects the 
interviews between himself and Vassilopulo, that Vassilopulo’s expressions 
are inconsistent with the idea that the banian was not advancing on the 
security of the merchandise, that Tambaci approved what Vassilopulo was 
saying and doing, and that it was not open to him afterwards to say that |^here 
was no agreement for such security. 

The earliest document relied eu, the document before referred to as the 
only one produced to confirm the banian’s case, is of earlier dkte than this 
correspondence. It is a list of goods in the godowns, dated the 2nd June 
1880, made out by Vassilopulo, and with some calculations written on it by 
the banian. He sets down the value of the goods, the amount of his advances 
and his receipts from sales foi some time past, and concludes that he may 
advance more. That is all. The High Court thinks it some corroboration of 
the banian’s case, l^ut that depends upon the view taken of the then subsisting 
relations of the parties. It appears that Vassilopulo had a'kbed the banian for 
money at a tinae when no goods had arrived for two or three months. It is 
the common case that the banian gut his profits by means of the constant 
infiux of goods from England and their sale in Calcutta. It must have been 
essential to him at all times after the laige advances began that he should be 
well acquainted with the magnitude of the business. And if he had reason to 
think that its life-blood was being dried up bv the stoppage of supplies from 
England, it was natural for him to calculate the amount available for sale in 
Calcutta before making further advances. The ordinary course of the business 
would shortly bring the whole of the price into the banian's hands. There is 
nothing to show that at this time he was looking beyond the ordinary course 
of* business. The incident now' under consideration is consistent with the 
theory he now sets up, but it is equally cousishent* with the contrary theory. 

'The banian does not assert that there was anv alteration in the terms of 
his employment, either at this time or later on. His account of what passed 
in 1882 is as follows:— 

“III 18KJ [ had the arrangement also with Mr. Vassilopulo. lu this way there was an 
arrangement Iwfore it was made mure pucca in 1882, as regards the goods in transit. The 
arriuigemunt wa'> the same, only before 18B‘2 I used to advance as much money as he wanted ; 
subsequent to 1882 £610] I advanced only to the extent of the goods 1 received. The 
arrangement as to the goods in transit w.w made in 1875. There was no alteration or 
addition to it in 188‘2”. 

Strictly construed, this statement would mean that before 1882 money 
was advanced by the banian jilac as asked for, and without any reference to 
amounts of goods, which would be destructive of bis case. Such cannot be his 
meaning ; it is impossible to think that there ever was a time when he had not 
regard to the volume of the business ; and he probably means only that during 
1^2 he made advances with a more oareful eye to the quantities of goods 
available for sale. But that increase of caution would not give him a lien 
The course of business continued as before. 

It is to be noticed that Vassilopulo himself believed that the banian had 
a lien on all the goods purchased. His views are suooinotly stated in his lettiw 
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of the 7(h November 1888, where he oorobaie Oerelambas Tembaoi's Mseri^on 
that the banian had no such lien. 

" You deny that the goods are pledged to the banian, and, as 1 hear, will send aa 
affidavit to that effect. But have I said or do I say anything to the contrary ? On the 
contrary, 1 maintain that there is no agreement of the sort, What 1 do not deny though, 
and what l^ver shall nor can I deny, i.i that the baniigi always held the keys of the 
godowns, and this circumstance, and the manner in which the banian made the advances 
since January 1882, entitle the banian to a lien. And then, just notice how many other 
citcumstances have turned up in favour of the banian. Nobody can take from him those 
goods on which he paid the drafts or which he r,>leaBQd from the Bank of Bengal.” 

^be same views -are insisted on in his evidence. He and the banian are 
at one in stating that there was no new agreement made is his time. He is, 
indeed drawing a conclusion of law on which his opinion is of no value. He 
infers a lien' from the practice from which it is not to bo inferred. And ho 
does not distinguish between the various classes of goods to which it may 
Apply, goods which were specifically pledged to the Bank and redeemed, 

and the goods the drafts against which had been paid, and the goods whose 
proceeds ought by Tambaci’s express agreement to be appropriated to pay the 
shippers the price still due to them. 

The correspondence between Vassilopulo and Tambaci must be read with 
these conflicting views of the two parties clearly kept [6113 before the mind, and 
the recollection that the conflict had not until late in 188& been brought 
into relief, and that the question is whether Tamhaci must have understood 
Vassilopulo’s expressions as meaning that, beyond his inter^t in obtaining 
'merchandise and selling} it, the banian held a legal security upon it. In two 
or three passages Vassilopulo speaks of “cover ’’ to the banian by purchases and 
by goods. But he also speaks of “ covering " him by sales, which was Tambaci's 
view of the legitimate way of reimbursing him. He says in one passage that 
the banian and the Bank in case of insolvency wrould "take all our stock "; but 
in the next sentence he says that the creditors m England would “take" the 
property there, though there was no pledge of that. * 

Again, he writes of a discussion with the banian, in which he sets forth 
the great profit which the latter is making—about a lakh a year by interest, 
besides other profit; and he sets their debt to him against the “ value orthe 
goods in your hands And the conversation proceeds thus: — 

“After 1 had pointeff out to him the increase of our business on the one hand, and the 
profits he makes without any danger on the other, I said to him point blank—Baboo, you 
must allow lu more accommodation in proportion to the business we are doing, and wfaioh 
in increaning daily. At least 10 lakhs, if you have confidence in our business, our character 
and honesty, and in the management of the business. If you have no confidence, or if you 
are not prepared to supply us with the requisite accommodation, tell me plainly, because 1 
consider it my duty to place everything before Mr. Tambaci, so that ho may do what in 
necessary iu connection with the increase of our business. If we are able to do a large businns, 
let US do it, if not, we must curtail it; in any case though i, as manager here, must know, 

BO as ^arrange my trAnsactions aceoi^ingly”. 

Afber which be says the banian assented to give further help when bia 
other engagements permitted him to do so. That conversation hs« been very 
much pressed at the Bar as being impossible to reconcile with the oonelusimi 
that the banian had no legal security against the goods. To their Lordships ii 
appears to be consistent with the banian’s contention, but to .lead mem natu¬ 
rally to the inference that the parties to it were not thinking at all ofalien or 
any other legal question, but-of the banian's interest in keeping up and extend¬ 
ing a business from which he wee deriving great' profit, without incuttlag the 
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ri»k of A partner, and with praotioali security, as [618]] Vsssilopulo contended, 
so long as his advances and the volume of the business answered to one another. 
As for the mere expression “goods in your bands," i.e., the banian's bands, 
Vassilopulo frequently speaks of the same goods, or of goods in the same position, 
as goods in “our ’’ hands, “our ” stock, and so forth. 

Their Exirdships think that too much stress has been laid on t^ose letters 
passing between Vassilopulo and his principal, but as they have been so much 
discussed on both sides, their Lordships have examined them, with the result 
of finding that there are no expressions in them which Tamhaci, or indeed any 
other person knowing the relations of the parties, might not naturally read 
without suspecting that the banian was setting up a claim to legal sec^ity 
upon the goods, and that no conversation with him is related which is not 
referable to his commercial advantages and practical security in the increase 
of the business. 

We have evidence of the usual course of business being followed down to 
July 1882 in the case of the ship Myra, which has been relied on at the Bar 
as showing that the security of the merchandise was a condition of the banian’s 
advances. The particulars of shipments by the Myra arrived on the 6th July, 
and Vassilopulo immediately transmitted a copy to the banian’s gomashta, 
with a written request endorsed upon it that he wanted Bs. 18,000, and that 
sum was paid to him. It was the only occasion on which ef request for money 
was made in that way. Now if the advance was made on the security of t^ 
goods, we should expect that the banian would he very careful to perfect ms 
legal title by getting the bills of lading at the earliest possible moment. But 
though he asserts that ho did procure them on their arrival, he could not proven 
a single instance in which he had done so. That is strong to show that even 
in the case where a special request for money was made on showing a special 
shipment, the consideration for the advance was not a pledge of the goods, 
but the profit to be made by their sale, and the reimbursement of general debt 
by their price when sold, according to the ordinary course of the business. 

The upshot of all this examination is that there never were any such 
agreements for security as the banian alleges in 1873 and 1675, and that the 
transactions of 1881 and 1882, though they C6l3] show more caution on the 
banian’s part in regulating his advances according to the volume of business, 
yet left the prior arrangements untouched, and that tney remained untouched 
until Tarabaci's insolvency. * ' 

This view renders it unnecessary to examine the question of notice, or 
whether, in the language of the Contract Act, the circumstances raised a 
presumption that the pawnor was acting impioperly. It is also unnecessary 
to consider whether Messrs. Peacock had a right to stop tn transitu, because 
the banian, having no lien, had no interest entitling him to dispute their claim 
to effect a stoppage. 

As to the goods sold and brought into account between Tamhaci and the 
banian, their Lordships agree with the High Court for the reasons given by 
the learned Judges. It has been argued at thd Bar that the sales effected in 
September 1882, which undoubtedly were large and rapid, were a wrongful act 
as between Tamhaci and the banian, who, it is said, falsely represented 
Tambaci’s wishes to Vassilopulo, and hereby induced him to effect the sales. 
Without stopping to consider whether, if'such a case were proved, it would give 
such a right to recover the money as Messrs. Peacock claim, their Lordships 
hold that the evidence does not disclose such a case. They are much more 
disposed to think that during his visits to Gawnpore Tapabaoi was behaving 
deceitfully towards the banian, and leading him to suppose that Im^e salos 
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would be effeotied, and his debt reduced thereby. Nobody attributes misoonduot 
to Vassilopulo. There is no suggestion than the sales were effected at unfair 
prices. The sales, though negotiated by the banian and strongly pressed for 
by him, were the acts of Vassilopulo as manager of the firm, and were in 
accordance with the purpose for which the goods were consigned. As their 
proceeds have been duly brought into account between the firm and the banian, 
the principals of the firm cannot disturb that account except on the ground of 
bad faith. 

It remains to consider how their Lordships’ views affect the decrees made 
below in the two suits. 

In Bmjnath v. Graham it was declared that the banian (the substantial 
plaintiff) is entitled to one bale out of eight, and to others marked P. T. 
and C.; and Messrs. Peacock (the t61*] substantial defondarts) are entitled to 
24 bales with the P. mark. The banian is ordered to pay Messrs. Peacock 
the sum of Rs 6,008-14-0, being the net proceeds of sale of the 24 bales, and 
their costs of a commission to examine Vassilopulo in Calcutta. Messrs. 
Peacock are ordered to pav to the banian liis coats of suit, and one-fifth of the 
costs of the commissions to examine witnesses in England. It appears that 
the one bale was admitted to belong to the banian. Vassilopulo's examination 
was asked for bv the banian and turned out to be useless It is net clear why 
Messrs. Peacock are ordered to pay the whole costs of a suit in which they 
succeeded to a substantial extent; but it is {irobablv because ip,the other suit, 
where the victory and defeat were also divided, the bnnian is ordered to pay 
costs. It is stated at the Bar that the method of dealing with costs has proved 
..injurious to Messrs. Peacock. 

The banian has now failed in this suit entirely, except as to the one hale 
to which his title is not disputed. Tiieir Lordships have Co make the decree 
such as in their judgment the High Court should have made it at the trial. 
The proper course will be, first, to affirm the decree so far as regards the one 
bale awarded to the banian, and the net sale-proceeds of the 24 bales awarded 
to Messrs. Peacock, and so far as it directs payment of Rs 6,608-14-0 with 
interest to Messrs. Peacock, and so far as it directs payment of the costs of the 
commission to examine Vassilopulo with interest, and provides for the>scale of 
taxation; secondly, to discharge ttie rest of the decree; thirdly, in lieu thereof, 
to declare that the banian had not at the institution of the suit any right or 
interest in the 55 bales and the sale-proceeds thereof awarded him ; to dismiss 
the suit so far as regards those bales ; to direct him to pay to Messrs. Peacock 
their price, if sold, with, interest at 6 per cent, from the time of sale, or otherwise 
their value, with interest at 6 per cent, from the institution of the suit, and 
also to pay them the costs of suit and one-fifth of the costs of the English 
commissions. Messrs. Peacock must also be repaid the costs paid by them in 
pursuance of the decree. 

In Peacock v. Baijnath Messrs. Peacock were ordered to pay the banian’s 
costs occasioned by their having instituted two suits instead of one. The suit 
was dismissed so far as it concerned the goods sold and accounted for. 

It was declared that the banian was entitled to the bales marked P. T. and 0. 

It was declared that Messrs. Peacock were entitled to 104 bales marked 

P. M.\ P, T 

(which is clearly a mistake for -j and to 52 bales marked and the 

banian was ordered to pay them Rs. 33,619-8-9, being the sale price of so 
many of those bales as had not been delivered to them. And the banian was 
ordered to pay to Messrs. Peacock their costs of suit, excej^ as aforesaid, and 
jone-fifth of the English commissions. 
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The proper couree will be, first, to affirm the decree so far as it directs 
Messrs. Peacock to pay the costs occasioned by bringing two suits, and provides 
for the scale of taxation, and so far as it relates to goods sold and accounted 

for, and so far as it relates to the bales marked and • secondly, to 

discharge the rest of the decree ; and 7 in lieu thereof, to declare that 
out of the bales marked P. T. and C. and mentioned in the plaint, Messrs. 
Peacock are entitled to be paid the amount of the bills drawn by them against 
such bales, with interest thereon at 6 per cent, from the institution of the suit; 
to direct accounts, if necessary, for the purpose of ascertaining the amounts due 
to Messrs. Peacock, and the amount of the value or price of the bales, with 
interest thereon from the date of suit or of sale, as the case may be , to direct 
the banian to pay the amount found duo on the bills out of the amount of value 
or price, so far as the same will extobd , and to declare that each party ought to 
bear liis own costs of suit, and to ho uliaiged with one-half of one-fifth of the 
costs of the English commissions Thu hanian must also he repaid the costs 
paid by him in pursuance of the decree. 

As in these appeals each party has succeeded and each failed on a substantial 
issue, their Lordships award no costs, except that, under the circumstance of 
the extreme bulkiness of the record, they direct the respondents to pay the 
appellants one moiety of the costs of it , 

Appeal allowed ; decree varied. 

Solicitors for the .Appellants . Me&sr.s. Phelps, Stdgivick and Biddle. 

Solicitors for the Respondents Messrs. Handerson, Holland and Adkiu. 

C.B. - 

MOTES. 

i. As regards tho Jcgal position of siib-’igeiits, si.e ^Iso Pmt'ell v. Jones, (1905) 1 K. B. 11 ; 
Mayiiatju v. Font ood (1893) 2 Q. B., S50 ] 


[816] PRIVY COUNCIL. 

' The Uth June, 1H9J. 

Pbesknt: 

Lokds Hobhottse, Macnaghtkn and Morris, Sir R. Couch, 
AND Mr. Shand (Lord Suand). 


Mutia Chetti and others.Defendants 

versus 

A. V. Subramanium Chetti and others.Plaintiffs. 


[On appeal from the Court of the Recorder of Rangoon.] 

Partnership shaies—lnteiest—Givil Procedure Code—Act XIV 

of 1882, s. 32. 

Tbe parties to the suit, the heirs and ropresentatives of the original partners, a family 
carrying on a banking business, made and acted upon a new arrangement of tbeit shares, 
the amounts of which were found in the First Court, and affirmed on appeal. A decree frar aa 
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■ooomitf and an award of interest at twelve per cent, on tbe astoante found to he due npo 
the ebares from the date of the olosing of the business was maintained. 

Appeal from a deoree (12t)h Aujjaafi 18B5) of the Recorder of Rangoon, 

The three plaintiffs, representinj? Subramaniem Obetti, deceased in 1864, 
filed their suit on the 1st December 1882, for partnership accounts with 
interest against the defendants, representing Peria Carpen Chetti, and his 
Bon-io'law, Setbumbram Chetti, by whom a banking business had been carried 
on in Rangoon from 1863 to 10th JJay 1869. 

Mutia Chetti, on behalf of himself and his brothers, admitted the original 
partnership, and an adjustment, alleged to have taken place among the partners 
on the 11th May 1869, but that anew partnership or an alteration of the 
. amounts of the shares had taken place was denied, the same business according 
to the defendant’s case liaving been continued with the shares at the same 
amounts, until the death of Sethumbram Chetti in August 1877. 

The fourth defendant filed a statement supporting the plaint. 

The Iteeorder (Mr. fi, S. T. ^facEwen) considered the suit as one between 
the plaintiffs, with the fourth defeudanc, on the one side, and the rest of the 
defendants on the other. He therefore directed that the fourth defendant should 
be made a plaintiff under section 32 of the Code Civil Procedure. He found 
that the plaintiffs had established the new airangement of the 10th May 
1869 set up by thorn, and that their shares under that arrapgpment were as 
follows-.—Sethumbram Chetti, now represented by the [61 ?] first three 
defeudants, had four shares, Annamallay, and the second and third plaintiffs, 
had two-aiid-a-half shares; Arnachellum, fourth defendant, had one*and-a- 
quarter shares, to the deities or, in otlier words, to be spent in charity, were 
assigned more than one-sixteenth of the whole. Plach share represented 
Rs. 4,000. An account was directed. 

He awarded interest at 12i per cent to the plaintiffs, from the 27th 
January 1878, when the business was closed, till the institution of the suit on 
the Ist December 1882. Upon an account, it was found that the defendants 
had to pay to tlie three plaintiffs Rs. 4.680 and to the 4tli plaintiff Rs. 8,929, 
and a decree accordingly followed. 

On this appeal— 

Mr. J. D. Mayne appeared for the A)>pellanbs. 

Mr. Asquith, Q.C., and Mr. A. Atjabey for the Respondents. 

For the appellants it was argued that the Court ought to have found that 
the partnership had continued throughout, without any change of shares, and 
that the interest should not have been awarded as it had been. 

For the respondents it was argued that the evidence had established the 
partnership shares from May 1869 to have been as found, and that the rate of 
interest allowed by the Court was not excessive. ' 

Mr. /. D. Mayne replied. 

Afterwards {June.9th) their Lordships’ jtfdgment was delivered by 

Mr, Shand. —The appeal in this case relates to a banking business which 
was carried on in Rangoon from 1863 to 1878 by Bethumbraro Chetti and 
others, members of a family living in the neighbourhood of Madura, in the 
Madras Presidency, and in which considerable profits were realized on the 
amount of capital employed. The parties are agreed as to the terms on which 
the co-partnership existed from 1863 to 1869, They are further agreed that 
in the laUer year an Mcount was made up showing the profits which had been 
realized during the six preceding years, and brining out as at that date the 
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sums of capital and {Mrofits belonging to each of £618j the partners. The 
oontroveray between them has reference to the period from May 1869 until 
January 1878, when, in consequence of the death of Sethumbram Cbetti,. who 
had much* the largest interest in the business, the co-partnership was dissolved 
and bad to be wound up. 

The plaintiffs in their plaint averred that it bad been agreed between the 
partners that after the lOth of May 1869 each share of the business should 
be of the amount and value of Rs. 4,000; that •Sethumbram Cbetti, now 
represented by the Ist, 2nd and 3rd defendants, should have four .shares: that 
Annamallay Ghetti, the Ist plaintiff, and the 2nd and 3rd plaintiffs should 
have 2i shares; that the 4th defendant, Arnachellum Chetti, who was after¬ 
wards made a plaintiff in the suit, should have 1} shares ; and that a small 
part of a share should be set aBi4e for charitable purposes. It was further 
alleged that the business had been carried on until its close upon this agree¬ 
ment ; and the plaintiffs claimed to have the partnership accounts ascertained 
and stated on that footing accordingly. The learned Recorder of Rangoon by 
his judgment and decree has given full effect to this claim. A detailed investi¬ 
gation into the partnership accounts has followed, and judgment and decree 
has been granted in the plaintiffs’ favour for the sums brought out as due to 
them, respectively .-interest having bean allowed to each of the partners at the 
rate of 124 per cent, on the sums at their credit from the date on which the 
business was^closed till the institution of the suit in the Court of Rangoon. 

The defendants who have appealed from these judgments have maintained, 
as they did in the Court at Rangoon, that the business having been 
admittedly carried on from 1863 to 1869 on the agreement that Sethumbram 

Chetti should have 2 th shares, Subramaniem Chetti, the ancestor and prade- 

13 

cessor of the three original plaintiff’s j’j, ths of a share, and PeriaCarpenGhetti, 

now represented hv certain of'the defendants, [^ths of a share, no such change 

took place in the latter year in the arrangements and agreement of the partners 
as the plaintiffs allege, but that what occurred m 1869 was merely that an 
account showing the shares of capital and accruing profits of each partner, after 
debiting their respective drawings, was made up, the profits being only appor¬ 
tioned, [619] and allowed to remain as capital, without any further change 
being made in the partners’ interests, and that capital was not drawn out or 
added to by any of the partners. 

The appeal raises no point of law. The question is one of fact to be 
determined entirely on the evidence written and parol adduced before the Court 
in Rangoon. Tlieir Lordships having heard a full argument and considered 
that evidence, have found no reason for holding that the judgment of the Court 
of Rangoon, in- favour of the plaintiffs, ought to he set aside. They are 
further of opinion that the judgment is sound, and in accordance with the great 
preponderance of the evidence.^ This being so, it is unnecessary to go over in 
detail the matters on the proof bearing on the question of the alleged new 
arrangement in 1869 for a modification of the shares of the partnere in the 
future capital and profits of the business. Their Lordships are satisfied that 
the Recorder was right in finding it tO'have been proved that there was such 
u new arrangement in that vear, and that to the effect alleged by the plain¬ 
tiffs. They agree in holding that this arrangement was reduced to writing by 
tbe witness Pallaneappa Chetti, that the agreement, or “pungadu,” was written 
by him on a “ oadjan ” or palm leaf, and was signed by the parties interested, 
at first by Sethumbram iCbetti and Annamallay Ghetti, and at a later Utoe 
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by .4rnachellam Chebti; and they regard the evidence of the plaintiffs on this 
point as most materially strengthened, not only by the evidence of certain of 
the arbitrators who were called in to settle disputes which arose between 
the partners in their accounts, and who depose that they had the written 
agreement before them, but also by the fact that the defendants refrained 
from adducing Mootiah Chetti, one of themselves, as a witness in the proceed¬ 
ings at Rangoon, after a liodv of evidence had been led tending strongly to 
show that the deed iiad. passed into his hands after the death of his father, 
Sethumbram Chetti, into whose custodv it had been given. 

Their lllordships are also of opinion that it has been proved that the deed 
making the new or inodiHod arrangement was acted on bv tiie parties (first) by 
the withdrawal i>v SathMinhrani Chetti of the surplus capital beyond 
16,0(X) rupees, representing his four shares in the bnaineas alter 1H69, or at least 
of the CfiSO] greater part of that surplus, and liv the other partners making up 
and putting into the business tlie sums requited to complete their shares; anR 
(secondly) by the partnership accounts made up seven vears after the new 
arrangement was made, in accordance with which the profits were ascertained " 
and divided. 

It may be added that tlie new arrangement appears to have Cbeen '■’] only a 
natural and reasonable one, inasmuch as it gave somewliut larger advantages to 
Annaraallay Chetti and Arnachellum Chetti than they would have obtained under 
the original partnership, for it w is contemplated that with an incfej^sing business 
they should in fi-ture give a iiersonal superintendence, such as they had not 
previously done, as in point of fact they did ; and it is difficult, if indeed ijossiblo, 
to reconcile the actings of the partners in their dealings with tlieir accounts 
after 1869,— the withdrawal b^ SethUrnhram Chetti of 7,000 rupees from the 
business, and the payment in of sums hv the other partners to make up their 
capital,—with the view maintained by tlie defendants, that tlie interests of 
the partners w’ere not to undergo anv change. 

Their Lordships will liumblv advise Her Majesty to dismiss tlie aptieal. 
and to affirm the decrees complained of, including the award of interest to the 
plaintiffs, as to winch they see no re.ason to differ from the view' taken hy the 
Recorder. The appellants must pay tlie costs of the appeal incurred hy the 
respondents who have appeared. 

Solicitor for the Appellants ■ Mr. R. T. Tasker. 

Solicitors for the Respondents : Messrs. Bramall and While. 

C.B. 
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PKIVY COUNCIL*. 

The HMh, 26ih and liHth April and 4th July, 1891. 

Pri:sp:nt . 

Lord Hobhodse, Loud Mac'naohten, Lord Morris, 

Sir E. Couch and Mr. Shand. 

The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company .Defendant 

van, us 

Bugwandaa.I’laintitt. 

lOti appeal from the Colirt of the Eecorder of Rangoon.] 

Common earner —Liuhiiity fot nnn-delioery not affected hy sections 148, 151, 
and Isa oj the Contiact Act, IX of iSTii —.s.s ll/s, 151, 152, Carriers' Act, 

III of 1855 — Const) uetinn—The llailu'ui/s Acts, IV of 1879 and IX 
<'f 1890, ns to the linhilitij of curneis hij railway 
That the duties and liahilitos of a oommon currier .ire governed in India by the prin¬ 
ciples of the Englihli eoiniiinii law on that suhjuei, [621] however lutrodaced, has been 
recognized in the Carriers’ Act, TII of 1KB5. 

His responsibility to tho owner does not origiiiate in eoiitr.ict, but is cast upon him by 
reason of his exercising this public oniployinent for reward 

His liability as an insurer is an incident of the contract between him and the owner not 
inconsistent with the provisions of the Coiitnict Act, and the law of earners, partly written 
and partly unwritten, remained as before th.it Act. 

The Hallways' Acts of 1H78 and 18U0 reduced the responsibility of carriers by railway to 
that of bailees under the Contract .Act. Iiut this doci not affect the construction of the law 
relating to common e.iiriers and the Act of ISU.O. 

Notwithstanding some general expressions in tbc chapter on bailments, a common 
carrier's responsibility is not within the Coutr.tct .Act, 1H72 

The decision of the High Court in Moothoot n Kant Shav' v. I. G S N. Cotitpany (1. L. B., 
10 Cal , 160) approved, anil th.vt of tho Bombay High Court in Kuverji Tiilsidasv. O. I. P. 
Railway Com}iany (1 L, 11., .6 Bom . 109) not supported. 

Appeal from a decree (3rd .January 1890) of the Recorder of Rangoon, 

The decree, from which this appeal was preferred, was in favour of the 
plaintiff, now respondent, for Rs. S.Slij, in a suit for the value of 195 bales of 
cotton destroyed hy fire whilst on board the steamship Yomah, belonging to 
the defendant Company, now appellant, to be carried by them. 

On the 4th December 1888, when the bales liad been put on board to be 
carried from Mingyan, in Upper Burma, down the river to Rangoon, and whilst 
the Yomah was lying at the former place, the fire broke out from some 
unexplained cause. 

The question now raised was, whether the appellant Company, as carriers 
of goods for hire, were answerable for the goods, independently of any negli¬ 
gence on their part, or were responsible only for that amount of care which 
the Contract Act, IX ot 1872, in the ss. 151 and 152 relating to bailment, 
required of all bailects alike in the absence of special contract. The sections 
are set forth in their Lordships' judgment. 

The respondent commenced this suit on the 30th March 1889, alleging 
the negligence of the appellants’ servants to have caused the loss. 
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£628] He also allied that it would have been possible to save the eotton^ 
he having sent coolies to retnove the bales, but that the servants of the 
appellants prevented this being done. 

The defence was that the goods had been received by the defendant 
Company on the terms that the latter should take such care of them as was 
required under ss. 151 and 152 of the 'Contract Act, 1872, and that the 
appellants had taken such care. 

The Beoorder found that the fire broke out suddenly, and was not due to 
any negligAoe on the part of the defendants' servants; that all usual pre* 
cautions were taken ; that everything that could be done was done to stop the 
fire which spread rapidly , that even assuming that application was made for 
the removal of the cotton by bringing in a gang of coolios, which, however, he 
doubted, such an application could not have been granted, as the Only Qpssible 
chance of putting out the fire would have been lost if the hatches had beqp 
opened. * There was thus no negligence on the part of the defendants’ servants. 
The Recorder, neverthdesa, considered tliat Moothoora Kant !^haw v. India n, 
General Steam Navigation Company (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 166) was an express 
authority that the defendant Companv waa liable as a common carrier, and 
this liability was not affected by ss. 151 and 152 of the Contract Act, 1872; 
and that notwithstanding a decision to the contrary effect by the Bombay 
High Court in Kuve^t Tuhid'it v. The G. /. P. Hnilway Company (I. L. B., 

3 Bom., 109), he was bound bv the decision of the Calcutta High Court. Ho 
accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiff for Bs. 3,315. 

The Recorder on the 9tli May 1H90 gave his certificate, under ss. 595 
and 614, Civil Procedure, that the decree in this case involved a substantial 
question of law, and that it was a fit one for appeal to Her Majesty in Council 
directly from his Court. 

On this appeal— 

yir. B. B.* Finlay Q.C , and Mr. Reginald Browne (with whom was 
Mr. J. D. B'ltzgeiald) appeared for the appellants. 

t623] Their argumonts are stated in their Ijordships ’ judgment. The 
following outline is, however, added ; — 

The liability of a carrier for hire is defined and limited by legislation in 
India, and is not governed by the English law bn that subject. The Carriers 
Act, III of 1865, assumes that a common carrier is under the stringent rule of 
the English common law, without diiectly enacting that he is so. That Act 
was not repealed. But inasmuch as the delivery of the goods by the customer 
to a common earner constitutes a bailment to him, the responsibility for non¬ 
delivery is now determined by Chapter IX of the Contract Act, 1872, which 
deals exhaustively with the whole subject of a bailee’s responsibility and 
applies, except in the cases mentioned in its own saving olauves. These are 
(section l) that it shall not affect the provisions of any Act not expressly re¬ 
pealed by it, nor any usage or custom of trade, nor any incident of any contract 
not inconsistent with-its provisions. By these .words the liability of a carrier 
is not, excepted from the operation of the Contract Act, 1872, it being an 
incident distinctly inconsistent with the ss. 15 L and 152. The carrier’s liability 
is not a usage or custom of trade, but part of the common law, as being a 
custom of the realm of England introduced into India. That Act III of 1865 
should not be repealed, and yet that the greater responsibility of the eoromoD 
carrier should cease as being inconsistent with the bailment sections in the 
Act of 1872, involves no difficulty. This results from the fact of this rosponsl- 
bSity existing ind^mdeotly of Act III of 1865. . The contention is that this 
liability is within the scope the Contract Act, 1872, and that the imilment 
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sections of the Utter Act sre subscituted for it; that Kuverji Tulsidas t. Q. /. P. 
22. Company (I. L. B., 3 Bom., 109} was correotlv decided by the Bombay 
High Court; and that tbe judgment pf the Galoutta Court (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 
166) is not in accordance with law. 

The Bailway Acts, IV of 1879 and IX of 1890, were referred to. 

That there was negligence has b9en negatived by the finding of the Court be¬ 
low, and the appellants cannot be held liable [6243 i° the absence of negligence. 
Beferenoe was made to Mackilhcan v. The Messagenes Marittmes (I. h. B., 
6 Cal., 227), where a company, not a common carrier, was heldg^able under 
8. 151 of the Contract Act, 1872. 

Mr. J. O. Barnes, Q.C., and Mr. Aviel Agabeg, for tbe respondent.—The 
defendant Company are common carriers within the meaning of the Carriers’ 
Act, of 1865, and not bailees, whose liability is governed by the provisions 
of theTlontract Act, 1872. Neitlier the law imposingthe more complete liability 
on the earner nor Act III of 1865 has been superseded. If the afipellants’ 
, contention were correct, the principal sections in the latter Act would be ren¬ 
dered of no effect; and in connection with this regard should be had to the 
proviso in the Contract Act, 1872, that no Act shall be taken to be re^iealed by 
it unless expressly in the Act itself declared so to be. It does not appear to be 
the intention, as shown by the latter enactment, to alter tbe law recognized in 
Carriers’Act, 1865. The Bailway Act, IV of 1879, in* no way assists the 
appellants’ argument, excluding the operation of the Carriers' Act, 1865, from 
affecting the liability of carriers by lailway , hut consequently treating it as in 
force as regards other carriers. The liabilit\ of the common carrier was said 
in Morgan v. Bavey (6 H. A N., 265) to ansa from the customary relation 
between the parties founded on the custom of the realm. 

Even if, however, the common law liability has been got rid of, and negli¬ 
gence, to enable the respondent to recover, has to be established against tbe 
company or their servants, still it is not necessary to prove it a|drmatively by 
evidence of their acts or omissions. There are some cases of loss by accidents 
where the accident itself, without further proof of negligence, gives rise to a 
presumption of it —Scott v. London Dock Company (34 L. J„ Exch., 220). 

Mr. h. B. Finlay, Q.O., replied. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was afterwards, on July 4th, delivered by 

Lord Haonaghten.— The question involved in this appeal is one whioh 
has given rise to a conflict of judicial opinion in India. [6253 In 1878 the 
High Court of Bombay held that the effect of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, 
was to relieve common carriers from the liability of insurers answerable for 
tbe goods entrusted to them “at all events,” except in the case of loss or 
damage by the act of God or the Queen’s enemies, and to make them respon¬ 
sible only for that amount of care which the Act requires of all bailees alike 
in the absence of special contract. In 1883 the same point was brought before 
the High Court of Calcutta. The case was referred to a Full Bench, and the 
Court came to the conclusion that the liability of common carriers was not 
affected by tbe Act of 1872. * 

Their Lordships have now to determine which of these authorities is to 
be preferred. There is no other question in tbe case. It was admitted that 
the appeal must fail unless the decision of the High Court of Bombay can be 
support. 

For the present purpose it is not material to inquire how it was that the 
common law of England came to govern the duties and liabilities of commoti 
carriers throughout India. The fact itself is beyond dispute. It is reoi^'iaad 
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by the Indian Legislature in the Carriers’ Act, 1865, an Act framed on the 
lines of the English Carriers’ Act of 1830 (11 Geo. IV. and 1 Wm. IV., c. 68). 

The preamble of the Act of 1865 recites that, *'It is expedient not only 
to enable common carriers to limit their liability for loss of or damage to pro¬ 
perty delivered to tliem to be carried, but also to declare their liability for loss 
of or damage to suoJi property occasioned 5y the negligence or criminal acts of 
themselves, their servants, or agents.” The Act defines a common carrier as 
“ a person, other than the Government, engaged in the business of transporting 
for hire property from place to place, by' land or inland navigation, for all per¬ 
sons indiscriminatelv,''‘and it includes under the term person any assooiaUon 
or body of persons, whether incorporated or not ” Section 3 declares that no 
common carrier shall he liable for the loss of or damage to property delivered 
to him to be carried, exceeding m value 100 rupees and of the des^iption 
contained in che schedule, unless the value and description thereof are declared. 
Section 4 authorises every common carrier to require payment for the risk 
undertaken in carrying such property at such rate of charge as he may fix, 
[626] provided that nocice of a rate of charge higher than the ordinary rate is 
exhibited in the manner prescribed hv the Act. Section 5 provides that ^ 
case of the loss of or damage to such property, tlie person entitled to recover 
in respect of such loss or damage shall also he entitled to recover any money 
actually paid in constderation of the risk. Section 6 pru\ides that the liability 
of any common carrier for the loss of or damage to any property delivered to 
him to be carried, not being of the description contained in the schedule, shall 
not be deemed to be limited or affected bv any public notice, but that any such 
carrier, not being the owner of a railroad or tramroad constructed under the 
provisions of Act XXII of 1HU3, inav, by special contract, signed by the owner 
of the property to be carried, or some one on his liehalf, limit his liability m 
respect of the same. Section 7 declares tiiat the owner of such railroad or 
tramroad shall he liable for the loss of or damage to projierty delivered to him 
to be carried only when such loss or damage shall have been caused by 
negligeuoe or a criminal act on his part, or on that of his agents or servants. 
Section 8 declares that, notwithstanding anything thereinbefore contained, 
every common carrier shail he liable to thn owner for loss of or damage to any 
property delivered to such earner to bo c.T.rrtod where such loss or damage shall 
have arisen from the negligence or critninsl act of the carrier, or any of his 
agents or servants. Section 9 enacts that in any suit brought again.st a (vanmon 
carrier for the loss, damage, or non-delivery of goods entrusted to him for 
carriage, it shailnot he nece.ssary for the plaintiff to ])rove that such loss, damage, 
or non-delivery was owing to the negligence or criminal act of the carrier, his 
servants or agents. Section 10, the la£>t section of the Act, is not material to 
the present inquiry. The schedule to the Acs contains a list of articles of 
large value in small compass, corresponding with the list contained in the 
English Carriers’ Act. 

The Indian OontrAct Act, 1872, recites that “ it is expedient to define and 
amend certain parts of the law relating to contracts.” Sbclion 1 repeals the 
enactments mentionei^ in the schedule, among which the Carriers’ Act, 1865, 
is not included, and then proceeds as follows: - " But nothing herein contained 
shall affect the provisions of any Statute, Act, or Regulation not hereby expressly 
repealed, nor any usage or custom of trade, nor any incident of [ 627 ] any 
contract not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act.” Their Lordships 
may observe in passing, and inde^ it was admitted by the learned Counsel for 
the appellants, that the words “ not inconsistent with the provisions of t his 
Act,” are not to be connected with the clause * nor any usa^e or custom of 
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trade.” Both the reason of the thing and the grammatical construction of the 
sentence—if such a sentence is to be tried by any rules of grammar—seem to 
require that the application of those vvords should be confined to the subject 
which immediately precedes them. • 

Chapter IX of the Act of 1872 treats of bailments. Section 148 defines 
bailment in words wide enough to include bailment for carriage. Sections 151 
and 152 are in the following terms - 

“ 161. In all cases of bailment the bailee is bound to take as much care 
of the goods bailed to him as a man of ordinary prudence would, under similar 
circumstances, take of his own goods of the ^arae bulk, quality, and value as 
the goods bailed. 

“ 152. The bailee, in the absenpe of any special contract, is not responsi¬ 
ble for* the loss, destruction, or deterioration of the thing bailed, if he has 
taken the amount of care of it described m section 1.01.” 

The only section in the Act in which bailment for the purpose of carriage 
is mentioned is s. 158. That section, however, deals only with gratuitous 
b^lraents. 

The learned Counsel for the appellants took their stand on sections 151 
and 152 of the Act of 1872 They pointed out that the /ule there laid down 
extends to every description of bailment. They argued that one measure of 
liability, and Ann me-isuio only, is to he applied to all cases in the absence of 
special contract. A special contract, they said, if not an expressed contract, 
must at least lie a contract special to the occasion. It would be absurd to 
speak of a condition which the English common law attaches to all contracts 
of carriage by common earners as a special contract. There was nothing in 
section 1 of the Act of 1872 inconsistent with this view. The Carriers’ Act, 
1885, was preserved intact: it was only the common law that was altered. 
No usage or custom of trade was aftected; the only thing affected was the 
custom of the realm And if the duty cast on common carriers by the custom of 
the realm could properly he described as an incident of the contract [628] 
between the carrier and the owner of the property to be carried, it was, as 
they n>aintained, inconsistent with the provisions of the Act of 1872. 

In support of their arguments, the learned Counsel for the appellants 
turned to the Indian Railways Act, 1879, and to the Indian Railways Act, 
1890. Their Lordships tliink that no assistance is to be derived from either 
of those Acts. The Act of 1890 reduces the responsibility of carriers by rail¬ 
way to that of bailees under the Act of 1872. But then it declares that no¬ 
thing in the common law of England, or in the Carriers’ Act, 1865, shall affect 
the responsibility of carriers by railway The reason lor dealing with railways 
in this exceptional manner may perhaps be found m the circumstance that 
railways in India are to a great extent in the hands of the Government, and it 
will be remembered that the Government is excepted from the definition of a 
common carrier in tl|e Act of 1865. The Act of 1879, which is now repealed, 
declared that notliing in the Carriers’ Act, 1866, should apply to carriers by 
railway. But it did not negative the application of the common law of 
England to such carriers. In section 10 it spoke of “ the obligation imposed 
on a carrier by railway by the Indian Contract Act, 1872 It did not, how¬ 
ever, declare that that obligation was to be the measure of the liability of carriers 
by railway, but only that their liability was not to be reduced below that limit 
except in a specified manner. It may be thats. 10 was so expressed, in view 
of the decision of the High Court of Bombay which had been pronounc^ in the 
preceding year, and it may be that the Legislature then aasiime d that 
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decisidn to.be oorreot. But, however that may be, the section is much too 
obscnre in meaning to throw any light on the present qnestion. 

Notwithstanding the able arguments of the learned counsel for the appel¬ 
lants, *it seems to their Lordships that there are several considerations, n^ all 
of equal weight, but all pointing in the same direction, which lead irresistibly 
to the conclusion that the Act of 1672 was not intended to alter the law applic¬ 
able to common carriers. 

The Act of 1872 does not profess to be a complete code dealing with the 
law relating to contracts. It purports to do no more than to define and amend 
certain parts of that law. No doubt it treats of bailments in a separate chapter. 
But there is nothing to show[629jthat the Legislature intended to deal exhaus¬ 
tively with any particular chapter or sub-division of the law relating to con¬ 
tracts. On the other hand, it is to be borne in mind that at the time of the 
passing of the Act of 1872, there wa.s in force a statute relating to common 
carriers, which, in connection with the common law of England, formed a 
code at once simple, intelligible, and complete. Had it been intended to codify 
the law of common carriers by the Act of 1872, the more usual course would 
have been to have repealed the Act of 1865 and to re-enact its provisions, 
such alterations or modifications as the case might seem to require. It is 
scarcely conceivable that it could have been intended to sweep away the com¬ 
mon law by a side Wind, and by wa> of codifying the law to leave the law to 
be gathered from two .^cts, which proceed on dilTerent principles^ and approach 
the subject, if the subject he the same, from different points of view. 

At the date of the Act of 1872 the law relating to common carriers was 
partly w ritten, partly unwritten, law. The written law is untouched by the 
Act of 1872. The unwritten law was hardly within the scope of an Act 
intended to define and amend the law relating to contracts. The obligation 
imposed by law on common carriers has nothing to do with c'^ntract in its 
origin. It is a duty oast upon common carriers by reason of their exercising a 
public employment for reward. “ A breach of this duty,” says Dallas, C.J., 
{Breth^rton v Wood, 3 B. & B., 62) “ is a breach of the law, and for this 
breach an action lies founded on the common law, which action wants not 
the aid of a contract to support it”. If in codifying the law of contract, the 
Legislature had found occasion to deal with tort, or with a branch of the law 
common to both contract and tort, there was all the more reason for making 
its meaning clear. 

Passing from these general considerations to the language of the «Act of 
1872, it is to be observed that the .Act of 1865 is not merely left unrepealed 
by the later Act. As it is not “ expressly repealed ”, nothing in the Act of 
1872 is to “affect” its “ provisions ”. It seems a strange thing to say that the 
provisions of an Act are not affected, when the whole foundation upon which 
the Act rests is displaced, and almost every section assumes a different mean¬ 
ing, or comes to have a different application. Moreover, there is certainly one 
provision in the Act of 1865 which is [6303 4pprived of much of its original 
significance, and, so far at least, is rendered nugatory, if the appellante’ view 
is correct. The combined effect of sections 6 and 8 of the Act of 1865 is that, 
in respect of property not of the description contained in the schedule, common 
carriei^may limit their liability by special contract, but not so as to get rid of 
liability for negligence. On the appellants' construction the Act of 1872 re¬ 
duces the liability of common carriers to responsibility tor negligence, and 
consequently there is no longer any room for limitation of liability in that 
direction. The measure of their liability has been reduced to the minimum 
permissible by the Act of 1865. 
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Another consideration is suggested by section 4 of the Act of 1865. That 
section authorises common earners to charge extra rates for the risk involved 
in carrying articles of great value in small parcels. The risk intended to be 
covered is the risk of carriers who are also insurers, and part of the extra 
charge would of course be in the nature of a premium for insurance. When 
the Act of 1872 was passed, the Act of 1865 had been in operation for seven 
years, and it may be presumed that common carriers, in some cases at least, 
had taken advantage of the Act of 1865 in settling their rates. It seems hardly 
fair that common carriers should be relieved from the liability of insurers, 
without any provision pointing to a readiustmeut of their charges, and without 
distinct notice of a change adecting so materially the interests of the public. 

Then the Act of 1872 provides that nothing m the Act contained shall 
affect any usage or custom of trade.. It was said that the liability of common 
carriers as insurers was not a usage or custom of trade. That may be con¬ 
ceded. But it IS certainly singular that, according to the appellants* argument, 
usages, and customs of trade, which are local and partial ,are not to be affected, 
while a custom so universal as to be a custom of the realm, or, in other words, 
pai^ of tUe common law, is not treated with the same respect. 

It was hardly disputed that the liabilioy of a common carrier as an insurer 
was an incident of tlie contract between the common carrier and the owner of 
the property to be corned. Is that incident inconsistent svith the provisions 
of the Act of U172? No one could suggest that it was inconsistent, merely 
by reason of [63ij its being a teim of the contract implied and not expressed. 
Then it would seem that the proper way of trving whether it is or is not 
inconsistent with the provisions of the Act of 1872 w'ould be to write it out as 
part of the contract. Would it thei» be inconsistenc ? Clearly not. It would 
be within s. 152 ; it would be a special contract, saved by that section It is 
difficult to see how a term of a conlract can he inconsistent with the provisions 
of the Act of 1872 if ic is implied, while it would not be inconsistent if it were 
expressed in t)ie contract. 

These considerations lead their Lordships to the conclusion that the Act 
of 1872 was not intended to deal with the law relating to common carriers, 
and notwithstanding the generality of some expressions in the chapter on 
bailments, they think tliat common carrieis are not within the Act. They 
are, therefore compelled to decide in favour of the view of the High Couit of 
Calcutta, and against tliat of tlie High Court of Bombay. 

T^eir Lordships will therefore huinhiv advise Her Majestv that the appeal 
ought to be dismissed The appellants must pay the costs of the appeal. 

bolicitors for the .Vppellants Messrs Sanderson, Holland, and Adkm. 

Solicitors for the Respondents; Messrs. Bramall and WliitP, 

C. B. 


NOTES. 

£ I. Following this ease it has been held that the liability of common earners is indepon* 
dent of the Indian Contract Act, (1910) 38 Cal , ‘28; (1910) 32 Mad., 96, but not of ordinary 
carriers, (1880) 6 Cal., 227 . contra (1905) 28 Mad,, 400. 

n. As regards Railways, see 19 Rom., 185 , 17 Bom., 417. 

III. As regards the exhaustive character or otherwise of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, 
see also (1909) 34 Bom., 192 ; (1911) 9 I. C , 9rig (Funj.); (1911) 21 M.L.J., 600.] 
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Prksbnt; 

Sir W, Cf)ArKK Pktheram, Kt., Chief Justice, anu 
Mr. Justice Peverlev. 

Peary Mohun Aicb.ludgment-clebtor 

versus 

.■\nunda Charan Biswas.Decree-holder. ' 

t 

Exeeuiiou ot decree — Ttansp’r of decree fni eieeutwn—Cnnl Procedure Code, 

(Ac/ XJ]' ot 18^.0, S.S-. ‘J-Jd, JdU—Limttation Avl (XV of 1877), ss. .0, «— 
Extension of time irhen Court is c!o,scd. 

Where paniL>.s .irc provoiiti-d from doing ;t tiling in Court on a [mrtifular daj not b\ any 
act of then own, but Ij\ the act of tin* Ciiurt u>.L'lf, the\ arc entitled to no it at the first 
SUbiasjUi’lll opportUllltN , ^ 

(682] here, theicfore, after priwious .ittenipf- to <«x,-( ute .i decree, daled tlie 7th Hep- 
tembe' !S77, .in .ipplic.ition for iran^fei of tli>j tluerw nndei ... 11 ) of thu Code iv is luiile .mil 
gr.iiited on the 2nd .■s-ptenib-r .uni .'ii rlie'Mli Sep|.nil»'i (the Coiirf h.t%’ing been ebmed 

from the drd to the sth intliisiv. .ni .iccouiit of the Moli iirnm) tli.- dueroe-holdor .ipplied lor 
exLti'Cion under s. 230 of the C‘<d.;. h-'i-l, ih.it he vv.i' .>ntitled to tlie beiietit of the rule laid 
down lu s i ot the ljiiint.ii I >11 A. t upon th» bio.i 1 principle iti ive st.ited. Stumshfe Ithusnn 
Itudio V (rnhi)ul Cliioiaii lluji (I. U. R , is (3.il , J‘111 .ipplie 1 m prineiple. 

The decree in this cast sou^jht to be executed was tliat of tlio Muiisit of 
Sealduli, hcArinf; (tht»5 the 7tli Sojitembor Jn 77 \fter vmious ritteinpfcs to 
execute tliH decilit, the (itciot-holdcr on the iind September lriH9 apiiJied to 
transfer it toi execution to the .Munsit ot iJagiriinut .\n order was tlierefore 
made, dnectiiif: the transier to ije made On tlie !ith September (the Court 
having been closed from tlie .‘lid Septeirher to tlio 8th Septornlici inclusive on 
account ot the Moiiuri ini' tlie dei lee liolder applied to the Muiisif of Bagir- 
haut foi execution. On tliat date the certificate teiiutred undei s. iJiJ4 of the 
Code had not leached tlie Court, and did not, as a matter of fact, do so till tiio 
lObh September. Tbe judguienl-debtoi, tlicrefoie, opposed the aiiplication on 
that ground, and also on the ground that it was made more than 12 >eAfs from 
the date of; bo decree sought to he enforced, the docree-boldor not being entitled 
to tlio lionetit of s. 5 of tlie Limitation Act, inasmuch as s ‘JJO of the Code 
it«elf provirle<] a teim ot limitafn u. The Munsif held that the decree-holder 
was entitled lo apfily for execution notwithstanding the non-arrival of the 
certificate, the older foi tjMtisler having been made on the 2nd .Se[ibemher, and 
on this point referred to Xiliiiovy Singh lh:o v JSittessur linnne.fjee (I L. R., 
16 Cal., 744;. On the point of limitation he held that s. G of the Limitation 
let dkl not (liaentitlf the decree-holder to the, benefit of s. 6 of that .-let: and 
that the application for execution having been made on the 9th September 
was therefore in time. 

The judgment-debtor a^jpealed bo the Suhotxlinabe Judge, and that ofticer 
aflirinod fhe order -it the Munsif, adding that althougli s. 230 of the Code 

"Appeal fnirn Orfii-r No. Ill ol Ifi'.ll, against tbe order of Baboo Ko> lash Chunder 
Mooki’tjiH Huh'irdiniit" Judge of Khoolna, dated the ;10th of Doci'inber IS'JO, afiinning the 
order of Be boo Narcndta Krishua'Iiutt, Muusif of Bagirhaut dated tbe lOtb of August 1890. 
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prescribed a special law of limitation, yet that sootiou should be considered 
with the provisions of [633] the General Limitation Act not, however, for 
the purpose of giving a longer period of hiniLation, but as ahowinij the meaning 
of the law itself. 

The judgment-debtor appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Chandra Kant Sen, loi tlw Apjiellant. Wliore, by a special law 
other than that ut the Limitation Act, a fi\e(i peiiod of limitation is given lu 
which to make any application or hie any ;;uit, then such sjiecial limitation is 
to be applied, .see s. 6 of tiie LiQiit.i.tioti Act, 1S77 , in this case, therefore, 
8. 230 ot the Code prevents the decree-holder from having the heiieht of 
s. o oi tlio Limitation Act. This rule has been upheld in the P'ull Bencli 
(iiiae ot Nayendru Katli Mullnk V. Matliura Maliiin Parki (1 L K., JH Cal, 
368), and the cases therein cited. . 

Bahoo Dwmka Nath Chiich'ihutty, for the Kespondenl, rofoircd to Shoushee 
Uhnsan Hudru v. Ooh/iid Chuiulei lim/ (1. L. K., 18 Cal., 231), Behan Loll 
Mo()ke,ijL‘e V. Munqolanath Mooketler L. Ji., ."i Cal., 110), Khuttlmlnl Mahton 
V. Giuiash DiUi (1. L R., 7 Cal, 6001 

The judgment of the Court (PiiTiiKu.x.'i, C ,1 , and BKVEULEy, J.) was 
as tollows: 

Thi.s second appeal arises out ot an -ipjilication to execute a decree made 
hy the jSlunailj^t Sealdah on tho 7th Sejiteiulmr 1H77. Altci vauous attemjits 
to execute the de’eree, the judgmont-cieditor on the 2iid rieptumhut 1889 applied 
for tlio transfer of tho decree to tlie B,igirh:iut Court under s 223 of the Code. 
An order for traiisfoi was made, and on tlio 9 lIi Sejitouihor the Court having 
boon closed from the 3rd to tlio 8tli linelu-.ivef on account of tho Mohurrum 
holidays, tho deciee-huldoi appliod to tlie Munsif ol Bagirhaut for execution 
ol tho deoroo iindor s 230 I'jion that ‘ipiilieatioii houig made, liie judgmeiit- 
dohtor objected, mtet aha, that the application ouglit not to ho granted, as it 
iiad hoeti made more tlian 12 years horn tiie dale of tho docroo suuglit to be 
enforced (s 2.B0, Code of Civil I’roceduro) 

liotli the Lovvor Com Is have hold that the Court ha\ing heon closed from 
the 3rd to the 8th Sejitemhor, and the application haMiig been made on 

the 9th, the day rm which tlio Court te-ojionod, s o of tho Limitation Act 
operates to prevent the ajiplu'atiun fiom being hailed 

It IS contended hefoie us tliat tho penod ol liiiiitatiori U2 years) being 
prescribed hy the Code .>1 Civil Piocodure and not by iho Lmiitation Act, s. 5 
of the’latter Act is not appiicahlo so a?, to njodil\ the. stiiot provisions of s 230 
ot the Code. The pidgmenf-debtor i olios uptm s 6 of tho Limitation Act, and 
upon a senes ol decisions cilod in the lecent Bull Hunch case of Nayendro 
Nath ululhckw Muthuta Mohtni Baih/ '.1 L R, JM Cal,, 368), in which it 
was held that tho iiri'visions ol tlio Limitation Act w’cre not apjihcable to suits 
under Act X of 1859. 

We are ot opinion, howevor, tliat s 6 of the Limitation Act. lias no appli¬ 
cation to the present ease The Codo ol Civil Procedure is lunthei a special 
nor a local law It may be that tho word “ prescrihud " in s 5 is intentlod to 
be reiwl as ‘ proscribed h\ this Act liiit wliethei that bo so or nut, it .seems 
to IIS that the decree-holder is entitled tn.the benefit of the rule laid down in 
that section upon tiio broad jirinciple refeiri'd torn the case of SIhkihIu-c Bhtisan 
Radro v. Ciubmd Chuiuhr Ron (J. L. R , 18 Cal , 231), that where the parties 
arc prevented from doing a thing in Court on a particular day, not by any act 
pf their own, hut bv tho act ot tiie Court itself, they are entitled to do it at 
the first subsequent opportunity. This principle has been followed in seyreral 
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oases, viz., Behan Loll Mookerjee v. Mungolanath Mookerjee (I. L. B., 5 Cal., 
110), Golap Chand Nowluckha v. Khnsto Chunder Dats Biswas (I. L. B., 5 
Cal, 814), Hossein Ally v. Donzelle (I. L. B., 5 Cal., 906), and Khoshelal 
Mahton v. Gunesh Dull (I. L. B., 7 Cal., 690), and it has been recognized (as 
regards future enactments) by s. 7 of the General Clauses Act, I of 1H87. 

We hold, then, that the Court having been closed on the day when this 
application might have been lawfully granted within the 12 years, and the 
application having been made on the day the Court re-opened, it must be taken 
to have been made within time. We accordingly dismiss the appeal with costs. 
T.A.P. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

E Similar deciaions have been gi\eu iii 20 Maa , 460 ; 22 Mad., 170 , 23 Mad., 389 ; 10 
C. W. N., 636 ; 16 U. W. N., 20 . 16 C. W. li., 721 , 12 1. C.. 810. ] 

C638] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 30th June, IbOl. 

PliESENT: 

Sir W.*Comer Petueram, Kt., Chief Justice, anu 

• * 

Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Bunko Behary Gangopadbya and another (Opposite Part>)..Appellants 

versus 

Nil Madhub Cbuttopadhya (Petitioner).Besiiondent. ’ 

Execution of decree—Execution proceeding shuck off—Civil Procedure Code 
(Act XIV oj Ibb'J), Si. Orj, b4r—‘ Suit.'’ f 

Section 647 of the Code of Civil Procedure does not op<.>ratc to extend the rule laid down 
in ruapect of a bUit in a. 373 to an application fur execution Utidha Citaian v. Alan 
Siwih (I. L. R., 12 All., 3921 not followed. 

One Nil Madhub Chuttopadhaya having obtained a decree against one 
Basanta Kumari Debi, applied for execution. Tlie judgment-debtor took the 
objection that the decree-holder bad assigned his rights under the decree to a 
third person, and that therefore he had no longer any right to execution. 
Thereupon the pleader on behalf of the decree-holder stated that his client 
would not proceed with the execution proceedings, but would bring a regular 
suit to set aside the deed of adsignment set up by the judgmeut-debtor. The 
Subordinate Judge thereupon dismissed the application " for want of prosecu¬ 
tion.” The decree-holder subsequently renewed his application for execution, 
contending that his pleader in the former proceeding had no authority to state 
that execution would jiot be proceeded with. 

The Subordinate Judge held that the order dismissing th e application for 
want of prosecution was binding on the decree-holder, and prevented his 
present application from being granted. 

The decree-holder appealed to the District Judge, who held that the 
pleader for the decree-holder in stating that he would not proceed with 

* Appeal from Order No. 69 of 1891, against the order of C. B. Garrett, Esq., jed^ of 
24-PergaQaah6, dated the 16ih of December 1890, reversing the order of Baboo Amitra Lall 
Chatterjee, Subordinate Judge of 24-r«rgunaahu, doted the 1st of October 1890. 
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exeoution had exceeded his instructions, and that tlie order dismissing the 
former application for want of prosecution was not such an order as could 
prevent the renewal of his application. He therefore directed execution to issue. 

The judgment-debtor appealed to the High Court 

imj Baboo Nilmadhub Bose, for the Appellant, contended that the first 
order not having been net aside, the matter was res judicata; and further, that 
the decree-holder not liaving obtained leave to withdraw his former application 
with liberty to renew it, was, under section 378 read with section 647 of the 
Code, debarred from making the present application. On the latter point he 
cited Kifayat Ah v. liam ’bingh {I L. H , 7 AW., Sarju Piasad w Sita 
Bam (1 L. K., 10 AIL, 71), Fakir Ulluhy Thakia Bmsad (I. L R , 1^ AIL, 179), 
and Badha Cltaran v. Mari Smgh (1. L. B., 19 All., 392), as showing that 
section 373 when so read apjilied to execution proceedings. 

Baboo Akhoy (Joomar Ban&rji, for the Respondent, leferred to Taraohand 
Megraj v. Kashnuith Trimbak (I. L. R., 10 Bom., 62), as dissenting from the 
view taken by the Allahabad Court, and also to Laljoe bahuo v Bysakhi Lall 
(Misc. App. 40 of 1891), and v. Bishicouath Tershud (I. L. R., 18 

Cal., 462). 

Judgment of the Court (l^BTiiKiaM, C..]., and BJiVEHLUY, .1.) was 
delivered hy 

BevePley, J. - Tins is a second appeal from an order of the District 
Judge of the 24*Rergunnalis, reversing an order of tlie Fust Subordinate Judge 
of that district, hy which he had held that a certain a))plicution to execute a 
decree was barred. 

It appears that there luul been a previous application to execute the decree, 
and in that proceeding tlie judgment-debtor had appeared and objected that 
the decree-holder had assigned his riglits under the decree to a third person. 
Upon that the pleader foi the decree-liolder inliinated that lie would not proceed 
with the application for execution, but would advise his client to bring a 
regular suit to sot aside the alleged deed of assignment The Subordinate 
Judge therefore dismissed that application for non-prosecution The First Court 
was of opuiion that the dismissal of that application operated as a bar to the 
present application : but this view was overruled by the District Judge. 

On appe^ before us it is contended— 

(1) That the order on tlie previous application was an order to the effect 
that e.\ecution could not proceed at the instance of the [6373 decree-liolder, and 
until that order was set aside, it ojiaratod as a bar to an> subsequent applica¬ 
tion by him. 

(2) That if the action of the decree-holder he construed as a withdrawal 
of the application, that withdrawal was made without leave of the Court, and 
therefore under section 373 of the Code of Civil Procedure (read with section 
647) no subsequent application to execute the decree could be entertained. 

As regards the first argument, it seems to us that there was no finding 
that execution could not proceed at the instance of the original decree-holder 
such as would bar a subsequent application by him. No enquiry on that^point 
seems to have been made. All that appears is that the decree-holder having 
been met by a certain objection, declined to proceed with his application, wrhich 
was accordingly dismissed or struck off for non-prosecution. Such an order 
could not operate as res judicata. 

On the second point the learned pleader for the apjiellant has relied on 
several decisions of the Allahabad High Court, namely, Kifayat Ait v. Bam 
Singh (1. L. B., 7 AIL, 359), Sarjn Prasad v. Sita Bam (1. L. R., 10 AH., 71)v 
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Fakir Ullah v. T)iakur Prasad (I. L. B., 12 All.. 179), and Uadka Charan v. 
Man Singh {1. L. R., 12 All., 392/ Tlie last case is the decision of a Full 
Bench of the Allahabad Court, and althou{jh ant binding upon this Court, it m 
entitled to our utnio.st respect and most serious consideration. It appears to 
have lieen exprosMly dissented from recently by a Division Bench of this Court 
in Wagthan v Bishwanath Pershad (I L. B., 18 Cal., 402); and the decision ol 
that Bench has been followed by two other Benches in Uadka Kishen Lull v. 
liadha Pershnd Sing i.I L. R,, IH Cal., olo) and in Laljee Suhoc v Bysakhi 
hail vMi^c App. 45 of 1891) It also appeals that a Division Bench of the 
Bombay High Court in Tarachami Megraj v. Kasinnaih Trimhak (I.L. K., 10 
Bom , 62) has o.\pre.sseti an opinion opposed bo that ot the Allahabad Court. 

In the Full Bench case referred to, EihtE, C..J , remarks as follows. —"It 
has been argued here to-day that section 373 does not apply to proceedings in^ 
execution. Unless we are to apply, so far as may he, the principles piovided 
for the guidance [638j ot Courts in the otlier sections of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, there would, in a great uunibei of cases, he no provision for what 
should be done in execution pmcoediugs, as the sections which exclusively 
relate to execution proceedings are deficient and tar from exhaustive, li we are 
to regard them as the only sections which suppU the procedure lu execution 
cases. In my opinion s 647 makes s 373 applicable. I tliink tiiat ‘suit' and 
' appeal ’ in that section apply to those proceedings genoially known as a suit 
and an appeal, that is, to suits and aiipeals in the sti ict acc»‘ptatiori of the 
terms, and that in s 647 the wouls ‘ suir, ’ and ‘ appeal ’ w’oro not intended to 
cover proceedings for the enforcenieiil of lights decieed in a suit or appeal " 
The learned Chief -Justice then goes on to lefei with approval to tlie decisions 
m the cases of Sana Ptasnd v Sthi Jium lu 1 L. K., lU All , 71, and Fakn 
Ullah V. Thakur Prasad, 1. L 11., 12 All., 179. The other .Judges of the Full 
Bench (SXKVldHT. BllODHUHST, TybuI'LL, and MaU-MOOM, .1.).; concurred 
with the Chief .Justice. 

Now the hist paragraph of section 617 of the Code runs a.s follows — 

“ The procedure liorein prescribed shall ho followed, as fat as if can be 
made applicahie, in all proceedings in any Court of civil juiisdiction other than 
suits and appeals " 

It appeals to us that this provision of the Code was intended to apply to 
m.itters such as applications foi probate, curtificites of guardianship, or to 
collect debts, which, es{>6ciully when contested, partake <if the nature of suits, and 
to w’hich the procedure laid dowm in the Code is clearK more or less applicahie 
We do n-^t think that tlie term " proceedings other than suits and appeals " was 
intended i.o include oi have reference to proceedings in exucution of decree 
Such proceedings li.ivc been frequently hold to lie jiroceedirigs in the suit, and 
are expressly descrihcd as such in the Code, as, for example, in section .3. 
Moreover, niio Code lays down a procedure for the execution of decrees, viz., 
chapter XIX, coiiiiiri-ing ss 223 to 343, and it yvould scarcely be neces¬ 
sary for the^ Legislature to declare again in s 647 that those sections shall 
be followed " as lar a,s may be practicable ’’ in the execution of docroes. 

[639} But, whether or not s. 647 applies to execution proceedings, wo 
entertain very little doubt that that section cannot operate to extend the rule 
laid down in resjiecti ot a suit in s. 373 to an application for execution. 
In the first place the rule iaiddoyvn in the second paragraph ol that section is 
not a matter of procedure, hut a substantive rule of law. It is a rule based on 
the general principle that no person sliall lie alloyved to institute successive 
suits on the same cause of action. But that rule is not applicable to execution 
proceedings, in which the Code itself (a. 230, for example) contemplates 
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successive applications to execute the same decree. And even if the rule laid 
down in s 373 be held to he a rule of procedure, it is clear to our minds that 
it is not applicable to proceedings in execution, inasmuch as the principle of 
the rule is opposed to the principle of the Code in regard to those proceedings. 

For these reasons we are unable to concur with the decision of the 
Allahabad Court, and as that decision has not been followed by any Bench of 
this Court, vve tliink it unnecessary to refer the matter for the decision of a 
Full Bench. 

This appeal will he dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

T.A.P, 

llOTES 

[This i.isfe WHS approved ut b\ the l*riv\ I'nuneil in (1894) 17 All., 106 P. C. See also 
(ISlOl) iir, Ih-in. 70 ] 
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.VPl'HLLATI-: Civil; 

The ‘-ind Jiihj, 

I'UESENT 

Mj< .lusTioK Tottenham and Me. Jestice Ghosp:. 

Jasod.L Deyo.;.I )ocree-1 1 older 

versus 

Kirtihash Das and anotlior..Tudgiiient-delitors. 

Ki-uutimi ('/ di'tiee-- KrenititiU of decierhif recorded deeree-htdder-- 
V.ivil Pioccdinv Code (Act XIV of s. 

Till' ]>prs (111 .ijiii'Mimf! on till' fiiLv of llii' di'cm’as tho dorri'c-huldcr m ontiLlad to 
execution uiiloss It hr shown h\ semn othor]ipison, nndi r m'lIioii l.Vi of tin* Pivil I’rocedurp 
tJndi' th.it Ik- has t.ikt'ii tin- dftiri'i' holder's pLu!“ 

Klieftei Mnhiin ('lialtopudhiin v 7swr Chumlei Swiun (11 W. R 271) relied on 

This was an application for execution of a mortgage decree bv one Jasoda 
Deye. The judgment-debtor objected to the execution, [6403 on tlio ground 
that -Tasoda Ileve had obtained the dectee in her cajiacity ot widow of her late 
hu.sband Kashinath 7)as, and that the decree really belonged to her husband’s 
estate. Some time previous to .Tasoda Deve's decree, the judgment-debtor, 
as reversioner to the estate of Kasliinath Das, had instituted a suit to. oust 
the widow from lier possession of the estate of her husband. He subse¬ 
quently obtained a decieo in that suit, under which Jasoda Deye was removed, 
and a Receiver was appointed 

U appears that the Rooeiver did not take any steps to put himself upon 
the record in the place of tlie decree-holder, Jasoda Devo. 

•Appt-al from Order No. 118 of 1H91, iigHinst the order of Baboo Dwarka Nath 
Bhuttacharjeo, Subordinate .Judge of Midnapore, dated the 14th of March 1891. 
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The Subordinate Judge held that Jasoda Deye did not pay, as alleged by 
her, the consideration money of the mortgage bond out of her stridhan ; that 
the decree really belonged to Kashinath Das’s estate ; and that che Beceiver to 
that estate was alone entitled to execute the same. 

From this order the decree-holder appealed to the High Court. 

Dr. Bash Behan (rhnse for the Appellant. 

Baboo Dcbendro Nath Ghase for the Bespondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (TotTENBAM and Ghosb, JJ.) was 
as follows 

This is an appeal against an order of the Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, 
dismissing an application fur the execution of a decree. 

The decree-holder is the appellant, Jasoda Deyo, and the decree was in 
respect of a bond by vvhicli property was mortgaged. The decree-holder 
seeks to eicecule b> sale of the mortgaged property in the hands of the 
judgment-debtor. 

The application lias been refused upon the objection of the judgment-debtor 
that the decree-bolder, Jasoda Deve, obtained a decree onl\ in her capacity of 
widow of her late husband, Kashinath Das, and that the property really 
belonged to the estate of Kashinath. Before the decree had been obtained a 
suit had been brought by the judgment-dahtor, as reversioner to the estate of 
Kashinath, to olitain the removal of the widow Jasoda from her 
position as possessor of the estate of her husband, and in that suit a 
Beceiver to the estate w is appointed : and by the decree passed in 
that suit tlie widoA was ousted The Beceiver does not appear to have 
[6413 taken any steps whatever to get liimself put upon the record as decree- 
holder in this case or to olitain execution. In fact he has not appeared at all. 
But, ujion the objection of the judgnient-dehtors, the Huhordinaie Judge 
referred to the suit brought by them to oust tlie widow from possession of the 
estate, and being satisfied that the consideration for this bond really was part 
of the property of Kashinath’s estate, he held that not the widow, hut only 
the Receiver was eompetont to execute the present dooiee. 

It has been urged before us that ttie Subordinate Judge bad no choice 
under tlie Code of Civil Procedure hut to grant execution at the mstanoe of 
the recorded decree-holder, unless the assignee, wliether liy convesance or, as 
is alleged in tlie present instance, bv operation of the law, should come in 
under section 2J2 

Authority foi this contention has been shown to us in the case of KlieMur 

Mohun Ch'ilinpndhj/'t v /vw/? Chuiitler Surma Hi W. B., 271), where it was 

held that the Oiuit was hound to allow execution at the instance of the 

recorded decree-holder, unless intimation had been given in the regular way 

prescribed by law for the admission of another person in the decree-liolder’s 

place. And we think that the contention is sound that the decree-holder who 

appears upon the face of the decree is entitled to execute, unless it be shown 

bv some other person under section 232 that he has taken tlie decree-holder's 
\ * • 
place. 

ft seems to us, therefore, th it in this case we must direct that the 
execution do proceed at the instance of the decree-holder, Jasoda Deye ; but 
that, under the circumstances, the Court below, being satisfied that the decree 
really appertains to the estate of Jasoda's late husbaud, audit might be danger¬ 
ous to allow her to receive the proceeds of that decree, will be at liberty to 
retain the money, if realized, for the purpose of being made over to the appointed 
Receiver, who will deal with-it as part of the estate, of course paying to the 
decree-holder the income of the capital sum. 
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It is contended on her behalf that she is entitled as widow to the whole 
of the purohase-money of this property, and that, at all events, if it be her 
husband’s estate, she is entitled to the value of her life-interest in that. We 
think it is unnecessary in these proceedings to give any opinion as to whether 
the decree-holder is entitled to all or any of this money. The only point we 
have to decide is whether [648] in the eye of the law the recorded decree- 
holder is entitled to execute the decree, and we think she is. The result is 
that we must set aside the order of the Court below, and send the case back 
that execution may proceed. Each party will bear their own costs. 

Appeal allowed, 

A. P. M. A. B. 


MOTES. 

[ See also (1909) 10 C. L J., 396 . 26 Gal., 250 ] 


c 18 Cal. 642 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 2nd July, 1891. 

Present• 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mr. Justice Ghose. 

Kartick Chunder Ghuttuck and others.Defendants 1 to 3 

versus 

Saroda Bunduri Debia.Plaintiff.'^' 

Lvmiratton Act (XV of 1877), Arts. 127, 142, and 144-- Suit by a person 
claiming share in joint family property. 

The word ‘ person' mentioned in Article 127+ of Schedule Second to the liimitation Act 
means some person claiming a right to share in ]oint family property, upon the ground that 
he is a member of the family to which the property belongs. 

Radanath Dosav. Oisbonie (14 M. I. A., 1), 7ia»n Ldkht v. Amhica Charan Sen {I. L. R., 
11 Cal., 680), and Horendra Chunder Oupta liov v. Aunoardi Mundul (I. L. B., 14 Cal., 
544) relied on. 

This was a suit to recover possession of the share of the plaintiff’s father 
in a Hindu joint family property. The plaintiff alleged that her father was 

* Appeal from Order No. 256 of 1890, against the order of H. F. Mathews, Esq., Judge 
of Bxadmm, dated the 11th of August 1890, reversing the decree of Baboo Kali Dhan 
Ohatterji, Munsif of Bamgiinge, dated theOth of December 1889. 


ttArt. 1U7<P— 


Description of suit. 

Period of 
limitation. 

{ Time from which period 

1 begins to run. 

By a person excluded from joint- 
family property to enforce a right 
to share therein. 

* - 

Twelve years... 

When the exclusion becomes known 
to the plaintiff.l 

- 

8 OAii.—55 
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joint in food and estate with his four brothers; that in the year 1872 her father 
died, leaving her surviving as his sole heiress ; that she being then a minor, her 
paternal uncles, the defendants 1 to 3, took charge of her estate ; that subse¬ 
quently, when she attained majority, she held possession of her father’s share 
jointly with her uncles. She further alleged that when she went to live in her 
husband’s house, she used to enjoy the profits of her share. But in Falgoon 
1288 the defendants 1 to 3 separated and divided her father's share among 
thenaselves. In Bysack 1289 she demanded her share, which the defendants' 
refused to give her, and subsequently dispossessed her of the same. 

[613} The plaint was filed on the 10th of January 1889. 

The defendants urged various pleas, the chief of which were that the 
plaintiff’s father was disqualified by leprosy from inheriting the property ; that 
he (the father) had left a son surviving hifh ; and that the suit was barred by 
limitation. 

The First Court found that the plaintiff was the only child of her father 
that he did not suffer from leprosy, and hence was not disqualified to inherit. 
It further held that the plaintiff was never in possession of her father's estate, 
and that the suit was barred bv limitation. 

The Lower Appellate Court held tiiat the suit was not barred, inasmuch 
as Article 127 ol the Second Schedule to the Limitation Act applied to the 
case. It also further held tiiat tiie fact of the plaintiff’s exQlgsion not being 
known to her till within twelve vears before the institution of the suit, her 
remedy was not barred by limitation. 

The defendants now preferred this second appeal to the High Court. 

Baboo Koruna isindhu Mukerji for the Appellants. 

Dr. Rash Behan Ghose and Baboo Digamher Chatlerjee for the Respondent. 

Baboo Koruna Sindhii Mukerji - -Article 127, Schedule II to the Limita¬ 
tion Act has no application to this case It contemplates the case of ii person 
excluded from a }oint family. The plaintiff being a member of her husband’s 
family cannot be considered to lie a member of the same family with the 
defendants—/Imi/fofa/ Busev. liajamkanl Mitt-’i (L.R , 2 I.A., Wo), Eadanath 
Doss V. Oisbonip (14 M. I, A , 1). This article also provides for a suit to 
‘ enforce a right ’ and not to ‘ establish a right,’ and therefore applies to suits for 
partition when the property has remained joint family property. The words 
excluded’ and ' inclusion ’ apply to previous inclusion--Sarorfa Soondaree 
Dossee v. Doyn Moyee Dnssee (I. ij. R., 5 Cal, 938), Article 127 has also been 
construed stric^'ly, and has not been extended to a purchaser of a share in joint 
family propa^pty— Ram Lakht v. Amlica Charan Sen (I. L. R., 11 Cal., 680), 
Horendra Chunder Gupta Roy v Aum'urdi Mundul H L. R., 14 Cal., 644). 
[644} At the time the plaintiff instituted the suit, the defendants’ family was 
, not a joint family. She was dispossessed in 1289, more than seven years 

before the suit. She must therefore jirove possession within twelve years_ 

Tulskt Pershad v. Raja Misser (I. L. R., 14 Qal., CIO), Obhoy Chum Qhose 
V. Gopind Chunder Dey (J. L, R., 9 Cal., 237). This case falls either under 
Article 142 or 144. 

Dr. Bash Behan Ghose. —Article 1^7 has been properly applied. The 
plaintiff was at one time a member of the joint family, and at all events the 
property in suit was admittedly joint family property. The provisions of the 
English law as to possession amongst tenants in common may be looked into 
— Darby and Bosanquet, 284. See also the case of Hari v. Maruti (I. L. R. 
6 Bom., 741). If there be any doubt as to Article 127, Article 144 should 
apply. The cases cited by the other side are distinguishable. 
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Baboo Koruna Sindhu Mukerjt was not oalled. upon. 

The jad^ment of the Court (Tottenham and Ghose, JJ.) was as follows 

This is an appeal against an order of remand passed under section 562 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure by the District Judge of Burdwan. He differed 
from the Munsif, who had held that the suit was barred by limitation, and 
having come to the conclusion that the suit wa.j not barred, the Judge reversed 
the Munsif’s decision and remanded the case to be disposed of on the merits. 
In passing this order the District Judge had overlooked the fact that the 
Munsif had already decided the suit on the merits, he having tried every issue 
laid down. The District Judge, therefore, if he thought the suit was not barred 
by limitation, should have himself determined the case on the merits ; and if 
he thought it necessary to take further evidence, he should not have sent the 
case back as he did, but should Ifave kept it on his own file and directed the 
Munsif to take further evidence and submit the same to him. He could not 
legally get rid of the case by remanding it under section 562. 

But the question wliether the Judge was right in holding that the suit 
was [not barred by limitation was fully argued before us yesterday. 

C64ii]| The suit was brought by a Hindu lady to recover possession of what 
had been her father’s share in what she stated was joint fapily property. Her 
father had die^ a good many years ago, that is, in the year 1272 or 1865, and 
the suit was brought on the lOtii January 1889. The plaintiff was a married 
woman. It was found that her father had no son surviving him, and that in 
point of fact the plaintifi' would be entitled at his death to inherit his estate, 
whatever it was. But the Munsif considered that the suit was barred by 
limitation, because the plaintiff bad not been in possession of her father’s estate 
at any time since his death, which had occurred some twenty-four years before 
the suit was brought. And upon the merits the Munsif found that the plain¬ 
tiff failed to prove that the land lYi question claimed by the defendants had 
ever belonged to tiie plaintiff’s father. That was a finding which went directly 
to the merits of the suit. 

Upon appeal the District Judge considered that the Munsif was wrong in 
holding tile case was barred by limitation, because he thought that the article 
of the schedule to the Limitation .'\ct applicable to this ease was Article 127, 
and that therefore the plaintiff was not hound to prove her own possession at 
any time before tiie suit was brought, .\rticle 127 is applicable to a suit by a 
person excluded from joint family property to enforce a right to a share therein, 
and the period of limitation begins to run when the exclusion becomes 
known to the plaintiff. The Judge considered the suit as falling within the 
scope of Article 127, and was of opinion that the plaintiff could not be said to 
have become aware of her own exclusion from her share of the property until 
she bad asked for it and been refused, or, at all events, until the separation took 
place between the members of her father’s family who held joint possession 
after her father's death, which separation, she said, took place in Falgoon 
1288, and within twelve years before this suit was brought. • 

We think that the Judge was in error in holding that Article 127 applies 
to the case. It seems to us that the person mentioned in Article 127 who is 
the plaintiff in the case must mean some person claiming a right to share in 
joint family property, upon the ground that she is a member of the family to 
which the property belongs. There is authority for our opinion in the observa¬ 
tions of their Lordships of the Privy Council in the case of Badanath Doss 
T. [6M1 Gisborne (14 M. 1. A , 1). That decision was passed with reference to 
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the old LdmitatioD Act, XIV of 1859; but olaose 13 of Seotioa 1*^ of that Act, 
which deals with oases of this kind, is similar in wording to Article 187 of the 
present schedule. Their Lordships state that they were of opinion that that 
section, namely, section 13, “ is a section which deals with suits between one 
or some member or members of the joint family, and some other member of 
the joint family, complaining of what we should term in this country an ouster 
of some members by others or of a failure by the member in occupation to 
account for profits, or to pay maintenance where it is due." Clause 13 of Act 
XIV of 1859 embraced rather more than Article 127 of the present schedule; 
it also included suits for maintenance. 

The Judge of the Court below thought that this article was not confined 
to suits brought by members of a family because of the use of the word ‘peryon.* < 
We do not think that the use of this term is sufficient to alter the meaning of 
the law. * We think from the context, as i^ell as from the decided cases, that 
we are bound to hold that a person who comes as plaintiff must' also be a 
member of, and not a stranger to, the family to which the joint property 
belongs—See Bam Lakhi v. Ambica Charan Sen (1. L. B., 11 Cal., 630), 
JSorendra Chunder Gupta Boy v. Aunoardi Mundul (I. L. B., 14 Cal., 544). 
In the present case the plaintiff is no longer a member of the family to which this 
property belongs. She is a lady now of mature age who was married at the 
age of five, and who, after the death of her father, when she was about 18, left 
her father's family ;*and it is proved that from that time, some twenty-four 
years, she had lived in her husband's house and never in her pk^emal residence 
with the members of the joint family. We think, therefore, that this case must 
fall under either Article 142f or 144+ of the Schedule. According to the plaintiff 

*[Sec. 1.—No suit shall be maintained in any Court of Judicature within any part of the 

British territories in India in which this Act shall be in loroe. 
Limitation of suits. unle.sB the same is instituted within the period of limitation 

hereinafter made applicable to a suit of that nature, any Law or 
Regulation to the contrary notwithstanding; and the periods of limitation, and the suits to 
which the name respectively shall be applicable, shall be the following that is to say :— 


18. To suits to enforce the right to share in any property moveable or immoveable on the 

ground that it is joint family property ; and to suits for the 
recovery of maintenance, where the right to receive such main¬ 
tenance IS a charge on the inheritance of any estate—^the period 
of twelve years from the deaUi of the persons from whom the pro* 
pert) alleged to be joint is said to have descended, or on whose 
estate the maintenance is alleged to be a charge ; or from the date of the last payment to the 
plaintiff or any person through whom he claims, by the person in the possession or manage* 
ment of euoh property hr estate on account of such allied share, or on account of suoh 
Buuntenance, as the case may be. 


Limitation of twelve 
years. Suits for shares lu 
joint family property and 
for maintenance. 


A 

t[ Art. 142 


* 3 

Description of suit. 

[ Period of 

{ limitation. 

1 i 

' 1 

Time from which period 
j begins to ran. 

Fo* possession of immopeable 
property, when the plaintiff, while 
in pomession of the property, has 
hem dis^sessed or has disoonti- 
Bued the possession. 

Twelve years. 

1 

1 

! The date of the diepoasesaion 
jdiacontinuanoe.] 

tt Art-144;— 

For possession of immoveable 
property or any interest therein 
not hereby otherwise speciaUy pto- 
vidod for. 

! Twelve years. | 

1 

1 When the poesdesion of the ffete 
ant becomee Mvene to the pfaunti 

a 
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it will oome under Article 142, for the plaintiff Bays in her plaint that she was 
in possession by enjoying the profits, and that she had been ousted by their 
refusing to pay what the defendants had agreed to pay. Her story on this point 
was disbelieved by the Munsif, and he came to the conclusion that she had 
had no sort of possession of the estate or of any property of the estate from 
the time of her father's death. 

The District Judge comas to no certain finding upon this point. He does 
not distinctly confirm the Munsif’s finding that the 1047] plaintiff’s story is 
false as to her having received so much money and so much rice annually from 
the defendants. But he says, admitting this to be false, still it is not shown 
that she ever resigned her share or acquiesced in her exclusion from it. The 
Judge further seems to think that, though she had no actual enjoyment from 
the time of her father’s death, she.had still a right to obtain a share upon 
the ground that the exclusion was not known to her till within twAve years 
before suit and that she had never resigned her share. 

We suppose that the Judge meant to say that the possession of the 
defendants had not been adverse to the plaintiff. We think that* he ought to 
have oome to some distinct finding upon this matter instead of leaving it to be 
a matter of conjecture what he thought, and if he thought the long possession 
of defendants was nottidvorse to this plaintiff, he should have given reasons 
for the opinion. Further, the Judge ought to have found before reversing the 
Munsif’s decree.that the property in question was really property to which 
the plaintiff was entitled by reason of the share claimed having belonged to her 
father. The Munsif found against her upon that point, which was the main 
point in the case so far as the merits are concerned. 

It seems to us, therefore, that the decree of the Lower Appellate Court 
cannot stand, but it must he set aside, and the case must go back to the 
District Judge for a finding whether the property in question did belong to the 
plaintiffs, and, if so, whether the plaintiff is still entitled to obtain a share with 
reference to the law of limitation as contained in Articles 142 and 144. 

Costs of the appeal will abide the result. 

A.F.M.A.B. Case remanded. 


NOTES. 

[This was followed m (1898) 23 Bom., 137 ; (1901) 7 C. W. N., 155.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 10th July, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mb. Justice Ghose. 


Thakur Magundeo.Defendant 

verms 

Thakur Mahadeo Singh and another.Plaintiffs.* 


Bes judicata - Smt in ^ectment—Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), 

section 18. 

A, as^ccadar, brought a suit to eject B from certain lands, which he claimed as majhei 
land, or land which is oidmarily cultivated by the [MB] landlord himself or by the t%ceadar, 
B fleaded his right of occupancy. The Court found that the land was inajhes laud, but dis¬ 
missed the sjjit on the ground that .4 had failed to prove notice to quit. Afterwards A 
brought a suit .igain>.t B tor ejectment fiom the same land. B again pleaded his right of 
occupancy. 

Held, that B was not precluded from raising the same plea, inasmuch m the finding in 
the previous suit upon,the issue whether B was an occupancy tenant was not conclusive 
against him; nor could that issue be '.aid to have been ' finally decided ’ in that suit within 
the meaning of section 13 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

Bun Bahadur Singh\. Ltuho Koer (I.L.B., 11 Cal., 301) and Nando Lail BhuttacJuirjee 
V, Btdhoo Mookhy Debee (I. L. It., 13 Cal , 17) relied on. 

This was a suit by the plaintiffs as ticcadars of Dehat Sadam, which 
included mouisahs Sawag and Ocho, to recover possession of 5 annas of rnajhes 
land, or land which is ordinarily caltivated hv the landlord himself or by the 
ticcadar, in moumh Sawag and 0 annas of inajhes land in mouzah Ocho, and 
to eject the defendant therefrom 

The plaintiffs alleged that the delendant having refused them khas posses¬ 
sion of the said majhes land, they brought an action in ejectment against him, 
and in that suit the defendant denied the claim of the plaintiffs, and alleged 
that he held 6 annas of ryoti or jebamlaeri land in each of the said mouzahs ; 
that the Munsif, thereupon, found that the land was majhes land, hut as the 
defendant was not a trespasser, he was entitled to notice under the law ; and 
that the plaintiffs' suit was, therefore, on the 2ad September 1887, dismissed. 
They further alleged that tney had instituted this suit after due service of 
notice for ejectment upon the defendant. 

The defendant raised the same pleas as in the former suit. He contended 
that the land in question was ryoti or jebandart land, that he had acquired a 
right of occupancy ; that the suit was not maintainable without the proprietor 
being made a party , that the plaintiffs were merely temporary lessees, and that 
the term of their lease extended only up to the year 1294. 

The First Court held that the defendant was precluded under section 13 of 
the Gtvil Procedure Code i^rom raising the pleas (.649] which he had already 
raised in the former suit, and it therefore decreed the plaintiffs’ suit. 

The defendant appealed to the Judicial Commissioner of Chota Nagpore, 
who affirmed the decision of the First Court. 

The defendant now preferred a second appeal to the High Court. 

Baboo Koruna Sindhu Mukerji for the Appellant. _ . 

* Apped {rum Appellate Decree No. 1068 of 1690 against tliu decree of F. Cowley, ’ 
Esq., Jadioial Commissioner of Chota Nagpore, dated the Sod of June 1890, aflirming the 
decree of Moulvie AU Ahmed, Munsif of Haaaribagh, dated the 29th of Decern^ 18M. 
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Baboo Mohmdro Nath Bannerjj and Baboo Nagendro Nath Chatterji, 
tat the Bespondents. 

Baboo Koruna Sindhu Mukerjt —The Court below wa>s wrong in holding 
Ibat the defendant was precluded from raising the obiections which he raised 
on the ground of res judicata. The former suit was simply dismissed, and as 
no finding upon the issue as to the occupancy right was embodied in the decree, 
the defendant had no right of appeal— Shama Soonduree Debia v. Digamburee 
Debia (13 W. B., 1.) The Court below has relied on the case of Niamui Khan v. 
Phadu Buldia (1. L. B., 6 Cal., 319) hut the principle therein laid down has not 
been followed by the Privy Council— Run Bahadur Stngk v. Lucho Koer (I. L. 
B., 11 Cal., 301). That case should be takeu to have been impliedly overruled— 
See Nundo Lull Bhutta^Jiarjee v. Bidlioo Mookhy Debec{l. L. B., 13 Cal., 17). 
The decree in the former case was- only a dismissal for want of notice—see 
also Dbvarakonda Narsasamma v. Devarakonda Kanaya (I. L. E.. 4 Mad., 134), 
Mullukumarappa Reddt v. Arumja Pillai (I. L. E., 7 Mad., 145), Anusuyahai 
V. Sakharam Pandurang (I. L. E., 7 Bom,, 4fi4), Jamaitunmssa v. Lutfunniaaa 
(I. L.E.,7. All., 606). 

Baboo Mohendro Nath Bannerji, for the Respondents, argued that the 
question as to whether the land was majhes land or not being directly and 
substantially in issue in’the previous suit, had been heard and finally decided 
in favour of the plaintiffs, and it was therefore res judicata. In order to see 
what was in issue in a suit, or what has )>eon heard and decided, the judgment 
must be looked at —Kali Krishna Tagore v The Secretary of State for India 
in Council (I. L, E., 16 Cal., 173). The Full Bench case of Niamut Khan 
[650] V. Phadu Buldia (I. L. E., 6 Cal. 319) w'as conclusive on the point. 
The opinion of their Lordships in the case of Run Bahadur Singh v. Lucho 
Koer (1,L.R., 11 Cal., 301) was an obiter dictum. 

Baboo Koruna Stndhu Mukerji in reply. 

The iudflment of the Court (Tottenham and Ghose, JJ.) was as follows:— 

This appeal is by the defendant in the original suit, and the suit was to 
eject him from land claimed by the plaintitis, who were the ticcadars, ue majhes 
land, by which we understand land ordinarily cultivated by the landlord himself 
or by the ticcadar. The defendant pleaded that he had a right of occupancy 
in this land as a raiyat, and could not he turned out of it. 

The Courts below have both held that this matter is res judicata, and the 
defendant is no longer entitled to he heard in respect of it, upon the ground 
that in a previous suit brought by the plaintiffs to eject the defendant, the 
same objection was taken, and the Munsif decided it in favour of the plaintiffs, 
but dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit because they had not given the defendant a 
proper notice to quit. The Courts below held that the finding on this point 
in that suit was a bar to its being raised and tried in the present suit: and the 
Courts relied upon the Full Bench decision of this Court in the case of Niamut 
Khan v. Phadu Buldia (I. L. E., 6 Cal., 319). 

No doubt that decision is directly in favour of the Lower Court’s decision; 
but we observe that that decision has nut been followed in this Court, an^ the 
Privy Council in a more recent case have expressed an opinion which is in oppo* 
sition to the judgment of the Full Bench. The case of Bun Bahadur Sir^h v. 
Lucho Koer (I.L.E., 11 Cal., 301) was brought to the notice of the Lower Appel¬ 
late Court, but that Court thought it was not an authority in the present case, 
becau se the decree in that case did not turn upon the particular opinion expressed 
and on which tnltanoe was put by the defendants* pleaders. In that case before 
their Lordships of the Privy Council the appellant had appealed against the 
deozee of the High Court. The respondent preferred a cross-appeal against 
[MIJ •ertain findings recorded in the judgment of the High Court. Theur 
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Ijordshtps observedIt unneoessary for her to do «o, inasqita^l^ Is ^ 
those findings ooold not be sabsequently held to be oonolnifye agidnst'llll^ 
because the decree of the Court below was not based upon any s^h findi^^t , 
but in spite of it,” This observation applies to the present ease. %be deor^ 
by which the plaintiff's suit was dismissed on the previous occasion was made 
in spite ofHhe finding in their favour that the land in question was mofhu 
land; and in the case Nundo Lall Bkuttacharjee v. Btdhoo Mookhy Debmt 
(I. L. B., 13 Cal., 17). a Division Bench relying upon this observation of the 
Privy Council in the case of Run Bahadur Singh v. Lucho Koer 11. Im B.» 
11 Cal., 301) held that the findings of the Lower Court in favour of the party : 
appealing were not to be used as res judicata in a subseqaant suit. ^ 

In the present case the respondent’s vakil relies u^n the terms of s. 
of the Code, the law regarding res judicata, and points out that courts areprohi* 
bited from trying any issue between the parties which has been heard and 
finally decided by such courts in a former suit. 

It appears to us that, the last element is wanting, namely, “ finally 
decided.” We think that the finding of the Court in the previous suit was not 
final, inasmuch as the decree was not based upon it, and there could be no 
appeal against it, because the decree was in favour of the party against whom 
the finding was recorded. 

Upon the whole we think that the appellant is entitled to have the same 
question tried which he raised in this suit. We accordingly set aside the 
decrees of the Courts below, and send this case back to be tried upon the merits. 

Costs of this appeal will abide the result. 

Case remanded. 

A.F.M.A.B. 


HOTB8. 

tSimilac rulings were given in (1694) 18 Bom., 597; (1895) 17 All . 174 ; (1897) 34Cal.. 
900; (1898) 33 Bom.. 396; (1903) 24 All., 41; (1904) 9 O. W. N., GO; (1907) 36 Cal., 193 at 
213 ; (1908) 32 Bom., 816, (1913) 40 Cal., 29 : 16 C.W.N., 677.J 
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Held —Th^ra is nothing iii the law of Bengal as it was before the acquisition by the 
fihitish C^ernment, or in the i-egnlations before or after 1793, to show that any person U 
entitled tcrbiaim a monopoly of a right of ferry by prescnption or by any other means than 
a grant from the Crown. To such a monopoly part IV of the Limitation Act of 1877, relating 
th the acquisition of ownership by prescription, is not applicable. * 

The franchise of a ferry is not tieoussariU appurtenant to land, but when a right of 
ferry was claimed as appurtenant to certain villages, held that the grant of such right by ‘ 
the Crown would not Im? destroyed by mere mn-user without waiver, nor by the running of 
an opposition ferry. The franchise would continue as long as the grant continued, and until 
. the person who set unjjjb opposition ferry could show a Crown grunt, or gwe evidence from 
which a Crown grant OTuld be presumed, the cause of iwstion would remain. 

This disturbance of a right of ferr\ nr in the nature of a nuisance Yatd v Ford (2 Saund, 
172), j and the cause of action iii the easy of the violation of this right is a continuing 
wrong within section 23 * of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877). 

This was a suit lirouifht by tJie ulaiutitfs to establish their right to a ferry 
called Pera3Uttu-Ou;>;arghat-Aglapur, to recover possession of the same, and to 
have a ferry which had been est-iblishcd hy the defendants put a stop to The 
plambiffs’ case was tjiat the Penuutta-Aglapur ferry was settled by Government 
as part of the /emindary No 1 l.'l, comprising a 6-anna shar^e of pergunnah Khali- 
labad , that they and their piedecessors in title had lieen in enjoyment of the ferry 
right for a peilod of more than 20 years inior to suit, and liad thereby acquired a 

prescriptive rigJit ironi- wliicli a grant should be presumed ; that in 
consequence of the various changes in the course of tlie river from time to time 
the direction or track of the ferry h id to be changed, so that for more than 20 
years it had to ho plied between t'hur Parniessarpatti, chht Angutia, chur 
Mohespur*, etc., on the eastern bank, and taomf.ih.s Bairajani, Deogram, and 
Angutia, etc., on the western bank of tlio rner Dhuleswari; that the lerry in 
dispute was at the date of suit k^tiown as the Manikgunge-Gur.arghat ferry, and 
that m Falguti 1286 the defendants set up a rival ferry, and eventually 
succeeded in dispossessing the plaintitls in jvartic 1289. The plaintiffs therefore 
sued for possession and tuesiw iirotits, and alleged that the defendants had no 
right to work the ferrv staited h\ them, and asked for a perpetual injunction 
restraining them from working such ferry or interfering in any way with their 
(the plaintiffs') right. 

The defendants denied that the plaintiffs ever had any ferry right at the 
place at whicli it w’as claimed hy them, and stated that the ferry of Manik* 
gunge had belonged to them and thoir predecessors for more than 20 years. 
They further alleged that their fniTy did not interfere in any way with the 
plaintiffs' Permutta-.\glapur ferry wherever they might have had it, and also 
pleaded limitation as a liar to the suit. 

Eleven issues were settled by the Subordinate dudge, the first three of 
which became immaterial during the progress of the suit. The remaining 
issues were as follow:— 

(4) Have tlie defendants disjios-ieBsed the plaintiffs, and have th# plain¬ 

tiffs any cause ot action ? 

(5) Is tlie plaintiffs’ cause of action barred by limitation ? 

(6) Has tlie plaintiffs’ claim for easement been properly joined with that 

based on the permanent settlement of the plaintiffs' mehal, and 
sfhould the suit fail for misjoinder? 

* ( Seo. 23-~ln the i-aso of a continuing breach of contract and in the case of a 
, , , j continuing wrong independent of contract, a fresh period of 

Continuing breacnea ana jj^itation begins to run at every moment of the time during 
wrongs. which the breach or the wrong, ats the case may be, oontinaes.J 
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(7) Are the plaintiffs entitled to the ferry-right claimed by them on all 
or any of the grounds stated by them m the plaint ? ' > 

v8) Has the defendants’ ferry caused any loss or damage to the ferry 
claimed by the plaintiffs, and are the plaintiffs entitled to have the 
defendants’ ferry removed ? 

[610 (y) Aie the plaintiffs entitled to recover any ivassdat or damages 
from the defendants , and if so, what amount 

(10) Are the plaintiff's entitled to a permanent injunction ’? 

(11) What relief, it any, are the plaintiffs entitled to? 

The Subordinate ludge dismissed the suit without costs for reasons which, 
together with the nature of the ovidened adduced at the hearing, appear 
sufficiently for the jmrpoae of this leport from the judgment of the High 
Court. 

The plaintiff's appealed to the High Court 

Mr. Jdcfesoi/, J)r Hash Jichary ifhose, and Baboo Ilartnuia) NathMiitvr 
for the Appellants 

Mr. J. T. Wooihoffe, Baboos liem Chandta liancrjpc, Umakah Mnhn'jee, 
Tarack Nath Pah I add Chan'ha Kuvuir Chatter} i for the Bespondeiits. 

The judgment of the High Court lO KiNEALY and .\mee» f^Ll. .JJ ) was 
as follows - 

This IS a suit brought to establish a riglit to a ferrv franchise, called the 
Permutta-Guzarghat-.Aglapur ferty, in the neighbourhooil of Marnkgunge, and 
to have it declared that the delendiints have no right to jily or run the feri'y 
said to have been eariiod on in the vicinity of the plaintiffs' ferry. * 

The plaintiffs stated that the Permutta-Guzarghat-Aglapur ferry was 
settled with their predecessors in title wjtVi the settleinont of a 6-anua share of 
pergunnah Khalilabad onteied in the (joveniineiit reut-ioll as No 113, and 
they asserted that from the time of the Perm.iti(Mit Settlement downwards till 
about 1286 they had hoen in undisjmted jiossession of this ferry, They further 
stated that in the year 1286 the defendants sot np a rival ferry, and bv degrees 
succeeded in putting an end to their ferry in 1289. In paragraph 3 of the 
plaint they said — 

“ The said forry'-ghat h.id always romaiuod m the ownershiji and posses¬ 
sion of the plaintiffs Nos 1 to Jo, though its landing places had to be 
changed in consequence of the changes in the course of the river, and of allu¬ 
vion and diluvion and other causes. At the present day the ferry-boats have to 
ply sornetimea between rAwr Parmessai'pati, .\ngutia, chur Mohespur, etc., 
on the eastern bank, and mou^ahs Bairajani, Deogram, and .Angutia, etc., on the 
western hank of the riverf for the purpose of con\eniently C6J53 carrying men 
across it, and other reasons. The aforesaid ferry-ghat of the plaintiffs also 
bad existed for more than twenty’ years at the places aforesaid and their 
contiguous places on thebaqk of the river Dhuleswari for the purpose of conve¬ 
niently carrying men across it, and on account of changes in the course of the 
river, alluvion, diluvion. and other causes.” 

This is the ferry described by the plaintiffs for which they asked for the 
declaration in the first prayer in the plaint. 

In answer, the defendants pleaded that the ferry set up by the plaintiffs 
had never been plied in the diffeient places stated by them. They said that 
even if the claim put forward by the plaintiffs had any substantial basis of 
truth, yet it was barred, inasmuch as the right had hot been used for very 
many years Moreover, they claimed a right in themselves to a ferry-ghat 
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called Manickgunge J’actory ferry, which, if not on the track of the ferry set 
up hy the plaintiffs, lies within its immediate vicinity. They did not sot up an 
exclusive monopoly of it: hut they said that they plied for more than a period 
of 20 years, and that their ferry was requisite in tlie interests of their tenants 
as wall as the interests of the public. 

1 n this state of the pleadings, the Subordinate Judge fixed eleven issues 
for trial. 

It is unnecessary now to refer to the 1st, 2nd and 3rd issues. The real 
ground of dispute detiended uiion the decision of tho 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th 
issues, the fuither relief asked for having depended upon the answer given to 
the remaining four issues. 

The 4th issue was, whether tife defendants had dispossessed the plaintiffs. 
That the Subordinate Judge decided in favour of the persons wiio lirought tho 
suit. 

Tho 5th issue referred to the plea of limitation That also the Subordinate 
Judge decided in favour of tho plaintiffs. 

Tho Gth issue referred to a matter of pleading, that is to say, whether 
the plaintiff's w’ore jiistitied in basing their title hotli ujion pre-,ci iption and upon 
the grant in the same Suit That also was decided in favpur of tho plaintiffs. 

Tho 7tli i^sue runs as follows • — 

“ .\re the plaintiffs entitled to tlie ferry right claimed by them on any or 
all of the grounds stated hy them in tho plaint ” ? 

[gSffJ This issue tho Subordinate Judge decided iii favour of tlie defend¬ 
ants. He held that a suit to establish a foiry-nght over such an extensive 
reach of tho river as is claimed bv the plaintiffs was jU’eposteroiis Tiie ferry 
claimed he considered existed from .i long tune, but tlie plaintiff's had failed to 
show that the starting point from tho western side of the river was fixed for 
twenty years, so as to give a good title by prescription Further still, the 
plaintiff was umihle to show tliat he possessed any land on the eastern hank 
of the river where lie could land Ins passengers Therefore his claim eould 
not he decreed. In addition, the Subordinate Judge held that the plaintiffs 
had given no evidence to show that the defendants' feri’v would have caused 
them (the plaintiff's) anv damage or los-i if the\ plied their own ferry , and, as 
a consequence flowing from this ffndiiig, he decided that, even if tho plaintiff's 
had proved their right to ferry, they could not receive compensation or obtain 
an injunction. He, therefore, dismissed the suit. 

The plaintiffs have appe.ilod to this Court. The> still assert the right to 
terry, covering several villages as described in paragraph 3 of thoir plaint. 
But they urge that even if they had been unable to prove that general right, 
yet, inasmuch as it is clear that they had a Crown grant acknowledged hy the 
Government fi om the time of the Permanent Settlement, they should have 
got a declaration of their more restricted right 

The history of the ferry can be traced partly in official documentg from 
the time of the Permanent Settlement, ftome of these documents were tiled 
in an inquiry made by the Deputy Survey Collector on the 17th of March 1868. 

The first is a document of the year 1202, which purports to ho a state¬ 
ment of the assets of 6 annas share of perguiinah Khalilahad, and as revenue 
to be paid to Government on account of it, there is entered in it Rs. 12-14-4 
gundas on account of the ferry-gh&t of Pearapur-Aglapur. 

The next document in which reference is made to this ferry-ghat is dated 
in the year 1217. Tt is a list of the mehals comprising the zemindaii of Radha 
Nath Rae as entered in the Government rent-roll, and in it there is given, as 
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a source of r6373 Government revenue attached to the 6-anna share oi 
i>ergunnah Khaliiabad, the ferry-ghAt of Pearapur-i\glapur. 

Both these documents have been objected to by the respondents. The 
document of the year 1217 was objected to in the Court below, and the 
objection was disallowed. 

We think that these documents are admissible in evidence. In this 
country the Government has always asserted its paramount right to deal with 
ferries ; and at the time of the Permanent Settlement the proceeds of some of 
them formed part of the assets upon which the Peimanent Settlement was based. 
Both these documents are copies of originals apparently in tlie Collector’s office. 
They were put in evidence before the proper Revenue authorities in 1868, when 
they made inquiries m regard to the existence of this very ferrv ; and in a 
village register prepared by them as part of their duty in conneotion with the 
survey, the existence ol this ferry-ghat is recognized In that register it is 
admitted by the officers of Government that there exi^-fed a ferry-ghat called 
Pearapur-Agiapur, which, on inquirv, was found to hi’ .ippurtcnant at that time 
to villages 3054, 38*39 of the fhakhasi. Thus wo havo it that in tlie yeai 
1868-59 tht plaintiffs hi^od their claim against (rovernnient on the strength ot 
these documents, and the claim was admitted. 

There is no dispute tliat the Government is in a jKJsition, if it likes, to 
create a franchise. We think that both the documents and thd village register 
prepared in 1861 by the proper authorities au* admissible to show that in the 
year 1859 the plaintiff's made a claim to tlie franchise, and, on a propei inquiry 
made by Government, that claim was admitted. 

The next acknowledgment made bv Llie Crown of the existence of this 
ferry is to be found on the face of the thakhnsl maps of Deogram and Moliespur 
In effect it amounts to tins, that a ^umnJa]’^ inquiry, No. 306, having been 
instituted, it was found that this glnit was appurtenant to tho villages of 
Deogram and Mohespur belonging to KbalilabaH, and an endorsement was made 
on the map to this effect under the,orders of (joveinniont. We thus .see that 
at two distinct and separate times, within tlie last thirty years, namely, in 
1861 and in 1876, the Crown has admitted the riglit of tho plaintiffs to hold a 
ferry, [638] on the basis that it has been peinmnentlv settled witli them in the 
same manner as their estate. 

We think that their claim is amph supported by the other evidence on the 
record. 

The plaintiffs have produced a scries of kahultats from 1272 down to 1286, 
and the oral evidence in support ol the cxistcnco of tho ferry is overwhelming. 

We are, therefore, of opinion that, the Subordinate Judge was right in 
holding that the plaintiffs have, from time mimeraorial, had a Iranchise granted 
to them by the Crown which enabled them to claim a monopoly of the right to 
ferry within reasonable limits across tho river. The grant itself has qot been 
produced, and Pearapur-Agiapur is at some distance from Deogram. But still 
in ISS©, in 1861, and again in 1876 the monopoly was found by the proper 
Government officers to be appurtenant to two villages, namely, Deogram and 
Mohespur, within the pergunnah of Khaliiabad. There is still another matter 
for consideration. It is a general principle that ancient grants may be explain¬ 
ed by modern user. In this case the user spoken to by the witnesses, which 
undoubtedly existed, was in the immediate vicinity, if not from the boundary 
between those villages as is found by the Subordinate Judge, and must be 
taken to be a user supported by the right by which it was claimed. Conse¬ 
quently, although we think that the plaintiffs have established a right of ferry 
appurtenant to Deogram and Mohespur on the left bank of the river, they have 
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not been able to establish anything more; and we agree with the learned 
Subordinate Judge that their claim, so far as it asserts that right to establish 
a ferry beyond the purview of those villages, must be rejected. 

As regards the claim set up by the defendants, we agree with the 
Subordinate Judge in finding that they have failed to show that their ferry 
has been in existence for anything like twenty years They have not been 
able to show us that the Government ever recognized the existence of such a ferry 
at the time of the Permanent Settlement, at the tune of the survey in 1858-59, 
or at the time when the village register was prepared by the Survey Authori¬ 
ties in 1801, or in 1876 when the plaintiffs' right was acknowledged. No 
doubt the defendants are correct in saying [659j that the ferry on the maps of 
1868-69 is not described as the ‘Aglapur ferry, Imt l^y another name, 
Manickgunge Put those documents si io'\ only one ferry there The village 
Aglapur had been swept into the river, and, although tlio title continued to be 
described as it was at the tune ol the Permanent Settlement, the local name 
seems to have changed with the locality from which the boat started on the 
west of the river, and this is not unri^nsonablo That.thero was only ouo ferry, 

and that belonged to plaintitfs, is satisfactorily proved by the oral uvidence 

• 

Further, it appears from the very accounts which tli^y (the defendants) 
themselves havp nut m that no such ferry existed hefoie the year 1*286 Thus, 
in the copies ol the accounts kept by the Ghosal family foi tlie year 1286, we 
find an entry on the I9th Falguii ol that year to the following effect — 

“ Expenses incurred in conducting a criininal case between ourselves and 
Hari and Nanilalal Palms of Paliati, arising out of our havnng established a 
ferry on the river Dhuleswan, between iiumzah Deogratu on its western bank 
and mouzahs Barakul and Chandni on its eastern bank, which (mouzahs) be¬ 
long to our zeuiiiidan.’ 

On the 80th Falgun of the same year a similar entry is made. In the 
entries, dated the fith B\sak 1287 and the Pith Assar 12H7, the terry is describ¬ 
ed as a “ now ferry , ” and on the 8rd of Assar 1287 there is the following 
entry;— 

“ The patni of the ferry over the river Uhuleswari hero used to get fiom 
before the sum of its 2 annually as his salary. The said ien> having this year 
come into our possession, the patni is ]iaid tor his salary for the present year, 
Ee. 1." 

It w’ould therefore appear that oven without tiio negative evidence afford¬ 
ed by the non-existence of any entry of a ferry as belonging to the defendants 
in the Government records, or the oral evidence which is strongly in Javour of 
the plaintiff’s, the evidence of the books filed by the Ghosals thoiiiselves show 
beyond the shadow of a doubt that they first succeeded in tunning a ferry in 

that locality some time in the year 1287. 

« 

In answer the respondents have urged that the claim made hy the plain¬ 
tiffs is entirely novel , and that it is barred. Now a right to keep a ferry is 
not indissolubly connected with land, and a [6603 franchise can be given to a 
person independently of it. If he is unable to obtain a right of way for the 
passengers from the land to his boat and from his boat to the land on the 
opposite shore, the grant is incapable of being put m force for the time being. 
The respondents, therefore,'urge that a right to ferry passengers by itself is not 
of necessity a right connected with land, or an interest in land, to which the 
twelve years’ rule of limitation would apply, and assert that on any other 
supposition the claim would be barred. Again, they urge that a right of this 
nature, a monopoly, can no more be acquired m this country than it can in 
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England, save by a grant from the Crown , and tliat so far as the plaintiffs' 
olaim is based on prescription it must fail. 

In order to decide these questions it is necessary for us to give a short 
history of the law relating to ferries as we think it exists in this country. 
This portion of the revenue under the Mahoinedan rule was calletl sayer, and is 
known as such to this very day. In the present case it is so described in all 
the earh documents Sayer consisted of duties and customs levied on goods 
and persons, and in the A?n Akhan ferrie.s are describedin the same paragraphs 
with import and expoit duties levied at ports fn it also the duties of the 
patni or ferryman and the toll that ho can levy aio fixed by law —Csee 
Gladwin, Part II, page 

One ol the first ruloa which tlie ijovefiinient promulgated in 1772 waste 
suppress the myer duties levied in Bengal On the 11th .June 1790 a Eegu- 
lation was promulgated for the guidance of the Board of Revenue witli refer¬ 
ence to sayer or internal duties That Regulation was principally directed 
against such sayer duties as were levied in hats oi haxars, and the Government, 
although it expressly declared in it that the imposition and collection of inter¬ 
nal duties of any kind were excliiMveh its own privilege and could not be exer¬ 
cised bv any subioct^ without express sanction, yet, in the interest of the land¬ 
lords, it adiudged it advisable to inter%'e as litflc as possible with the imposi¬ 
tions they levied. This, tliorefoiv, is an express declaration of Government 
that the Dewani liad never recognized in private individuals the right 
to lew an\ tolls of the denomination of \ayei, and this is repeated 
in the pieamhlo tt' Keguliitioii XXVTI of I79d When the Permanent 
Decennial Bor.tleinent C6613 was made, flie revenue of such zemindari ghats 
as were allowed was taken as an item of the .isse.ssment and granted to the 
zemindar In Regulation XIS. of IHIU, s 9, (lime was a distinct admission of 
this praetiee. It emielod that if the jirolits deiived from any resumed fen v 
may apiiear to have been included in the peimanent assessment of the estate 
to wbioli it has lieen herotufoie anneved, the Board, or Commissioner, undei 
whose orders the inipurv into the nature of the ferry was conducted, must 
report the case for the oidors of the Goveinor-Genoral m Council But 
whether tlie iivofil. of the fori y was oi was not taken into consideration at the 
Permanent Settlement, the Bogislatiire of (his country never acknowledged any 
right in the ferry-holder which could bo enforced against the Government in 
the Civil Courts. 

After the tune of the Pormanont Settlement the same ferries were 
established bv enaolmeiit The first Regulation is XVIII of J80G, which, 
dealing with femes m the same category as tolls on boats passing through 
canals, enacted that feiTio.s should he established at places convenient for the 
public witliin the 24-Pergiinnahh, and fixed the rates payable to the ferry¬ 
man. An exemption was made in favour of persons who could otherwise 
cross the valla, and thev were freed from toll. In 1816 the Government 
considered it expedient tlvat all ferries should be placed under the complete 
control of the Collectors of Land Revenue Bvery owner of a ferry was 
licensed, and any other person plying a boat for hire washable to be convicted 
and fined a hundred rupees, and the boat was to be confiscated. This 
Regulation continued till J819, when it was repealed by Regulation VI of that 
year, and the ferries were then placed under the superintendence of the 
Magistrate. All important ferries were declared public, and these the Magistrate 
had the power to resume. Other ferries of an unimportant kind were not 
interfered with further than was necessary for the maintenance of the police 
and the safety of passengers and property. But whether we search the 


446 



DUNNE &C. [1891] 


l.L.R. 18 Cal. 862 


law it was before the acquisition by the British Governtnent, or the 
Begulations before or after the year 1793, there is no indication that any per¬ 
son was entitled to claim a right of ferry, that is to say, to a monopoly, by 
prescription or by any [ 662 ] means other tlian a giant from the Crown. 
Since then the only law uiidei which a person can acquire ownership by 
prescription is that in Part IV, Act XV oi 1877, but that portion of the law 
we think would hardly apply to a right such as is claimed in the present suit, 
that is to say, not a right merely to land, or water, or air, nor a right to ask 
payment for ferrying a traveller across a river, hut an additional riglit, namely, 
a right to a monopoly, i right to prevent other people from oxorciBing a right 
which they would ordinarily iiossess. So far, therefoio. as more piescription 
is concerned, the inclination of our Mjinds is that the claim must fail unless it 
is supported hy evidence sullicient to justify a jury in liolding that there had 
been a grant from tlie Crowm It has, no doubt, been aigued by the appellant 
that the case-law is decisive of the question in his favour 'I'lio fust case is 
that of Sifthlrti Dlnn (rhosr \\ Shth Kishru Milier I) ''.,18.511,402) It is 
the converse case to that of Lurhmfstui Sin(/h v Ltu'lannnd iuntjh (I, L K., 
4 Cal , .599). The former decided that when the iuiiv had not been recognised 
by Government, nor its pi'ofits treated as an asset at the time ol Llie T’ermanent 
Settlement, and was m the continuation of a highway, nft monopoly existed; 
the latter decided* that if the profits of the ferry formed a jiart of the revenue 
assessed at the tune of the Permanent Settlement, a monopoly existed So 
fai these decisions are not in favour of the general proposition put forward by 
the phiintifi'. But in Kinhoiro LaU Hay v. Gukoed Munec ClioK iJIiKun (16 W. R., 
281), it was said that the Legislature recognist'd jiroprietary rights in a 
private ferry of such a nature that another party may not so mteifere w’lth the 
profits arising therefrom as would bo the results by running a boat, if not 
exactly on the same line, at least .within such a distance us, foi all practical 
purposes, w'ould he the same as if it weie on the same line. No doubt that 
would be so in case of a Ciown grant, but no such distinction ol the kind has 
been made in tins case, and the declaration is made without any limita¬ 
tion. There is n«> authority given for the general pTtijiosition, and we 
do not know of any. The case ol 1852 is htndly consistent witJi it, and 
the only otlier case bofoie the Sudder Dow'ani Adawlut was that of 
Rajih Lnchnn Roy v. Kumrt liehve (S T). A., 1854, 153), [663] and 

it has no hearing on the question of the existence of a monopoly. It 
decided, and decided only, that tlie lessee ol collections made on a bridge 
erected in place of a ferry must jiay the rent sjiecifiod in his lease. No re¬ 
ference was made in it to the case decided in 1852 But the [mint was in issue 
in the case of Parmeshari Proxhml Naravn S/ngh v. Miihomed Syud (I L. li., 
6 Cal., 608). There Gahth, 0. J , and WlIITK .) , held against tlio opinion of 
MittEE, .1 , that a right of exclusive ferry could he acquired hy twenty years’ 
user. But the Cliief Justice considered that he was hound hv the recognition 
of such rights as private property from times anterior to the Permanent Settle¬ 
ment, and White, .1 , considered he was equally fettered by the dortsiona 
in the cases of jBrtjift Z/oc/i'MH iJoi/ v. Kiimri Bebee. (S. D. A , 1864, 153) and 
Kishorp.e Lall Roy V. Gokool Motue Chowdhtain (16 W. E., 281). We have 
already referred to the former case, and the question that arose in it. The 
latter is, no doubt, in favour of the appellants’ contention , but, with the ex¬ 
ception of this case, we can find none. No doubt the Dewani and the Begulations 
recognised ferries in the sense that engagements to pay tolls were not absolutely 
illegal, and so they did in regard to ground rents in markets ; but not in the sense 
that the owners possessed a monopoly. We have not been able' to find the 
other authorities referred bo either in the case of Patmeshari Proshad Narain 
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Singh V. Mahomed Syud (I. L. R., 6 Oal., 608) or Ktuhoree Lall Boy v. &okool 
Monee Clwwdhrain (16 W. R., 281). 

This being the conclusion we have arrived at, we should have been com¬ 
pelled to refer the matter to a Full Bench if we considered that a proper 
decision of the present case depended on the answer which would be given to 
the point decided m them. But we do not think so. Tn the present case the 
evidence of the numerous acknowledgments ol the plaintiffs' ferry by Govern¬ 
ment, who up to the present day receives a portion of the profits as revenue, 
is amply sufficient to support their claim. And wo think, with Mr Justice 
Ij. S. Jackson in the case of Lnohmi'nini Singh v. Leehtna^ul Singh (1. L. R,, 
4 Cal., 599), that it is now too late in this country to dispute that when the 
proceeds of a ferry are entered as part of the assets upon which tlie Permanent 
Settlement has been made, the owner has not a franchise. So far, 

therefore, there seems to us no substantial dilTerence between the law relating 
to markets and fumes in tins country and the law in Bngland. 

In regard to the question of limitation, altiiniigli we agree with the res- 
'pondents that the franchise ef a ferrv is n(»t necessarily appurtenant to land, 
yet, looking at the language of Regulation XJX. of 1B16, it might be a matter 
for consideration whether this ferry, appurtenant as it is to the villages of 
Deogram and Mohespur, is not snhioct to the twelve years’ limitation. But 
whether this is so or not, it seems to us iliat the plaintilf^’ grant is not 
destroyed by mere non-Ufior, and nothing more. No doubt they can waive 
their right to exercise the grant, but non-user witliout waivi'ris not, we consider, 
sufficient. Neither does the running of an opposition ferry extinguish the 
right. The franchise continues as long as their grant continues, and until the 
person wlio sets up an opposition forrv can slmvv a Grown giant, or give 
evidence from winch a Grown grant is presumed, the cause of action remains. 

In England tlie di.sturhauce of a market, and apparently also of a ferry 
right, 18 looked upon more or less in the nature of a nuisance— Yard v. Ford 
(2 Saund , 172,'. And, adopting this view, it wunld seem to follow’ that in the 
case of a violation r>f afeirv the cause of action jh a Ciintiiiuing wrong, falling 
within section 23 ol Act XV of 1877 -litiintishiir IWshad Nnrani Stngh v. Koonj 
Behan Patnk (L R . 6 I. A., 33) 

All the objections raised by the respondents have failed. We concur in 
the opinion expiessed hv the Bubordmate Judge that tlie\ have not put forvvard 
an honest defence, and they have endeavoured by all the means in their power 
to destroy thegranb of the plaintiffs. On the other liand, the plaintiffs have raised 
uunecessary difficulties liv tho maimer in which they have framed their case. 
They set up an unreasonable claim and supported it by general evidence. To our 
minds the position of the ferry on the left bank of the river is definitely settled 
as appurtenant to Deogram and Mohespur We do not think that the plaintiffs 
can be properly bound down to run their ferry on the boundary line of 
those two villages, because we think that the franchise of a ferry may, like the 
somewhat analogous case of tho franchise of a market, be given within limits ; 
and the owner may change the site of it to any otiier place within the 
area to which it is limited, provided he does not interfere with the prescrip¬ 
tive rights of other persons if the grant is 8uh]ect to this limitation. If this 
were not so, the franchise of a ferry on many of the large rivers of this 
country might cease to be available after one rainy season. 

But in regard to the landing place on the eastern side of the river the 
evidence is very indefinite. The plaintiffs seem to have unnecessarily limited 
their case to proving that they had land on the eastern side of the river, and 
failed. From our point of view, however, the mere failure to prove that they 
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possdssi and on the eastern side of the river, does not establish that their 
franchise may not be enforced. The evidence of the leases filed by the defend¬ 
ants themselves although not believed to be genuine documents, show what 
view they take of the ferry. In them it is declared that the ferry is for the 
purpose of conveying the public across the river. Again, the kabuliats filed on 
behalf of the plaintiffs, which are undoubtedly genuine, contain a clause 
requiring the lessees to convey the Government mail over the river in their 
boats. Manikgunge is a large village, which has greatly increased in later 
years. In it Civil and Criminal Courts have been established, and a police- 
station erected. It possesses a large school. Large markets and fairs are 
held in the immediate neighbourhood, and on the opposite side of the river 
where the ferry ran, and does still run, hftts and markets have been estab¬ 
lished. For the traffic that must of necessity arise, there is, putting the 
Jaghir ferry out of consideration, only one ferry, and, so far as we can make out, 
it is, as one would naturally conclude, a public highway connecting two public 
highway^ on land. The general public crossed to these different hftts and fairs 
up to 1286 by the plaintiffs’ ferry alone Since that time no doubt the river 
has changed its course, and the eastern bank of the river has followed the river 
and is a trifle more to the west. But, so far as we can see on the record, the 
public thoroughfare runs down to tlie water's edge, and now, as then, the public 
pass on a public way' [6663 between two highways on th% banks. On these 
points there is nip^difference between the plaintiff and defendant, as a comparison 
of the evidence o’f Madhub Patui, Gour Kishore Biswas, on behalf of the latter 
with the documents PI to P5, will show. 

If that be the case, it seems clear to us that the plaintiffs are in a position 
to use their franchise, and should he allowed to do so. 

On the other hand, if, owing to the fault of the plaintiffs, we refuse to give 
them relief in this suit, it may well be, looking at s. 43 of the Civil Procedure 
Coda, that they may find this decision an impediment in theirSway of ever in 
the future bringing a suit to assert the franchise to which they are undoubtedly 
entitled. 

We think the injury to the appellant from a total dismissal of his suit 
would be excessive, and tliat the question is merely one of costs. While 
therefore on the one hand we dismiss tho suit in so far as it relates to damages 
and asks for an injunction, and direct that the appellants do pay the costs of 
the respondents in this appeal, yet on the other we consider it necessary for 
the ends of justice that the following issues should be tried by the Court 
below : — 

Ftrst .—Up to the year 1286-87 or later, when the plaintiffs oeas^ to 
ply their ferry, were the passengers landed at a place over which they had a 
right of way on the eastern bank ? 

Secondly .—If the river has receded since then, has the public right of way 
followed the river, and have the public still a right of way to the gh&t ? If so, 
on what precise locality is the seat of this public right of way ? 

The Subordinate Judge will take such evidence as the parties may wish to 
produce, and wiU submit his return to this Court within a month from the date 
of the receipt by him of the record. 

The case will continue on the files of this Court. 

H.T.H. Case remanded. 


NOIEB. 

[ In (1911) 99 Gal., 63 this case was approved.] 
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[667] CIVIL REFERENCE. 

The 2nd February, J89J. 

Present : 

Mr. Justice Norris and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Petu Ghorai.(Plaintiff) Appellant 

verms 

Ram Khelawan Lai Bhukut.(Defendant) Respondent.* 

Bengal Tenancy Act—Bengal Act VIll of ISSii, ss. 103, 106, lOh (cl. 3) — 
Court-fees Act VII of 1870, Bch. II, Art. 17, Cl. VI — Recod'd and Settlement of 
Rents — Practice—Appeal from decision of Revenue Oncers. 

The Coiirt-fou payable on a moraoraniluni of appeal proRentod to tho High Court under 
section lOH (clause .S) of the Bengal Tonanev Act of JRK.5 is that proscribed by Article 17 
(clause VI) of Schedule II of the Oourt-fccb Act 

This reference arose out of an appeal preferred against an order of the 
District Judge of Midnaporo reiecting an appeal preferred to him from a deoi- 
aion of tho Settlement Officer of that district on the ground that the memo¬ 
randum of appeal wias inadequatelv stamped, and that the deficiency was not 
paid when called for. 

The proceedings before the Settlement Officer out of winch the appeal to 
the District Judge arose wore taken under t'Jmpter X, sections 103, 106 of the 
Bengal Tenancy .\ct ol 1885, and the appeal to the High Court against the 
District Judge's ordei relucting the •ippcsil was preferred under clause 3 of 
section 108 of the same Act. 

On tho filing of this appeal, winch was presented as one against an 
appellate ordui as distinguished from a decici', and on which a 2‘rupee stamp 
had been affixed, a question arose as to tho propoi Court-fee payable on the 
memorandum of appeal. 

The Deputy Registrar roforred to the High Court tho question whether the 
appeal was to he registered as an appeal from an appellate order or as an appeal 
from an appellate decree 

r668] PI is order of reference ran as follows - 

“ Section 107 declares that an order passed under Cliapter X shall have 
‘ the force of a decree,’ and all apiieals, such as the present, have hitherto been 
treated and registeied l>\ the office as apiieals fiom appellate decrees. If the 
appeal is to he treated as an appeal from an aiipellate decree, the amount of 
Court-fee jiayable on the memorandum of appeal would be Rs. 10 under clause 
VI, Article 17, Schedule II of tho Court-lees .Vet of 1870, as the vakil states 
that the subject-matter cannot be assessed at a money value. It has, however, 
been described as an appeal from an order, and a Court-fee of only Rs. 2 has 
been paid on it under At tide 11, Schedule II of the Court-fees Act, which 
prescribes Rs. 2 as the Court-fee on a memorandum of appeal to the High Court 
againsfran order ‘ not having the force of a docreo.’ ” 

The vakil for the appellant contends that clause VI of No. 17 of Schedule 
II of the Act does not apply, as tiie proceedings before the Settlement Officer 
were not initiated by a suit. It should be noted, however, that although that 
is BO, section 107 of the Tenancy Act directs that in all proceedings under 

* Civil Beferenwi in MiHcellaneous Appeal *224 of 181)1 againut a decision, dated 11th 
October 1891, of J. Pratt, Esq., District Judge of Midnapore, rejecting an appeal from the 
decision of Baboo Bajendra Nath Bay, Settlement Officer of Midnapore, dated the let 
September 1890. 
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Chapter X, the procedure to be adopted is that laid down in the Code of Civil 
Procedure for the trial of suits. He also urges that, inasmuch as appeals from 
orders passed under section 158 of the Tenancy Act, which orders under clause 
3 of that section are also declared to have tiie force of decrees, have been 
held by this Court— Bfmpendro Narayan D-utt v. Nomaj/e Chand Mandal 
(Misc. App. 275 of 1887, decided by Tottenham and Ghose, JJ., on 2nd 
August 1887)—to be appeals from orders, and, for the purpose of Court-fee, to 
come under Article 11 of Schedule 11 of the Court fees Act, this appeal should 
also be treated as an appeal from an order, and not as an appeal from a decree. 

On the hearing of this.reference— 

Babu Harendra Nath Mookajea appeared for the Appellant and contended 
as stated in the referring order. 

The oMer of the Court (Nobris and Beverley, J.T ) was bs follows :— 

The question referred to qs is as to the proper Court-fee to be paid on a 
memorandum of appeal presented to this Court under section 108, clause 3 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

[669] The practice hitherto has been to treat sucli appeals as appeals 
from appellate decrees. 

It is contended, however, that the appeal should he regarded, for the pur¬ 
pose of the Court-feer as an appeal from an order, and that .i Court-fee of Bs. 2 
is sufficient under Schedule 11, \rticlo 11 of the Court-foeS Act. 

This cont^tion is based— 

(i) On the argument that the disputes referred to in section 106 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act are not expressly described as mitn. 

(ii) On the authority of an order nuulo by a Division Bencli of this Court 
(Tottenham and Chose, JJ ) on the dnd .Xugust 1887, m winch it was held 
that an appeal under section 158, clause 3 of the same Act, must ho treated as 
an appeal from an order, and that the memorandum of appeal from an order 
under that section is subject to a Court-foe of Bs. 2 only. 

On the first point it is to be observed that by^ section 106 it is provided that 
" in all proceedings under the last foregoing section the Bevenue Officer shall, 
subject to rules made by the Local Government under this .\ct, adopt the pro¬ 
cedure laid down in the Code of Civil Procedure for the trial of suits, and his 
decision in every such proceeding shall have tlie force of a decree. " And by 
the rules therein referred to (Chapter VI, Buie 32), tlie proceeding is to be 
“ dealt with as a suit between the parties under the Tenancy Act, in ivhich the 
objector shall be plaintiff and tiio other parties defendants." 

As regards the second contention, it is to lie observed that by clause 3 of 
section 158 the order on any application under this section shall have the 
effect of * a decree, ” and a memorandum of aiipeal against such an order is 
expressly excluded from the purview of Article 11, Schedule II of the Court- 
fees Act. 

We are of opinion, therefore, that the practice which has been hitherto 
observed is correct, and that the memorandum of appeal in the present case 
should bear a Court-fee of Bs. 10 under Article 17, Clause YI of that Sohedule. 
T.A.P. - 


NOTES. 

t This case was overruled in (fMe) IS Cal., 72S.] 
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THE INDIAN LAW BEPOBTS. CALCUTTA SEBIES, 
CONTAINING CASES DETEBMINED BY THE 
HIGH COUBT AT CALCUTTA AND BY THE 
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE PBIVY COUNCIL 
ON APPEAL FBOM THA'I COURT AND FBOM 
ALL OTHEB COUBTS IN BBITISH INDIA NOT 
SUBJECT TO ANY HIGH COUBT. 

CALCUTTA—Yol. XIX-1898. 

PULL BENCH. 

- The 24th March, 1891. 

Present. 

Sir W. CombA Pbtheram, Kt.. Chief .Utstice, Mr. Justice Piqot, 
Mr. Justice O’Kinealy, Mr. Justice Macphbrson, and 

Mr. Justice Ghose. 


Mackenzie and another.Defendants 

versus 

Haji Syed Mahomed Ali Khan.Plaintiff.* 


Bengal Tenancy Act (VIIl of 1886), 6. 184, Schedule III, Part I, 2 (b)—Swts 
* on registered contracts — Limitation—Limitation Act (XV of 1877), 

Schedule II, Article 116. 

Suits for rent, founded on registered contracts in respect of lands subject to the ptovisians 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act, are governed by the limitation provided in that Act. 

This was a reference to the Pull Bench made hy Petheram, C. J., and 
AMKER Ali, J., with the following opinion .— 

*' This appeal arises out of a suit brought by the plaintiff to recover from 
the defendants arrears of rent for the years 1291, 1292, 1293, and 1294 and a 
portion of 1290, in respect of mouzah Sultanpur, held in ticca by the defendants. 
The suit, which was instituted on the 24th of June 1889, was founded on a 
registered kabuliut, dated the 20th of January 1880, executed in favour of the 
father of the plaintiff by the then manager of the factory. The rent fixed 
under the kabultvt was payable by ten instalments in [2] each year. In'their 
written statement the defendants, among other pleas, raised the objection that 
the plaintiff’s claim in respect of the arrears of rent for a period beyond three 
years, from date of suit, was barred by the provisions of Schedule III of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act. 

" The Subordinate Judge has overruled this plea, holding that a suit for 
rent, based upon a registered contract, was subject to the limitation provided 

* Appeal from Original Decree No, 283 of 1889, against the decree of the Subordinate 
Judge of Mosufferpore, dated the 2nd of August 1889. 
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by Article 11^Schedule II of Act XV of 1877, and that consequently no portion 
of the pAaintifrs claim was barred by limitation. On this question he expresses 
himself thus : * With reference to the first issue, !• have to observe that 
the registered lease, dated the 20th January 1880, Exhibit IV, is admitted by 
the defendants. Now it has bden a settled point of law that rent due under a 
registered lease is recoverable for a period of six years, and that Article 116, 
Schedule II, Act XV of 1877, and not Article 110 of the said schedule, 
is applicable to the case (Indian Law Beports, XV Calcutta, 221), or, in other 
words, six years’ and not three years’ limitation will apply. It is true that, 
under the ordinary relationship of landlord and tenant, not based upon a 
registered deed or contract, the landlord is hound to sue the tenant for arrears 
within three years, or Article 110 would apply; but in a case where the 
landlord holds an additional security, vix., a regisGered lease, I think in justice 
and equity the penal law should be construed, not strictly, but liberally; and 
by a liberal construction it is just and proper that he should take advantage 
of his additional security, viz., the registered lease’. 

'* The defendants have appealed to this Court, and one of the objections 
taken on their behalf is founded on tlie question of limitation. The suit was 
instituted on the 24th of June 1889, corresponding with the llth of Assar 1296, 
and it is contended on their behalf that all sums which became due prior to 
Assar 1293 are bariasd under the limitation provided by the Tenancy Act, and 
in support of this view the learned counsel for the defend^wts relies on the 
ruling in Iswan PersJmd Naraiu Sahi v. Crowd)/ (I. L. B., 17 Cai„ 469). In 
that case it was hold that a suit for rent, whether founded on a registered 
contract or not, was subject to the limitation jjrovided by the Tenanev Act. 
The case of (Jmesh Chmider Mundid v. £3] Adarmoni Dasi (I. L. R., 16 
Cal., 221), on which the Subordinate .fudge relied, was brought to 
the notice of the learned Judges who decided the case of Iswan Pershad 
Naratn Sahi v. Growdy (1. L R, 17 Cal., 469), but they seemed to 
be of opinion that as there w'as no reference to the Bengal Tenancy 
Act in the previous case, they wore not precluded from considering the question 
as res Integra. It, however, appears to us that, having regard to the way in 
which the two cases have been decided in this Court, there is a conflict of 
authority on the question of limitation ajiplicable to suits for rents founded on 
registered contracts, and as the point is one of importance, w'e think it right 
that the matter should be settled by n Full Bench. Besides, it is not clear 
from the wording of Clause (b). Article 11, Part 1 of Schedule III of the Tenancy 
Act, whether the period provided therein, viz., three years, refers to all kinds of 
tenancies, or to merely such tenancies the rents of which, in the absence of any 
express contract, became due at the end of the agricultural year prevailing in the 
locality. For these reasons we refer the following question to a FuUBenoh ” :— 

" Whether suits for rent, founded on registered contracts in respect of lands 
subject to the provisions of the Tenancy Act, are govorned by the limitation 
provided in that Act ”. 

Mr. Henderson and Babu Karuna Stndhu Mtikerjce appeared for the 
appellants. 

Babu Snnath Das and Babu Ntlmadhtib Sen appeared for the respondent. 

The arguments appear sufficiently from the order of reference. 

The opinion of the Court (Petheham, C.J., Figot, O’Kinbalt, 
Macphebson, and Ghose, JJ.) was as follows 

This was a suit for arrears of rent due on account of the years 1291, 
1292, and 1293 in respect of a mouzah called Sultanpur. The suit was brought 
on a registered kabuhut. 
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The learned Judges who heard the appeal made to this Court haveveferred 
to us for decision the following question ;—Whether suits for rent, founded on 
registered contracts in respect of lands subject to the provisions of the Tenancy 
Act, are governed by the limitation provided in* that Act. 

[4] We think the question must be answered in tbe affirmative. By s. 184 
of the Bent Act, all suits for arrears of rent must be instituted within the time 
prescribed in Schedule III of that Act, and that in a suit for rent is declared to 
be three years. We think that this suit is governed hy that Act, and the 
limitation is three \ears. 

A. A. C. 


90TES. 

t This was applied lu (190r>) 4 C. L J., .5.5:1; (1900) 6 C. 1j. J., 19. In (1892) 19 Cal- 
489 the lease was not governed the Bengal Tenaiii v Art ] 


[19 Cal. 41 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The noth July, IMI 
Present. 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. -lusTicE Beverley. 

Gunga Pershad.Defendant 

versus 

.Tawahir Singh and others .Plaintiffs and others 

Defendants.'*' 

Mortgage, Suit on—Leave to hid qiveu to mortgagee. Effect of—Civil Procedure 
Code—Act XIV of IfiHii, s. ‘494—Satisfaction mil calculated on lohnt mortgaged 
premises are worth, hut on what they fetch—Credit for amount bid. 

A decrec-holdor (a mortgagee) who has, after obtaining leave to bid at a sale, purchased 
the mortgaged premiE>es is in the same position as an independent purchaser, and is only 
bound to give credit to the mortgagor for the actual amount of hit, bid 

Mahahxr Petshad Hinqh v Macnaqhten (1. L tt., 16Gal., 682) followed. 

These were two analogous suits, heard together by consent of parties, brought 
to recover moneys lent under two mortgage bonds, bearing the same date—the 
25th September 1885—against defendants 1 to 6, who were the mortgagors and 
the members of a joint Hindu Metaeshara family, and defendants 7 to who 
were prior encumbrancers on the mortgaged properties. 

Defendant No. 7, Gunga Pershad, one of such prior encumbrancers, had 
already obtained a decree against a portion of the properties held by him on 
mortgage, and had, with leave of the Court, himself become the purchaser for a 
sum of Bs 40,000. The petition of defendant No. 7, asking for permission to 
bid, ran as [d] follows :—“ Your petitioner wishes to purchase the judgment- 

* Appeals from Original Dccreca Nor 122 and 123 of 1890, against the decrees of Bab-vi 
Sham Ohand Dhur, Subordinate Judge of Qya, dated the Slst of January 1890. 
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debtors’ property in satisfaction of bis decree, should no one offer a higher 

bid.. and prays that ho may be accorded permission to purchase the 

judgment-debtors’ property in satisfaction of his decree.” The order on 

such petition was—" Let the decree-holder bid and be allowed to set off the 
decretal amount against the purebase-money”. 

The plaintiff alleged that the real value of the property bought in by 
defendant No 7 was more than a lakh of rupees, and that, therefore, as the 
amount due under tiio decree obtained by defendant No. 7 was less than that 
sum, his decree had been satisfied in full, and that he, the petitioner, was 
entitled to enforce his ovvn lien irrespective of the mortgage of defendant No. 7. 

The Suboidmate .ludge found that the real value of the property at the 
time of Its purchase by defendant No. 7 was one lakh and thirty-three thousand 
odd rupees, wliiLst ins decree was one for under a lakh of rupees, and therefore 
held on the authority of the case.s of Hart v. Tara Prasanna Mukhet'ji (I. L. R., 
11 Cal., 718), Gulah Singh Pcntian ILL. R., 5 All., 342), and Sheonath Doss 
v, Janki Prosad Singh (1. L. R.. 16 Cal, 132) that the plaintiffs, the second 
mortgagees, were entitled to treat the debt of defendant No. 7 as paid off, and 
were therefore entitled to enforce their own claim without reference to the 
moitgagc of defendant No 7. He, therefore, without deciding the other issues 
(which were unneceftsary under the above finding), decreed the suit w'lth costs. 

The defendant No. 7 apped,led to the High Court 

Dr. Hash liehari Ghose iwitli him Babu Jogesh Chvnder Roy) for the 
appellant.—The mortgagee having obtained leave to hid is in the same position 
as an independent purchaser—Harf v. Tara Prasanna Mukhetji (1. L. R., 
11 Cal, 718), Mahahn Pershad Sittgh v Hacnaqhten (I. L.R., 16 Cal., 682). 
There, therefore, can be no reason why he should be debited with any amount 
in excess of tlie price for which property was sold. If these points are 
decided in my favour, the cases should he remanded for decision on other 
points arising. 

Mr. C. Gi-igory and Baboo Lhna Kali Mukerjeeior the respondent refer¬ 
red to Gulab Singh v Pemtan (1. L R., 5 All., 342), and contended w that on 
the uuthoiity of Hart v. Tara Pia^anna Mukherji (f L. R., 11 Cal., 718), the 
decree-holder, when purchasing with leave the property, was bound to prove that 
the property purchased by him had reali;!ed a fair price before he could take 
out further execution 

The judgment of the Court (Pethkram, C.J., and Beverley, J.) was 
delivered by 

Petfaeram, C.J. —These ware two suits brought by the mortgagees of 
certain properties to recovor the mortgage monevi and they have obtained 
decrees. 

The appellant is f^he defendant No. 7 who held a mortgage of some of the 
properties included in these mortgages, his mortgage being prior in date to 
thaf of the plaintiffs in both these suits. 

The Subordinate Judge who tried the suits has disposed of the defendant's 
claim on the ground that he had himself put up a portion of the property 
mortgaged to him for sale, and had bought that property himself for a sum 
considerahlv less than its vaJue, and that the true value of the property so 
put up and so purchased by him exceeded greatly the amount of his debt, and 
that under the authority of the case of Hart v. Tara Prasanna Mukherji (I. L.B„ 
iL Cal,, 718), the second mortgagees were entitled to treat his claim as paid 
off and done with, and were entitled bo enforce th«ir Hen without reference to 
his mortgage. In coming to this conclusion the learned Subordinate Judge, 
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relying upon that case, has noticed the case of Sheonath Doss y. Janki Prosad 
Singh, reported in I. L. B., 16 Cal., 132, decided by this Court, and has 
endeavoured to reconcile the two ; but he has not noticed the case of Mahabir 
Pershad Stngh v. Macnaghten, reported in I. L E., 1C Cal., 682, decided by 
the Privy Council. This case of course is binding upon this Court; and if it 
overrules the case of Hart v. Tara Prasanna Mukherjt, the case in the Privy 
Council is to be acted upon. 

With reference to the case of Sheonath Doss v. Janki Prosud Singh (I. L. K., 
16 Cal., 132), we think that it was sufficient authority for the learned 
Subordinate Judge to have acted upon, as showing that the C?] mortgagee 
having obtained leave to bid was in the position of an independent purchaser. 

However that may he. the case in tiie Privy Council makes the matter 
clear, because Lord WaTSON, in dehvering the judgment of the Privy Council, 
says ■ —“ Leave to bid puts an end to the disability of the mortgagee, and puts 
him in the same position as any independent purchaser.” 

If that is so --and on tlie authority ol the Privy Council tliat must bo 
taken to bo so—this person, having obtained leave to bid, was an independent 
purchaser, and he was only obliged to give credit for the amount of his bid, 
and consequently we think that the learned Subordinate Judge was wrong m 
the conclusion he cajne to on this point, but having come to this conclusion 
on this point, he did not proceed to try the other issuesi One ot the other 
issues in the cas^ which had been originally proposed to be raised, but which 
had not been accepted, and which is to be found at page 12 of the paper-book, 
IS in these words—" Whether or not, by reason of the moeurree right in 
mehal Khakhn having been purchased at auction sale by the defendant No. 7, 
the decree of the said defendant has been fully satisliod , and whether or not he 
is entitled to put other properties up to sale. ” Taking the view of the law 
laid down by the Privy Council, it is clear that that issue becomes most 
material, and consequently wo set aside the judgment of the Subordinate Judge 
and remand the case to him with directions to try that issue, having regard to 
the remarks which we have made. 

In addition to that, at page 97 of the paper-hook, are the otlior issues in 
the case, and the fourth of those issues is this—“ as between the parties to these 
suits, who has priority of lien over the mortgaged premises ” That issue also 
was not tried at the trial because it was not necessary in consequence of the 
decision of this point of law, but now it is necessary iliat this issue should be 
tried, because, having regard to the remarks made before us by Baboo Uma Kali 
Mnkerfce, it may happen that, upon an enquiry being made into this point, it 
will turn out that a portion of the amount which was advanced by this 
defendant No 7 was not advanced in such a way and in such terms as to give 
him priority over the second mortgagee, and consequently this issue as well as 
the other will have to be tried. 

[81 In dealing with the previous issue, 1 ought to have mentioned the 
form of the petition for leave to bid It will be found at pages 79 and 80 of 
the paper-book, and it asked leave ‘ to buv the property for the amount of the 
petitioner’s decree if no one else made a higher bid,” and the leave seems to 
have been given m the terms of the petition. Having regard to that, it may 
be that, upon a thorough enquiry, it will he found that the bid which was in 
fact made of Es 40,000 was made upoiT tlie basis of this petition, and then, as 
between all the parties, although a bid of Rs. 40,000 was recorded, it must be 
taken to be a bid for the amount of the decree-holder’s decree. If that should 
turn out to be so, then probably the Subordinate Judge will consider that this 
defendant No. 7 was in fact paid off by what had taken place. These are 
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questions which will have to be decided by the learned Subordinate Judge 
upon the trial of these two issues, and with these remarks we remand thera 
two cases for the trial of those issues, retaining the case upon the files of this 
Court. We reserve the question of cost till the final decision of these appeals. 

T. A. P. Appeal allowed and case retnaiided. 


MOTES. 

[ See Ihc notes to 16 Cal., 13i. ] 


[ 19 Cal 8 ] 

VPPCLL.VTE CIVIL 


The 11th March, Is'Jl. 

PliKSENT 

Mb. Justice O’Kinealy anu Mb. Justice (inosE. 


Surendro Prosad Bhuttacharji.One of the dof(irtdant.s 

oei sus 

KedarNath Bhuttacharji .Plaintifi. 


Jurisdiction—Sauer cojupensahon--Mulikana— Civil I'locedure Code 

(Act XIV of ISS‘4) 5. 10. 

J mortgaged at Calcutta to B his sayer ooinpi-nsanon, p,i>ablc at the (roiicral Tre.vsury 
at Calcutta in respect of a certain hat withtii the Diamond Harbour sub-diviMOii In a huit to 
enforce the mortgage bond in the Court of chc ^Miinsif of Diamond Harbour, lield, that sayer 
uompensation did nut partake of the nature of inalikana, that it was not immoveable 
property or anv interest in immoveable propeity wuhiu the meaning of ». 16 t of the <3odc of 
Civil Procedure, and that therct.ire the Munsif had no ]UFi-,dictiun to entertain the emt. 

Buiigsho Dhur Biswas v. Mudhoo Mohutdro I2l W. R , 3R3) distinguished 


* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1051 of IKOO, against th*-decree of H. Beveridge. Pisq., 
Judge of 114-PerganuahH, dated the 5th of Mav 1600, aflirraing the decree of Baboo Bebati 
Churn Baiiorioe, Munsif of Diamond Harbour, dated the 21-.t of November, 1889 


Buitb to be instituted 
where subjeet-matter 
situate. 


f [ Sec 16 —Siihjocl. to the pecuniary or other limitationb 
piescribed b\ an^ law vuitb 


(o) for the recovery of immoveable propertv, 

(6) for the partition of immoveable property, 

(c) for the foreclosure or redeiiiptioii of u mortgage of immoveable property. 

(d) for the determination of any other light bo or interest in iminovcahlu property, 

(e) for compensation for wrong to immoveable property, 

a (/) for the recovery of moveable property actually under distraint or attachment, 
shall be instituted in the Court within the local limits of whose jurisdiction the pro¬ 
perty is situate . 

Provided that suits to obtain relief respecting, or compensation for wrong to, immove¬ 
able property held by or on behalf of the defendant may, when the relief sought can be 
entirdy obtained through his personal obedience, bu instituted either in the Court withm the 
local limits of whose jurisdiction the propeity is situate, or in the Court withm the local 
limits of whose jurisdiction he actually and voluntarily resdios, or carries cm bumnoss, or 
personally works for gain. 

Expianatton ,—^In this section ‘ property ’ means property situate in British India,] 
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[93 This was a suit to enforce a mortgage bond, whereby one Upendro 
Mohun Bhuttaoharji, the husband and father of the defendants, Kamini Debi 
and Surendro Prosad Bhuttacharji, mortgaged to the plaintiil', Kedar Nath 
Bhuttacharji, his sayor compensation payable at the General Treasury at Cal¬ 
cutta, in respect of Harir Hit m the Diamond Harbour sub-division. The mort¬ 
gagor and mortgagee were residents of Calcutta, and tlio bond was executed in 
Calcutta. The suit was instituted in the Munsif's Court at Diamond Harbour, 
and was dismissed by the District .Tudge on the ground of w’ant of jurisdiction. 
On appeal, a Division Bench of the High Court remanded it to the Court of 
First Instance for the determination oi an issue as to jurisdiction, that is, the 
issue w'hothor the suit related to immoveahle propeitv situated within the 
jurisdiction of the Court, and if not, whether the Court had jurisdiction to 
entertain it. 


Upon the evidence adduced by tlte plaintifl, the 3Iunsit came to the con¬ 
clusion that, since the grant of tiie savor compensation, the Courts of the 24- 
Pergunnahs and the ColJootor of the Distiict bad all along been exercising 
jurisdictioni^'espeoting all matters connected witli it lie was of opinion that 
the saver compensation, granted under Regulation XXVH ol 179d was a grant 
ot money in resjiect of a right within the meaning of section 3 of the Pensions 
Act (Act XXIII of 187IJ, and hy section (i ' the suit was Imried lor v^’ant of a 
certificate iiom the Collector Accordingly, the Munsif dismissed the suit. 

The dofendui^ts apjiealed to the District Judge of the 2l-Pergunnahs, who 
lield that the Muiisii had jurisdiction to try the suit on t!ie grounds that sayer 
compensation was not a pension and the i’eusions Act had no application to it 
that there was no ditt'eionce between a suit for siuer compensation and one for 
uialik-in.i, tiial in both cases the owner had lost the land, and lioth sayer and 
malikana W'ere eijually pioiits arising out of land , that if the defendants had 
not been proprietois ol the maiket, they could not have levied sayer or obtained 
cuinpensation for its withdrawal, and the inoiiey paid to them hy Government 
was an interest in land, a profat .owing to them as jiroprietors , and that the 
plamtiil had shown that in a previous suit the Courts of the 24-Pergunnahs 
had exercised juiisdictiuu with respect to this sayer, and that the [10] 
Collector had assessed load cess on the delendants in respect thereol. The 
District .ludgo accordingly decieed the appeal. 

The defendant, Surendro Prosad Bhuttachaip, appealed to tlie High Court. 

Baboos Hhoimni Chinii Dult and Alnil Ktishna UIuim' foi the Appellant. 

Mr. Duntjlas White and Baboo (h)pi Sath 21 tike)jt for the Respondent. 

The judilmeilt of the Court ( 0 ’Kink. 41 j\ and GlloSE, JJ.) was asfollows.— 

This was a suit to enforce a mortgage bond It was executed in the town 
of Calcutta, and what was hy [lothecatod to the plaintiff was a certain sayer 
compensation payable at the General Treasury at Calcutta. Both the plain¬ 
tiff and the delendants are residents of Calcutta, and the main question that 
arises in this appeal is whether the suit was cogmr.ahle by the Munsif’s Court 
at Diamond Harbour. 


The ground upon which it is alleged that the suit would lie in the,^Iun- 
sif’s Court at Diamond Harbour is that the sayer compensation, which was 
hypothecated hy the bond, was compensation in the nature of /j Arana, which 


• [ Sec. 6 .—A Civil Court, otherwise competent to try the sume, shall take ongiussaiicc of 
< anv such claim npou receiving a ceitifii-atc from such Collector, 
Power of Civil Couit o tiommissioncT, or othei officer authoriiscd in that bobali 

take cognisance ol sue ^ 1 ;,^,^. but shall not make any order or 

claims, decree in any suit whatever by which the liability of Cfovernment 

to pay any such pension or grant as aforesaid is affected directly or indirectly.] 
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the Government allowed in lieu of aayer collections from a hat within the 
jurisdiction of that Court: and in regard to this ground the question that vve 
huive to consider is whether the said sayer compensation is immoveable property, 
or anv interest in immoveable property, within the meaning of section 16 of the 
Civil Procedure Code. 

Now, it will bo found on a reference to Begulation XXVI[ of 1793, and 
its preamble, that the duties which the owners of gwiges, bazaars, hati, etc., 
used to levy on commodities sold in those plaoes, were designated sayer col- 
lections, and these duties, it was declared by the said Begulation, to be 
“ internal duties,” which it was the exclusive privilege of Government to impose 
and collect—a privilege not exercisable according to “a well-known law 
of the country,” by any subject without their express sanction. These duties 
it will he observed, were in no sense rent or profits which the owner of a hat 
or bazaar was entitled to receive for the use of laud, or for houses, shops, or 
other buildings erected cm thereupon. And by the Buies published on the 
11th Juno 1790, the landholders were prohibited from collecting such duties, it 
being declared at the same time that they should thereafter l^e levied by 
Government, the Government paying to the landholders one-tenth of the collec¬ 
tions after delraying the establishment charges (see section II). Subsequently, 
on the 2Sth July 1790, it was resolved to abolish these duties altogether, and 
to allow the owners of the hats, gumjcs and bazaars certain compensations in 
lieu of the share of the collections which tliov used to receive (section IV); and 
by a rule passed on the 6th August 1790 it was declared thaf*" the pniprietary 
right in the ground on which hats and bazaars are held is to continue vested in 
the landholders, but the public are to have the free use of it,” and that “ the 
ground on wliich hats and bazaars are now held is accordingly to be continued 
to he appropriated to this purpose (i.e., exposing goods for sale) free of all 
charges to the vendors.” (See section V) Then, by the Buies passed on the 
Bth April 1791, the principle upon which the cnm|ieasation was to be fixed, and 
the mode in which, and the parties to wlium, it was to be allowed, were laid 
down (section VI). 

This was the stale of the law under which sayer compensations were 
allowed by Government, and we think that the exauiination of the preamble and 
the several sections of Begulation XXVII of 1793, we have referred to, shows 
that the said coiupensation had no reference whatever to any rent or profit 
arising out of the land, but to the interual duties on commodities which were 
levied when such commodities were exposed for sale—duties which, as was 
distinctly declared, the owners of the hats and gunqcs were not entitled to levy 
landholdt rs The compensation that was allowed to them was not because 
they were, by reason of the abolition of the sayer duties, deprived of any por¬ 
tion of the proiit arisinq out of the land, but because, as we can gather, they 
were in the habit of levying such duties for a long time , and the Government 
thought proper in the first instance to allow them one-tenth of the collections, 
and eventually, when they abolished the duties altogether, they determined to 
allow the landholders some compensation, year after year, for the loss they suf¬ 
fered by being deprived of a share of the collections. In this view of the matter, 
it seems Ci23 to be obvious that sayer compensation does not in any sense 
partake of the nature of “ malikana,” which, as it is well understood, is a right 
to receive a portion of the profits of an estate, for which Government may make 
a settlonent with another person, when the real proprietor neglects to take a 
settlement In that case, the proprietor loses the land : here the landholder 
does not lose the land or any portion of the profit arising out of the land. 

The learned Judge of the Court below refers in his judgment to the fact 
that the Collector has assessed on the defendants road cess on account of the 
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sayer compensation. Whether the CoUeotor was right in doing so or not, it is 
not necessary for us to express any opinion. .\11 that we need say is that this 
fact cannot give to the saj/er compensation a character which, under the Begula- 
tion an*d the orders of Government we have referred to, it does not possess. 

The learned counsel for the plaintiff, in the course of his argument, relied 
upon the ohservations made by a Division Bench of this Court in the case of 
Biingsho Dhwr Biswas v. Mudhoo Mohuldar (21 W R., 383). But those 
observations do not help him. The question that the Court had then to con¬ 
sider was indeed very different from that which we have now to determine ; 
and the hdt with whicli we are concerned is a hdt which (unlike the hdt in that 
case), it must be taken, existed at the time of the passing of Regulation XXVII 
of 1793. 

A question was raised before U5,on behalf of tlie defendants whether the 
sayer compensation is not in the nature of a pension contemplated by the Pen¬ 
sions Act (XXIII of 1871) , but in the view we have already expressed, it is not 
necessary to determine this question. 

The rdlultis that the suit must be dismissed upon the ground that the 
Munsif’s Court at Diamond Harbour had no lunsdiction to entertain it ; and 
that this ajipeal will therefore be decreed with costs. 

. Appeal decreedP 

C. D. P. 

_ 

NOTES 

[ See also (1909) 36 Gal., 665. 3 


[13] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 10th July, IS91. 

PBESUNT: 

Mr. .iiTSTicK Tottenham and Mr. .Igstice Ghose 

Gopi Moliiin Roy and others.Judgment-debtors 

persvs 

Doybaki Nundun Sen and others (Decree-holders).' 

Jurisdiction—Execution of decree— Pioperty outside jurisdiction of Court — 
Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of I8S2), ss. 19 and cl. (e). 

The Oourt that has the power to pats a deoreo for halo of a property has also power to 
carry outitn decree by selling that property, whether any portion of that property be within 
the local limits of its jurisdiction or not. 

Per (tHORE, J.—Section 2‘iB, clause (r) of the Civil Procedure Code loaves it to the discre¬ 
tion of the Court to send the decree for execution to the Court having local jurisdiction. 
Maseyh v Steel and Co. (I. L. B., 14 Cal., 661) oommented upon. 

This was an application for the exechtion of a decree passed, in 1890, 
under s. 88 of the Transfer of Property Act. The decree was for the sale, 
under one and the same mortgage, of two properties, one of which was situated 

* Appeal from Order No 124 of 1891, and Rule No. 693 of 1891, agamat the order of 
3. WhitXQore, Esq., Judge ot Beerbhoom, dated the 7tb of April 1891. 
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within tlio jurisdiction of the Beerbhoom Court, and the other within the 
jurisdiction of tlie NyaDoomka Court 

The judgniont-dehtors objected to the sale of the property whifh was 
situated within the local limits of the Nya Doomka Court, upon the ground 
that the Beerbhoom Court could not sell immoveable property which was out¬ 
side its local limits 

.The District Judge of Beerbhoom held that the Court had territorial 
jurisdiction uiidiM's 19' of the Civil Procedure Code to pass a decree for sale, 
and that being so, it liad territorial jurisdiction also to sell, unices the decree- 
holders cliosB to ajjjilv under s ‘223, clause (r) of the Civil Procedure Code. 
He accordingly overruled the ohiection ol the judgment-debtors and ordered 
the sale to proceed. 

From this order the ]udgmout-dehtoi»s appealed to the High Court 
Cl 4] Baboo finhhis^en Srn for the Appellants 
Bahoo Gnlttp Ckwidrr Sir,‘tv for the Respondents. 

Baboo Knliki'isni Sni coiitendod that the Court e-xeciiting the decree was 
not comjiotont to order the sale of immoveable property situated outside its 
local limits fie rehotl on .s. 22.3, clause (r) of the Civil Procedure Code, and 
the ^aso of Prrin Chniid Diuj v. Mokhuda Drhi (J. L. R., 17 Gal, 699), and 
contended that s 19 ol the Civil Procedure Code only authorized the institution 
of a suit, hut did ifot autliorizo the Court passing the docreo^to sell immove¬ 
able property outside its Inca- jurisdiction * 

Baboo Gohifi Chundcr Sircar argued that under s 19 of the Civil 
Procedure Code tlie Beerbhoom Court had jurisdiction to entej'tain tlie suit 
and pass a ilecree for sale, and had also power to exi'cute its own decree That 
the case of Prem Chund Dey v. Mokhoda Debt fl. L. R., 17 Cal, 699) was 
distinguishable from tlio jirosont case, for in that case the jurisdiction of the 
Court passing the decree l;ad ceased when the decree was sought to be executed. 

Judgments of tluj Comt (Tottenham and Chose, .TJ.) were as follows •— 
Ghose, J. —This IS an a|)|)oal against an order of the District Judge of 
Beerbhoom diioctnig that a ccrt.iin jiropertv comprised in a mortgage decree be 
sold in execution of the said deciee. 


The propeity in question is situate within tlio local limits of the District 
Court of Nya Doomka, hut it is one ol the two jirojicrties that were mortgaged 
to the decree-holders under one and the same mortgage bond, the other pro¬ 
perty lioing situate within tlio jmisduition of the Boerbhooin Court The suit 
in which the decree was obtained was instituted under s. 19 of the Civil 
Procedure oude m the Boerbhoom Couit, and a decree was passed in May 1890 
in terms of section HhI of the Transfer of Projjortv Act for sale ol both the 
parcels of property comprised in the mortgage. 


• [ Spc. 19 —Ifthf siiili Ilf’ t.'-' obtain relief respecting, nr compensation for wrong to, 
immoveable prl)p,>rt^ hitu.ite within the limits of .i hiiiglc distriet, but within the jurnidiction 

of diflt rent Courts, the suit ma> be instituted in the Court within 
whose junsilir.tion .inv portion of the property is situate; 
provided that, in respect of the v.-ihie of the subjeet-mattor 
of the suit, the entire claim be cngniK.ible by such 
Court 

Tl the immoveable property be situate within i ho limits of 
different districts, the suit may be instituted in any Court, 
otherwise competent to try' it, within whom* jurisdiction any 
portion of the properU n, situate.1 

I [ See. HH ; —In a suit for sale, if the plaintiff succeeds, the Court shall pass a decree to the 

effect mentioned in the first and second paragraphs of section 
Decree for sale eighty-six ; and also ordering that, in default of the defendant 

paying as therein mentioned, the mortgaged property or a 


Suita for iininftveable 
property situate in single 
district but within juris¬ 
dictions of different Com ts 

Suits for jrn moveable 
propertv situate in differ¬ 
ent districts 
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It has not been questioned before us, nor indeed could it be questioned, 
that the District Judge of Beerbhoom had jurisdiction to make the decree be 
did ; tot what has been contended is that he could not sell the property within 
the l(Ml limits of the Nya tlBl Doomka Court, and that he was bound 
under s. 223 of the Civil Procedure Code to transfer the decree to that Court for 
sale of the property in question. 

It seems to me, however, that if the Beerbhoom Court had authority to 
make the decree, it would have also authoritv to give etfect to that decree by 
selling every^paroel of the property comprised therein. Section 88 of the 
Transfer of Iroperty Act provides that the Court should order that, in default 
of the mortgagor in paying the amount due to the mortgagee within the time 
appointed by the Court, the mortgaged property be sold, and that the proceeds 
of sale (after defraying the expenses gf the sale) be paid into Court and applied 
in payment of what is due to the plaintitt, and that the balance, if any, be paid 
to the defendant. Now it seems to me that the Court is hardly in a position 
to give full otToct to the provisions in this section, unless it has the power to 
sell the whole of the mortgaged property. The said provisions, I 
might here observe, are to the same effect as the form of a decree 
for sale given 'in the Civil Procedure Code, schedule IV, No. 128, which 
is applicable to the Original Side of the High Court, witli tins exception 5nly, 
that there being no “ Registrar or taxing officer ” in the^mofussil, as in the 
High Court. the^Jirection as to the approbation of such an officer to the sale is 
omitted therein This leads me to think that it was the intention of the Legis¬ 
lature to provide that the Court which makes a decree for sale should have 
authority over the sale itself. The proceedings in execution of a decree are, as 
has been so often said, but a continuation of the proceedings iu the suit in 
which the decree is passed . and if the Court has jiuisdicMon to entertain the 
suit and make the decree, it seems to follow that it has jurisdiction to sell all 
and every parcel of propeitv comprised in the decree, although one or other of 
the parcels may he beyond the local limits of its jurisdiction. 

But it has been contended that under s. 223, clause (c) of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, the Court which made the decree is bound to transfer it to the 
Court which has local jurisdiction over the property for the sale thereof. That 
section provides tliat the Court whicli made the decree may, on the application 
of the decree-holder, send it for execution to another Court if the decree directs 
the sale of property outside the local limits of its jurisdiction. This 

seems to be directory, and not mandatoi y. The section leaves it to the discre¬ 
tion of the Court, wffien the decree-holder makes the application to send the 
decree for execution to the other Ciurt, tliat is to stiv, if it thinks it necessary 
to do so. 

In the case of Ma^eyk v. Hteei and Co. (I L. R., 14 Cal., 661) there were 
certain observations in the judgment delivered by me, which no doubt would 
seem to indicate that where the property to be sold is situate wholly outside 
the jurisdiobion of the Court which made the decree, the proper procedure 

Hufficient part tboreof bo sold, and that, thi? proceods of the sale (after defraying thereout 
the expanses of the sale) be paid into Court and applied in payment of vrhat is so found due 
to the plaintiff, and that the balance, if any,be paid to the defendant or other persons entitled 
to receive the same. 

In a suit for foreclosure, if the plaintiff succeeds and the mortgage is not a mortgi^e by 

conditional sale, the Cqurt may, at the instance of the plaintiff, 
Power to decree sale m or of any person interested either in the mortgage money or in 
foratdoBure suit. the nght of redemption, if it thinks fit, pass a like decree (in 

lieu of a decree for foreclosure) on such terns as it thinks fit, 
including, if it thinks fit, the deposit in Court of a reasonable sum, fixed by the Court, to 
meet the expenses of sale and to secure the performance of the terms.] 


9 CAL,—69 
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under a. 223 is to send the decree to the Court which has local jurisdiction for 
execution. But it will be observed that in that case the appeal wae 'as regards 
the validity of the sale of a property partly situate within and partly outside the 
local jurisdiction of the Court which made the decree and sold the property 
(viz., the Bajshahye Court), and it was contended, among other matters, by 
the Counsel for the ap^llant that that Court had no jurisdiction to sell the 
property, or at any rate that portion of it which was situate outside its local 
limits and within the limits of the Nya Doomka Court. The observations I 
made on that occasion were meant for the purpose of meeting ^he argument 
that wae then advanced . and though in the course of my remark 1 indicated 
what 1 considered to he the proper course to he followed in a case like this, I 
did not intend to hold that the Court would be bound to send the decree to the 
other Court if the property b# wholly outside its own local limits , and indeed 
it was not necessary for the decision o*f the case that this should be so laid 
down. 

I amof opinionthat the Beerhhoom Court had jurisdiction to maketheorder 
for sale, and that there is nothing in section 223 to take away that jurisdiction. 

The learned vakil for the appellant relied in the course of his argument 
upon the decision of a Full Beniili of this Court in the case of Prem Chand Dey 
V. Mokhoda Debt (I. L. R , 17 Gal, P99) , hut that case has no real bearing 
upon the facts of the case now before us. 

Tottenham, J. —I concur in dismissing the appeal. hulr^ think it enough 
to say that I consider that the fudge who had the power [I7j to pass the 
decree for sale of tlie property in question had the same power to carry out his 
decree by selling that property 

The appeal will be dismissed with coats. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A F.M.A.R. 


MOTES 

CFor Pimiliir duci>fi<>ns, see (1H94) 2] Gal, 039; (1895) ±2 Cal, 871; (1900) 6 
C.W.N , 150 1 
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CHXNTAMONI DUTX V. BASM BBHABI MONDUL [1891] I.L.R. 10 Cal. l8 

£18 Cal. 17] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 10th July, 1891. 

Phrsent: 

Mk. Justice Tottenham and Me. Justice Ghose. 


Ghintamoni Dutt.Plaintitl' 

• versus 

Bash Behari Mondu).Defendant.' 


Transfer of tenure—liegistratiop, — Notice—Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII 

of 1685), s. 1^. 

After a recorded tenant han transferred his tenure to another person, and that transfer has 
been duly registered under th^ provisions of the Bengal Tenancy Act, he is no lunger liable for 
the rent of the tenure, although the landlord may uut have received actual notice of such 
transfer. 

Krtsto Bulbuv Okose v. Knsto Lai Sxruih (I. L. R., 16 Cal , 64‘2) relied on. 

This was a suit to recover rent due to the plaintiff, in respect of an 8-annas 
share of mouzah Asanboni, from Kartick 1292 to Assin 1295. The defendant 
partly admitted‘liability, and deposited the rent due, with interest, up to the 
end of the year 1293, But regarding the rent |pr the years 1294 and 1295, 
the defendant pleaded that he was not liable, inasmuch as on the 22ud day of 
Chait 1293 he bad transferred his tenure b\ a private deed of sale to one 
Kangali Oharan Mandul, that the said deed had been duly registered, and at 
the time of registration be had deposited with the Sub-Begistrar the landlord’s 
fee tor the mutation of names. The plaintiff urged that he was prepared to 
prove that he had no notice of the transfer. 

The District Judge held that tlie deed of sale having been duly registered, 
it must be presumed that notice was issued to the plaintiff in due course He 
further held, on the authority of Knsto Bulluo Ghose v. Kristu Lai Singh 
(I. L B., 16 Cal., 642) that the sale being [18 j complete, the defendant was not 
liable to pay rent for the years 1294 and 1295. 

The defendant appealed to the High Court 

Ur. Bash Behari Ghose and Baboo Nalin Bunjav Chatterjee for the 
Appellant. 

Baboo Koruna Sindhu Mukerjee for the Bespondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (Tottenham and Ghose, JJ.) was 
as follows:— 

The question raised in this appeal is whether, after the transfer of a tenure 
by the recorded tenant to another person, that transfer having been duly 
registered under the provisions of the Bengal Tenancy' Act, the transferor is 
still liable for the rent of the tenure until the landlord has actually received 
notice of such transfer. * 

The suit was brought to recover the rent of several years—from 1292 to 
Assin 1295. The defendant pleaded that in the month of Chait 1293 he had 
transferred his tenure to another person, that he had had the transfer duly 
registered, and that he had deposited the rent due, with interest, up to the end 
of 1293, and he contended that he was not liable for any subsequent rent 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 28 of 1890, against tho decree of Brajendra ^omar 
Seal, Esq., Judge of Bankura, dated the SOth of October, 1889. 

, 
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The Lo^iver Appellate Court admitted the plea as valid ; and declined to 
permit the landlord to call evidence to show that he had not actually received 
notice of the transfer. And in so ruling acted upon the authority of the case 
of Kristo BuUm Ghose v. Krtsto Lai Singh (I. L. E., 16 Cal., 642), in vrhioh, 
the law having been discussed, a Division Bench laid down that the transfer 
was complete when the^egistration took place. 

The law itself provides that the registration shall not take place unless the 
transferor or transferee deposits the landlord’s fee for the mutation of names in 
the landlord’s books. It also provides that the registering officer shall upon 
registration forward this fee to the Collector, and that the Collector shall 
forward it with notice to the landlord. 

The decision in Krtsto Bidluh Ghose v. Kristo Lai Singh (I. L. E., 
16 Cal., 642) lays down that‘%he trausfecor is no longer liable for any rent 
Ci93 accruing after his transfer is duly registered according to the provisions 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act. This decision has been apparently approved of 
by a recent Bull Bench derision in Mahiynied Abhas Mondul v. brojo Sandari 
Debta (1. L. E., IH Cal., 360). That decision is a direct authority in support 
of the Lower Court’s decision, and we are not prepared to dissent from it. The 
law seems pretty clear upon the subject, and although it might seem a case 
involving hardship to the landlord, that though he niay not have received a 
notice, by some neglect on the part of the Eegistrar or of the Collector, he is 
still liable to pay the costs of the suit for rent subsequently.4}rought against 
the wrong person. Although it certainly was the case before the Bengal 
Tenancy Act was passed that the Courts always held that the landlord is 
entitled to look to his recorded tenant for all rent until he receive'sdue notice 
of the transfer, the present law, as explained by the decision in Kristo BiUluv 
Ghose V. Kristo hall Siiigh, appears to have altered that state of things 

We think we are unable to give the ap))ollant auv relief, and that the 
appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A.F.M.A.E. 


NOTES.; 

C The following were similar I'lmcs iii which the transfer was held to affect the liability 
for rent:—(1908) 12 C. W. N., 478 . (1900) 4 C. W N . .VJO , (1906) 10 0. W. N., 270 ; 83 
Cal., 279. Set also (1906) .88 Cal., 680.j 
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OtTDRI ROBB V. BHOBANESWABt COoMaB SINGH &c. [1891] I.L.B. 19 <!al. 20 

'CIB Oal. 19] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 16th July, 1891. 

Present • 

Mr. JUSTICE Macpherson and Mr. Justice Ameer Alt. 

Gudri Koer.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bhubaneswari Coomar Singh and another.Defendants.’'" 

Deed of conditional sale—Interest after the date faced for payment of principal 
and inteiest—Absence of agreement to pay such interest — 
Compensation Tor breach of contract - Limitation Act (XVof 181?), 

‘ tidieduie 11, Article. HU. 

Wlioro there is no stipulation in -i deed of eoiiditioniil snle to pav intorrst after the day 
fixed for the repayment of priiicip.il and interest, a elanii for intcrei.t after due date is a claim 
for compensation for breach of contract, .ind a suit for the recover} of such compensation 
must be brought within six vcar-i from the date of the breach ^ 

[20] Jui/tjotnnhwn (Hiose v Mnntch i hund (7 Moo 1 A , 2710 referred to , Mnmab .4Zi 
V. Gitlab Chand (I L R • 10 All., H5), Bliatiwant Sinijh v Dnryno Svujh (I L. R , 11 All., 
416) approved of , Bhugirnn Lnl v. Mohip Xniain Situfh (Second Ap , No 1202 of 1887, of 
21ht May 1888) and Golnm .ibns v. Mohnmed Ja‘ter (see note, pp 23-24) followed. * 

8uit for foreclosure. 

By a registered deed of conditional sale, dated 15t.h September 1881 {7th 
Assin 1289 E. S.), Deo Coomar Singh, the father of tlie infant defendants, 
Bhubaneswari Coomai- Singh an.d Eajrajeswari Coomar Singh, mortgaged 
certain shares in the properties speciiieci in the schedule thereto annexed, to 
the plaintiff, Gudri Koer, as security ior the repayment of the sum of Rs. 6,000, 
with interest at the rate of one lupee per cent, per mensem, on 15th August 
1882. There was no stipulation m the deed ior payment of interest after the 
due date. The provision as to tlie repayment of the principal and interest was 
in these terms " Therefore I do ingenuously declare and give in writing that 
I shall liquidate ihe whole of the Ks. 5,000, the principal consideration money 
aforesaid, besides interest at 1 per cent, per mensem from the date of the 
execution of this deed, on the 15th August 1882 in cash in one lump at once 
to the aforesaid vendee, and take back this haibilw'afa deed. In case I fail to 
pay up the principal amount besides interest on the prescribed date, and the 
prescribed time expires, in that case (the mortgage) of the whole of the afore¬ 
said shares sold shall become foreclosed in favour of the said vendee, and there 
is not nor shall be any need for any declaration by me, the declarant”. Deo 
Coomar Singh died without redeeming the mortgage, and leaving the infant 
defendants bis heirs and representatives. 

On 30tb November 1888 the plaintiff' instituted this suit against the 
defendants, in which he claimed payment of Rs. 5,000 as principal and also 
Bs. 4,325 as interest from 16th September 1881 to 30th November 1888, 
further interest during suit, besides the costs of the suit, and interest on all 
sums until realization, and, in de fault of payment, foreclosure and possession. 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 204 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo NtUnom 
Das, Subordinate Judge of Sarun, dated 9th of June 1890. 
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The defence on behalf of the minors was that the stipulated date of payment was 
the Idth A ugust 188^, and as the suit had been instituted [21 } after the expiration 
of more than six years from that date, the plaintiff's claim for interest subse' 
quent to the 15th August 1882 was barred by limitation. It was further con¬ 
tended that the plaintiff was not entitled to subsequent interest, as there was 
no stipulation to that effect in the ikrarnamah baibilwafa. 

The Subordinate' Judge held that there was no express agreement in the 
deed of conditional sale that interest at the stipulated rate of 12 per cent, per 
annum was to continue to be payable even if the principal with interest 
remained unpaid on the 15th August 1882, the date fixed for payment, and that 
no such agreement could be .implied in the absence of any words showing such 
an intention. He was of opinion that the plaintiff was entitled to interest 
after the due date of payment hy way ef damages foi. breach of the contract 
to pay, and that the rate stipulated in the deed was a fair and reasonable one 
in the district, and would be the proper measure of damages : and that although 
“ interest ” in s. 86 of the Transfer of Property Act included damages 
which a Court of Justice might award the mortgagee for a breach by the 
mortgagor of the contract to pay on the due date, such damages did not become 
by operation of law a charge upon the mortgaged property until a decree for 
damages was passed by a competent Court, and that, therefore. Article 132 ' of 
Schedule II of the limitation Act did not apply. He held upon the authority 
of the cases of Mansiih All v Gutab Chand (1. L R., It) jUt., 85) and lihag- 
want Singh v. Dargao Singh (I L. R , 11 All, 416) that the plaintiff’s claim for 
iiubsequent interest by wav of damages was barred by Article 116 t of the second 
schedule of tlie Limitation Act, inasmuch as the suit had been brought more 
than six years Iruin tlie due date of payment, the 15tli August 1882. 

The Subordinate Judge, accordingly, gave the plaintiff a decree for 
Rs. 5,000, with interest at 12 per cent, per aiiiiura up to the 15th August 1882 
with costs, further interest at the same rate on the principal sum from the 
date of ttio suit until the date of the decree, and interest at 6 per cent on all 
sums, including cost') from the date uf decree until realization, and in default 
of payrxient that the defendants should be absolutely debarred of all right to 
redeem. He disallowed the plaintiff’s claim for interest from the 15th August 
1882 until the filing oi the plaint. 

• [Art 132 


Description oi i^uit. 


Period of ' Time from which period begins 
limitiitiOD I to run. 


To enforce payment of money 
charged upon iininnvcable property. 

Explanatwn —The allowance 
and fees respectively called mali- 
kana and kaggs shall, for the pur¬ 
pose of this clause, bo deemed to be 
monejt charged upon immoveable 
property. 

t[Art. 116.— 


Twelve years... 


When the money sued for becomes 
due.] 


For compensation for the broach 
of a contract in venting registered. 


Six years 


I When the period of limitation 
; would begin to run against a suit 
i brought on a similar contract not 
I registered.] 
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If 

[82] From this latter portion of the decree the plaintiff appealed to the 
High Court. 

Dr. hash Behan Qhose and Baboo Ahmash Chunder Banerjse for the 
Appellant. 

Moulvie Mahomed Yusuf and Baboo Bahgram Singh for the’Respondents. 

It was contended on behalf of the appellant that Subordinate Judge 
was wrong in having disallowed interest from the Idtli August 1882 until the 
filing of the plaint, that under Act XXXII of 1889 the plaintiff was entitled 
to interest from the due date of payment at the rate mentioned in the deed, 
which was a reasonable rate in the district, or at any other rate wliich the 
C/ourt considered reasonable, that under section 86 of the Transfer of Property 
Act such interest was part of the mortgage money, and a charge upon the 
mortgaged property, and that article 132 of schedule II, Limitation Act, governed 
the case, that if, however, interest was not recoverable as interest, but as 
damages for breach of the contract to pay on the due date, then as the breach 
was a continuing one, article 116 of schedule II did nut apply, and the plain¬ 
tiff’s claim was in time. 

Moulvie Mahomed Yusuf on behalf of the Respondents contended that Act 
XXXII of 1839 had no application, since it related to contracts in writing to 
pay a certain sum on a certain date After the due date the time for payment 
was uncertain, and so was the amount of interest, and therefore interest after 
the due date coul&not be allowed under that Act. That there must be an exnress 
stipulation to that effect m the deed. Interest after the due date could only 
be recovered by way of damages for breach of the contract to jiay. That article 
116, schedule II of the Limitation Act provided six years’ limitation for a suit 
for the recovery of such damages, and the period began to run from the date 
of the breach, which in the present case wis the 15th August 1882, the date 
fixed for the payment of the mortgage money , and the Lower Court was there¬ 
fore right in disallowing this portion of the plaintiff’s claim. He relied on the 
cases of Mansab Ah v. Gulah Chand (I. L. R., 10 All., 85), Bhagumnt Stiigh v. 
Daryao Singh (I. L. H., 11 .\11, 416), and the unreported [23} case of 
Bhugwau Lai v. Mohtp Naram Singh (Second Appeal No. 1292 of 
1887, of 2l8t May 1888), and especially on the judgment of PiGOT, J., 
in Golnm Abas v. Mahomed Jaffer —Sp App. 723 of 1889, in ■which 
case both sides wore duly represented He further contended that such 

* The ind April, 1H90. 

Present: 

Mr Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Golam Abas 
versus 

Mahomed Jaffer. 


Moulvie Mahomed Yusuf for the Appellant. • 

Baboo Bajendro Nath Bose for the Respondent. 

Pigot. J.—In this case, the question argued before us on this appeal, which was allowed 
to be argued, although not taken in the memorandum of appeal, was whether the interest 
claimed in the suit and allowed was properly allowed. The mortgage bond is one providing 
for the payment of the money secured by it in two instalments—one m Bhadro 1381 of 
Bs, 360, and the other in Bhadro 1382 of the residue, namely, Rs. 649. The bond provides 
thus :—* The entire amount of the debt thus amounts^to Bs. 999, half of which is Bs, 449-8<0. 


471 



i.L.R. i9Gai. 24 


GUDM KOER V. 


interest could not be a charge on the property mortgaged under section 86 of 
the Transfer of Property Act, since damages for breach of the contract to pay 
on a certain date could not be interest within the meaning of that section. 

The judgment of the Court (Macphebson and Ameer Alt, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

In this suit, which is for foreclosure, the plaintiff claims interest at the 
rate stipulated in the*deed from the date on winch the money became payable 
up to the date on which the suit was brought; and the question is whether he 
is entitled to got interest for such period at tlie stipulated rate or at any lower 
rate. The deed of conditional sale was executed on the 15th September 1881. 
The principal money, with interest at the rate of one per cent, per mensem, 
was payable on the ISth August 1882, and the suit was C843 brought on the 
80th November IH88. There is no stipulation in the deed to pay interest after 
the due date, and certainly no agteement to that effect can be implied from the 
terms of the deed. The Subordinate .ludge has liold that, under these circum¬ 
stances, the suit having been brought more than six years from the date on 
which the money became due, the oli\im for interest from that tune is barred 
by limitation. 

It is argued that, under Act XXXI1 of 1889, the plaintiff is entitled to get 
interest from the due (fate at such rate as the Court may think tit to allow, and 
that under section 86 of the Transfer of Property Act such interest is part of 
the mortgage money and becomes a ch.\rge on the property hypothecated. It 
certainly does not become a charge on the propeity hypothecated by the 
terms of the deed itself, and we think it is unnecessary to consider whether, if 
the plaintiff’s olaim was allowed, wholly or in part, it would be necessary to 
treat it as such a charge, because it has first to be determined whether the olaim 
is in any way sustainable. The (luestion whether it is sustainable depends upon 
the nature of ttie claim, if it is a claim for compensation for the breach of a 
tm contract, then the contract being in writing and registered would fall 
under article 116, schedule II of the Limitation Act, and unless there was a 
recurring cause of action, the time would run from the date on which the 

I do therefore pledge iunl hypothcciite tny share la mouaah Sura, pergunnah Anda, and 
execute this bund to the effect that 1 shall pay the afnrcviid amount of money, principal and 
interest, at the rate of one rupee per cent per month.’ 

The cased of Manaab Ah v. Gnlab Cfiand (1. L. R., 10 .Ul.. H5) and Bluiqwnnt Singh v. 
Daryao Sinqh (I. L. R., llAll., 41Gf are cited as authority fur the proposition that when 
interest is not expressly made payable after the date fixed for the repayment of the mortgage* 
money, interest is not cbiimable. save a>> damages at such reasonable rates as the Court may 
direct. The case of Goaaatn Luchmee Nnratn Pooree v. Tekait Het Naratn Stngh (Ifi W. R., 
322), might have been also, but has not bean, cited as authority for that proposition. 

We think that the contention of the appellant is correct. Wc think that upon the terms 
of the mortgage bond interest is not expressly made payable after the date of the instalment; 
but we think that as it is provided that the amount mentioned in the bond is to be paid by 
two instalments, principal and interest, the interest on the first instalment must be consi. 
dered |o be intended to run until the whole amount should be paid, that is to say, up to the 
date fixed for the second mntalment. After that wo think there is no agreement for the pay¬ 
ment of interest, and intcre.st would run at such rates as the Courts would deem reasonable, 
but then that is only payable as damages, and, as was in the case of Mnnanb Alt v. Oulab 
Chand (1 L. R , It) All , 85), there is not in the case of such damages that continued breach 
contemplated under article 115 of 2nd schedule of the Limitation Act, and the result is that, 
as the suit was not brought within six years from the date of the undertaking to pay, the 
claim for it is barred. Therefore, as the result the decree,mast be modified by allowing 
interest at 12 per cent per annum only up to llhadro 1282. 



BEUBANEBWARl COOMAB BINOH &0. {1891] I.L.R. i9 Gal. 96 

money became due. Great stress has been laid on the use of the word 
'interest" in the Aot of 1839 and in the Transfer of Property Act, but we 
think that nothing much turns on this. In the ease of Juggomohun Ohose y. 
Mamckohuni (7 Moo. 1. A., 279), their Lordships of the Friry Council, speak¬ 
ing of Aot XXXII of 1839, say this: “ It seems to have been framed not 
simply on the principle of compensation to the creditor, but also on that of 
penalty to the debtor for not paying punctually at a time when he must have 
known the debt or sum, specific in amount, was to be paid”. And again): 
" The Aot supposes a party to have been sued for breach of a contract for the 
payment, by virtue of a written instrument, of a sum certain at a certain time." 
This is a very clear indication that such a claim as this is one for compensation 
for the breach of a contract, and it has been held specifically to be so by the 
Allahabad High Court in the cases of Mansab Ali v. Gulab Chand (I. L. B., 10 
All., 85) and Bhagwant Singh v. Daryao Singh (T. L. R., 11 All., 416). These 
decisions have been followed by this Court in two unreported cases, viz., 
Bhiigwan Lai v. Mohip Nat am Singh (Second Appeal No. 1292 of 1887 of 2l9t 
May 1888) and Golam Abas v. Mahomed Jaffer (see note, pp. 23-24). The 
matter is, therefore, concluded by authority, and we are certainly not prepared 
to take a different view from that expressed in those cases. It was also held 
in all those oases that Ahere was no recurring cause of %etion, that the breach 
took place when the defendant failed to pay the money due*in accordance with 
the terms of his cpntract, and that the time began to run from that date. The 
Subordinate Judge was, therefore, in our opinion, right in holding that the 
claim in the present suit was barred by limitation. 

It was further urged that the Subordinate Judge ought to have allowed the 
amendment of the plaint, and should have permitted the plaintiff to give evi¬ 
dence to show that the time granted was at the request of the defendant, and 
that there was an agreement [28] to pay interest subsequent to the due date. 
This is a matter on which the plaint is entirely silent. The plaintiff’s pleader, 
when examined subsequent to the presentation of that petition, stated that there 
was no subsequent agreement in any way affecting the terms of the loan. 
Having regard to these circumstances, and to the great delay in making the 
application for amendment of the plaint, we are not prepared to say that the 
Subordinate Judge was wrong. The appeal is therefore dismissed with costs. 

C.D.P. Appeal dismissed. 


MOTES. 

[This was followed in (1892) 18 3>lad., 331 ; (1895) 17 All,, 681; (1892) 18 Mad., 257. 
Ste however the Fl’ivy Council judgment in (1890) 19 All., 89 ; (1897) 34 Gal., 699 , and the 
oritioism of Dr, Bash Behari Qhosh in hia Mortgagee IV Eda. (1911) Vol I, pp. 508 ; 504.3 


8 OAXi«~80 


473 



I.L.B. 19 Gal. 37 


PBBONATH KABAB V. 


tl9C«l. 39J 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 28th July, 1691. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pbtheram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mb. Justice Ghose. 


Preonath Karar.Appellant 

versus ' 

Surja Coomar Goswami and others.Eespondents.'*' 


Administrate^'—Admimstratm not so described. Hale by—Sale by administrators 
not qua administrators, but as heas—-Government securities. 

Cerlain persons who were heirs of a deceased lady, and had also taken out administiation 
to her estate, limited to certain Government securities, sold such Government secantiesto 
a bond fide purchaser under a written instrument, in which the vendors were not described m 
administrators. * 

Held, that the failhre to so describe themselves did not affect the sale, inasmuch as they 
were entitled to sell either as heirs or adininistrators ; <i,nd although as heirs they could sell 
no more than their own shares in such becnritics, yet the entire purchase-money having 
come to their hand, they, as administrators, were bound to administer the same as part of 
the assets of the estate, the question whether they did so or not, not being one which would 
afiect the title of the purchaser. 

West of England and South Wales District Bank v. March (L B,, 28 Ch. D , 138) and 
Caraer v. Carticnght (L. R , 7 H L., 731) followed in principle. 

This was a suit brought b^' one Preonath Karar for the purpose of obtaining a 
declaration of right to a half share in certain Government promissory notes of 
the nominal vaJue of Bs. 7,400. The Goveruoieut promissory notes originally 
belonged to one Nilmadhub Goswami, who died unmarried. On his death his 
[27] adoptive mother, Kudumbini Dehi, by inheritance, became entitled to the 
said Government promissory notes for Bs. 7,400, and on her death the right 
to these notes was in one Jugomohun Goswami, her husband’s uterine brother. 
Jugomohun died possessed of certain immoveable property, leaving him surviv¬ 
ing two sons, Burja Coomar and Haro Coomar Goswami (defendants 1 and 2), 
a grandson by a deceased son, Hurish Chunder Goswami (defendant No. 8), 
and a widow, Baroda Sundari Dehi (defendant No. 4), forming a joint Hindu 
family. In 1881 defendant No. 3 separated in mess from the rest of the 
family, and subsequently in 1884 the defendants 1 and 2 also came to a 
similar separation between themselves. No partition of these properties, how¬ 
ever, took place between these parties. Jugomohun having died somewhat in 
debt, the family dwelling-house was sold, and in execution the rights and 
interest of the defendants 1 and 2 therein were purchased by one Indranarain 
Mukerjee, and on the l4th October 1885 a partition of the family dwelling- 
house was come to between Saroda Sundari Dehi (defendant No. 4), Indra¬ 
narain Mukerjee, and Hurish Chunder (defendant No. 3), and under this 
partition a quarter share of the family dwelling-house was allotted to Saroda 
Sundari. No partition, however, was ever come to with regard to the move- 
able prepares left by Jugomohun. In September 1885, however, previously 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 8S of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Hemanga 
Chundra Bose, Bubordmate Judge of Hooghly, dated 9th December 1889. 
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to the partition of the family dwelling-house, a conveyance was executed by 
Saroda Sundari, her two sons and her grandson in respect of a certain property, 
the interest of the two sons in which had been sold and purchased by one 
Keder Nath Lahiri, wherein the right of Saroda Sundari, “ as the mother of 
many sons ”, to hold for her life a 4-aDna share of the " estate ” left by Jugo- 
mohun was admitted. 

The Government promissory notes above referred to were lost during the 
lifetime of Kudumbini, and the defendants 1 and 2, after the death of their 
father, Jugoinohun, in June, 1882, apjilied to the I^blic Debt Office for the 
issue of duplicates in their„ names. The application was refused, as letters of 
administration had not been taken out to the estate of the last holder of the 
notes. Whereupon defendants 1 and 2 took out administration to the estate 
of Kudumbini, limited to these securities, and obtained registration of their 
names in the office of the Gom))troller-Generai as payees, [28] and in Novem¬ 
ber 1885 they sold under a written instrument the Iti-auna share in these 
Government promissory notes to one Uma Churn Ghosc (defendant No. 5), 
Hurish Ghunder (defendant No. .3) having relinquisiied all right to his share 
therein in consideration of a sum of Rs. 375 paid to him by Uma Ohurn 
Ghose, and joining in the instrument conveving the not^ The written instru¬ 
ment purporting to pasS these Government promissory notes made no mention 
of the fact that defendants 1 and 2 had taken out letters of administration to 
the estate of Kudumbini, and therefore merely on the face of it purported to 
be one mode by defendants 1 and 2 in their capacity as heirs. Uma Churn 
Ghose, on the 2lBt September 1887, entered into a contract for the sale of these 
Government notes to Messrs. Speed and Company of Calcutta (defendant 
No. 6) through Mr. It. Braunfald, their trustee and manager (defendant No. 7), 
but it was not until the 12th January 1888 that defendant No 7 completed this 
purchase by obtaining from Uma Churn a regular conveyance. Meanwhile, on 
the 6th and 20tb October 1887, Preonath Karar, under registered instruments 
of those dates, bought from defendants 3 and 4 an 8-anna share in these Govern¬ 
ment notes, and on the 23rd October 1887 gave notice to Mr. Brauufeld 
(defendant No. 7) of his purchase, and applied as such purchaser to the Public 
Debt Office to havo his name registered as payee of these notes This applica¬ 
tion was refused, and Preonath Kaiar was referred to the Civil Court 

Preonath Karar thereupon brought this present suit for the purposes above 
mentioned against the persons above named—the defendants 1 to 7. The suit 
was virtually alone defended by defendants 6 and 7, who alleged that they 
were purchasers in good faith and for valuable consideration. 

The Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit, holding that a partition must 
be held to have been come to by virtue of which the two sons, the grandson, 
and the widow of Jugomohun were entitled each to one-fourth of hia estate; 
and that Hurish Chunder having disclaimed any right in these notes, the 
plaintiff had alone acquired a right to a quarter share in these notes, but he 
was not entitled to succeed in this suit, inasmuch as Messrs. Speed and Coiijpany, 
through Mr. Braunfeld, were bojid fide purchasers for valuable consideration. 

im The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Dr. Bash Behan Ghose (with him Baboo Shib Ohiindrr Pmthi) for the 
appellant contended— 

1. That a partition has been found by the Subordinate Judge, by which 
the two sons and grandson and widow were entitled to a quarter each of the 
estate of Jagomohun; 

♦ 

m 
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2. That the administrators had no power to sell. That the deed of sale 
of 23rd November 1886 conveyed only the interest of Surja Goomar and Haro 
Ooomar in the promissory notes, and not the whole of the notes. 

3. That the deed not containing any reference to the letters of adminis¬ 
tration, the vendors could only sell in their character of heirs their own 
interests. 

4. That there was no relinquishment of the whole of Hurish’s share by 
his letter of disclaimer, but only of the interest on the notes. 

5. That the defendants took with notice. 


The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul), Mr« Braunfeld, Baboo Baikant 
Nath Das, and Baboo Joygopal Qhose for the respondents. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) contended that the Court merely 
found that there was a partition with the purchaser of the homestead only, 
all the other properties having been sold, and that this therefore was no 
partition according to Hindu law, as such a partition must be with the 
descendants ; see Mayne’s Hindu Law, 519. 


That there was no possession and enjoyment by the widow —Shea Dyal 
Tewaree v, Judoonath Tewaree (9 W. E., 61). 

That the widow was only entitled to maintenance , that this was a personal 
right which she could not sell, see Vyvastha Darpana, 1059, and Bhyruh 
Ckunder Qhose v. Nubo Ckunder Gooho (5 VV. B., Ill) That a stranger cannot 
sue to have a widow’s maintenance declared on property in the hands of a 
third party. 

That the existence of a widow is not enough notice ; she must have her 
maintenance ascertained and charged on the property before she can follow the 
property —Nistarini Dossee v. Mukhun C30] Loll Dutt (17 W. B., 432), 
Bhuggobutty Dossee v. Konny Lall Mittcr [17 W. B., 433 (note)], and Sorolah 
Dossee v. Bhoobun Mohun Neoghy (I. L. E , 15 Cal., 292), which show what 
kind of estate a Hindu widow is entitled to for her maintenance and on 
partition. 

That the recital in the deed of 26th September 1885 (Kedar Nath 
Labiri's)—“ 1, Saroda Bundari Debi, as the mother of many eons, being entitled 
to, etc.,” could not be construed to extend to other properties, but must be 
limited to the property dealt with by that deed. 

That the Court having found that defendant No. 6 was a bond fide 
purchaser without notice, his purchase could not be affected by the purchase 
of defendant No. 5. That Boorja Coomar and Haro Coomar were administrators 
when they sold the property vested in them, and they could sell the whole 
absolutely. That under Act VI of 1889, s. 14, they need not obtain the 
consent of the Court, as s. 19 makes valid such sales. 


That if the administrators had misapplied, they were personally liable 
under s. 146 of the Probate and Administration Act of 1881: besides 
they have given a bond with sureties which was protection enough for the 
proper application of the moneys which came to their hands. 

that the deed of 23rd November 1885 conveyed a good title to the 
purchaser Uma Churn Ghose, as the vendors were heirs as well as administra¬ 
tors, and therefore they could convey a valid title in either character; West of 


* (.Bee. 19Notwithstanding anything in section 90 of the Probate and AdnunistraUon 
VahdiAion of acts under * disposal of property by an executor or administra- 

grants of administration 


alieady made. 


tor who was appointed before the commencement of this Act, 
and to whom the provisions of that section were applicahlo, shall 


disposal of the property was not obtained,] 


not be Void reason only that the consent of tho Court to tiia 
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England and South Wales District Bank v. Murch (L. B., 23 Ch. D., 138) and 
Corser v. Cartwright (L. R., 7 H. L., 731). 

Judgment of the Court (Petbebam, G.J., and Ghose, J.) was as 
follows:— 

This was a suit by one Freonath Karar for declaration of right to a 
moiety share of certain Government promissory notes of the value of 
Bs. 7,400. They belonged originally to Nilmadhub Gossain, and devolved on bis 
death upon his mother, Kudumbini, under the law of inheritance; and on the 
death of the latter, one Jugomohun Gossain became entitled to them as the 
next reversionary heir, Jugomohun left a widow, Saroda Sundari (defendant 
CStJ No. 4), and two sons, Surja Coomar and Haro Coomar (defendants 1 and 2), 
and a grandson, Hurish Chunder (defendant No. 3), by a pre-deceased son. It 
appears on the evidence that Jugomohun was possessed of certain immoveable 
properties, and after his death the two-third share of his two sons, the defen¬ 
dants 1 and 2, in most of, if not in all, the properties, including the dwelling-house, 
was sold away at auction for their debts. The evidence further shows that the 
defendant No. 3 separated in mess from the defendants 1 and 2 in 1881, and sub¬ 
sequently the latter came to a similar separation between themselves in 1884. 
No partition of the properties, however, seems to have then taken place between 
these parties, hut in a conveyance executed jointly by the widow Saroda Sundari, 
her two sons, and Hurish Chunder, her grandson, dated 2G£h September 1885, 
in respect of a certain pFojiorty, in which the interest of the two sons had 
been sold and purchased by one Kedar Nath Lahiri, the right of Saroda 
Sundari “ as the mother of many sons ” to hold for her life a 4-anna share of 
“the estate” left by lugomohun was admitted by the sons, as also by the grand¬ 
son, then represented by his mother, Shureshury Dabee. And subsequently, 
in October 1885, there was an actual partition by metes and bounds between 
the widow, Hurish Chunder, and one Indranarain, who had purchased the 
interest of the two sons in respect to the dwelling-house. 

Nothing in particular seems to haye been then said as regards the Govern¬ 
ment promissory notes They stood in the name of Kudumbini, and bad 
been lost during her lifetime. After the death of Jugomohun, Surja Coomar 
and Haro Coomar alone applied to the Public Debt Office, for issue of duplicates. 
It is admitted by the plaintiff in the plaint, and it may also be gathered from 
the evidence, that these two persons obtained letters of administration in 
respect of the promissory notes ; and the Public Debt OHice on the authority 
of the said letters registered the names of Surja Coomar and Haro Coomar as 
the payees, and subsequently that of ope Uma Churn Ghose, who in November 
1885 obtained a conveyance from those two individuals, of the notes; but 
before the duplicates could be issued, it was brought to the notice of the Comp¬ 
troller-General of Accounts that there was another person, Hurish Chunder, 
who was entitled to an interest in the said [32] notes. This person, however, 
subsequently (28th September 1886) wrote a letter to the Comptroller-General, 
disclaiming all interest, and acquiescing in the duplicates being issued to Uma 
Chum; and it is proved on the evidence that this was done in consideration of 
Rs. 375, which Uma Chum paid to him, Hurish Chunder. We may therefore 
take it that there was a transfer by both the sons and grandson to Uma Chum. 

On the 21st September 1887 Mr. JBraunfeld, as representing Messrs. 
Speed and Company, entered into a contract with Uma Churn for the purpose 
of these promissory notes, and paid Bs. 800 as part consideration; but before 
a conveyance could be executed the plaintiff Preonath obtained in the first 
instance a bill of sale (5th October 1887) from Hurish Chunder of a third share* 
of the notes, and in the second place from Saroda Sundari (20th Ootobec 
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1887) of a 3 annaA 13 gundahs share in these notes, she representing herself 
to be the owner of a 4-anna share as the widow of Jugomohun Gossain, 
and relinquishing to him (the plaintiff) the share of 1 anna 8 gundahs and 
odd already sold by Hurish in excess of his legitimate share. The plaintiff, on 
the 23rd October 1887, gave notice of his purchase to Mr. Braunfeld, who, 
however, on the 12th January 1888 completed his purchase hy obtaining from 
Uma Churn a regular conveyivnco on payment of the balance of the consider¬ 
ation money that had been agreed upon. 

The plaintiff subsequently applied to the Comptroller-General to have his 
name registered as payee in respect of a moiety share, but that officer said 
that this could not be done unless he, the plaintiff, established his right in the 
Civil Court, Thereupon the plaintiff brought the present suit. 

The Subordinate Judge has dismissed the suit He is of opinion that by 
reason of the separation between the son^ and grandson of Jugomohun, the 
partition of the dwelling-house between Hurish Chunder, Indranarain (pur¬ 
chaser) and the widow, and recognition of her share in the estate of Jugomohun 
by the purchaser, Kedar Nath Labiri, under the transaction of the 26th 
September 1885, she must be taken to be entitled to a share, and which 
is one-fourth, in the promissory notes, as part of that estate; and that 
therefore, the plaintiff has acquired a valid right by his purchase from 
that lady ; but that notwithstanding this, he, the plaintiff, could not 
succeed as against the defendant No. 7, Mr. Braunfeld, •"because the pro¬ 
perty in the promissory notes passed to the latter on the 2l8t 
September 1887; that he purchased in good faith for a valuable con¬ 
sideration from the assignee of the defendants 1 and 2, who were the only 
persons that had obtained letters of administration, and that the only other 
person who was known to have any interest as an heir of Jugomohun, viz., 
Hurish Chunder, had put in a disclaimer in the office of the Comptroller-General 
of Accounts. 

Against this decree the plaintiff has appealed to this Court. 

The first question that we have been called upon to decide in this appeal 
is whether Saroda Sundari had any interest in the promissory notes, such as 
she could pass under a conveyance to the plaintiff. 

The rights of a Hindu widow having several sons, such as Saroda Sundari 
is, have been considered in Shea Dyal Tewaree v. Jttdoonath Tewaree (9 W. B., 
61), Kedar Nath Goondoo Ghoiodhry v. Hemangim Dassi (1. L. E., 13 Cal., 336), 
Sorolah Dossee v. Bhooliin Mohan Neoghy (1. L. B., 15 Cal., 292), and 
Hemangtm Dan v. Kedar Nath Knndu Chowdhun (L. B., 16 I. A., 115). The 
result of these cases seems to be, so far as they hear upon the question now 
before us. that a Hindu widow having several sons is entitled to be maintained 
from the estate left by her husband so long as the sons remain undivided; and 
that if and when the sons come to a partition of the paternal estate, she is 
entitled for her life to a share equal to that of each of the sons ; but that the 
share which she thus takes is nut in right of her being a co-parcener, having 
any pre-existing interest in the estate, but in lieu of, or by way of provision for 
maintenance. If, therefore, it were necessary to decide in this case whether 
Saroda Sundari was entitled to a fourth share in the estate of Jugomohun, it 
would be necessary to consider whether there was a partition in law between 
the sons and grandson of Jugomohun, such as would entitle the widow, Saroda 
Sundari, to claim a share in her husband’s estate. The Subordinate Judge does 
not seem to have addressed himself to this question, and we do not quite follow 
all the reasons upon which he held that Saroda Sundari was entitled bo a share. 
But in the view that [Si] we take, and which we shall presently express, of 
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the rights that the defendant has aoquired, vre do not think it is necessary to 
express any opinion on the question. 

As regards the conveyance executed by Hurish Chunder, we are of opinion 
that the plaintiff aoquired no title under it, Hurish Chunder having had already 
put in a disclaimer in the Comptroller-General's office upon receipt of a valuable 
consideration from Uma Churn and acquiescing in the duplicates being issued 
to him. This was long before Hurish Chunder sold to the plaintiff, and it is 
obvious that that sale could not give him, the plaintiff, any tilde as againsti 
Uma Churn, or his assignee, Mr. Braunfeld. 

Then, as regards the question, what is the title which Uma Chum aoquired 
under his purchase from the defendants 1 and 2 in November 1885, the matter 
seems to stand thus— 

The promissory notes, as already mentioned, stood in the name of 
Kudumbini, and the defendants 1 and 2 obtained letters of administration in 
respect thereto, and being administrators they had the power, with the consent 
of the Court, to dispose of them (Act V of 1881, section 90"). The consent of 
the Court was not, however, obtained to the sale which they made to Uma 
Churn ; but this circumstance by itself would not make the sale void, as the 
defect of title has been cured by Act VI of 1889, section 19, the operation of 
which section is retrospective, and there is no other fact Ahat we know of in 
this case which* would invalidate the sale. If the administrators have 
misapplied the estate of the deceased, or have by this transaction subjected it to 
loss or damage, they are liable to make good the loss or damage, (section 114 t, 
Act V of 1881), but there is no reason to hold that the sale in question is bad. 

It has, however, been contended that the sale by the administrators was 
not gtia administrators, but as heirs of Kudumbini, and therefore the sale does 
not bind Saroda Sundari or her assignee, the plaintiff. We are, however, of 
opinion that the fact that the conveyance does notdescribe the defendants 1 and 2 
as administrators, but as heirs, does not affect the case, because either as 
administrators, or as heirs they were entitled to sell, though no doubt 
as heirs they could not sell anything more than their [891 own shares. 
The purchase-money, however, came into their hands ; and as administrators 
they would be bound to administer the same as part of the assets of the estate ; 
but whether they do so or not, it does not affect the title of the purchaser. 
(See in this connection. West of England and South Wales District Bank v. 
Murch (L. R., 23 Oh. D„ 138) and Corser v. Cartwright (L. R., 7 H. L., 731). 

We hold, therefore, that Uma Churn acquired a good title under his pur¬ 
chase ; and it follows, therefore, that he was entitled to sell the notes to Mr. 
Braunfeld. No doubt, before Mr. Braunfeld obtained his conveyance, the 
plaintiff gave him notice of his purchase, but this was after he (Mr. Braunfeld) 
had entered into a contract for the purchase with Uma Churn, and paid a 
portion of the purchase-money. 


* [ Bee. 90 An executor or administrator has power, with 
Power of executor or ad- the consent of the court by which the probate or letters of 
ministrator to dispose of administration was or were granted, to dispose of the property 
property. of the deceased, either wholly or m part, in such manner as m 

thinks fit: 


Provided that the Court may, when granting probate or letters oladministeation, exempt 
the executor or administrator from the necessity of - obtaining such consent as to the whole 
or any specified part of the assets of the deceased.] 


t£Beo. lUThe 
Conditional assent. 


assent of an executor to a legacy may be conditional, and if the 
condition be one which he has a right to enforce, and it is not 
performed, there is no assent.] 
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Upon these grounds we are of opinion that the plaintiff is not entitled to 
suoorad in this case; the result being that the appeal will be^ dismissed with 
costs. 

Appeal dtsmisaed. 

T.A.P. 


[ 19 Cal 86 ] 

OEIGINAL CEIMINAL. 

The asth Augtist, 1891. 

Present; 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice. 

Queen-Empress 

versus 

Jogendra Chunder Bose and others. 

Disaffection and disapptohation— Penal Code (Act XLV of 1860), 
ss, I'MA, 600 — Defamation. 

The terms ' disaffection’ and ‘ disapprobation' explained, and section 124A referred to 
and explained to the Jury. 

JOOENDRA Chunder Bose, Kristo Chunder Banerjee, Brojo Ea] Baner- 
jee, and Arunodoy Eoy were committed for trial at the Calcutta Sessions by 
the Officiating Chief Presidency Magistrate as the Proprietor, Editor, Manager, 
and Printer of the Bangobasi, a weekly vernacular newspaper, having a large 
mofussil circulation and having its office at No. 34-1, Colootollah Street. 

The accused were charged under sections 124A and 500 of the Penal Code 
with attempting to excite feelings of disaffection to the Government established 
by law in British India, and with [36] defaming the Government of India by 
publishing certain articles on the 28th of March, the 16th of May, and the 6th 
of June 1891. The charges under section 500 were, however, during the course 
of the argument at the trial, struck out. 

The articles in respect of which the above charges were framed were five 
in number, and may be shortly summarised as follows;— 

“ Our Condition." 

" The English ruler is our lord and master, and can interfere with our 
religion and usages by brute force and European civilisation. The Hindu is 
powerless to resist; but he is superior to your nation in good morals, in gentle 
conduct, and in good education. Hindu civilisation and the Hindu religion are 
in danger of being destroyed.” 

“ The Revealed form of the English Ruler," 

'* The En^ishman stands revealed in his true colours. He has the rifle and 
bayonet and glanders the Hindu from the might of the gun. How are we to 
conciliate him ? We cannot expect mercy or justice from him, Our chief fear 
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is that religion will be destroyed, but the Hindu religion will nevertheless 
remain unshaken.” 

"For the uncivilised, undisguised policy is good." 

“We suffer from the ravages of famine, from inundations, from the 
oppressive delays of the law courts, from accidents on steamers and railways. 
All these misfortunes have become more prevalent with the extension of 
English rule in India ; but uur rulers do not attempt to remove* these troubles 
or to ameliorate our condition. .All their compassion is expended in removing 
the imaginary grievances of girl-wives, and in mtorforing with our customs. 
We should freely vent our real grievances.” 

” The ntost impoitant and the first idea of the uncivilised Hindu ” 

“ We are unable to rebel, but we are not of those who say it would be 
improper to do so if we could \Ve*have been conquered by brute force, but 
we are superior to the English in etliics and inoialitv, in which we have 
nothing to learn from them. You ma\ crush the bodv, but you cannot affect the 
mind. Others like [37 j .Auiungzeob and Kalapahar have tiled before you and 
failed. You sliould not try and suppi’ess girl-marriage liecause you won at 
Plassey and Assaye It is error and prebumption on voui part to attempt to 
reform our morals.” 

• “ What IS the end to he ? ” 

It • 

The outlook i^ a gloomy one Tn oO vears death is certain, as food has 
quadrupled in prihe in the last 30 xears. The land is fertile, yet a mountain 
could be coubtructed fioni the bones of those who ponshed in the Orissa 
famine alone. Parents have devoured their children. Paniines must result 
from high iirices, and the recent not at Benares is to bo attributed to this 
cause. Educatiiin renders people unfit to H.irn their living bv manual labour. 
The cause of all tins is tlie drain put upon the country liy the Biitisli (Jovern- 
ment which will never cease until the countiv is completely exhausted.” 

Other articles w'ero referred to at the trial written subsequently to the 
above dates, and up to within a week of the iinti.itiun of the proceedings. 
These articles were sought tr» be used lu the character ot fresh evidence to 
show animus on the part of tlie accused. 

The Officiating Standing Counsel (Mr. I'uqh), Mr. Wnodruffe, Mr. Eiaiis, 
and Mr. Dunne apiiearod for the Crown 

# Mr Jackson, Mr. N. N. tihuse, Mr. Giahani, and ’'Ir Sinha appeared for 
the accused 

Mr Pugh in opening the case fur tlie prosecution at great length, first 
dealt with the topics referred to in the articles, which have been noticed briefly 
for the purposes of the present report .Vud m connection with the liberty of 
the Press, pointed out that it liad onl,\ been interfeiod with for three years 
since Lord Metcalfe’s time (1835), that is to sav, in 18,07, and from 1 h 78 to 
1881, and continued as follows —If the Press are at liberty to hold up the 
Government of a ooutitry to public execration a« lieing destrovera and perse¬ 
cutors of the people, as having a settled design to destroy the religion of the 
people, and as being the cause of famines and other calamities, it woij^d be 
impossible for any Government to exist. That amounts to exciting feelings of 
disloyalty and diaatTeciion, which [38j has found vent in riots at Calcutta, 
Benares, and elsewhere. I would refer to the remarks of Baron Deasy in the 
case of Eeg. v. Pigott 111 Cox. Or. Ca., 6(5 (61)], in which it was pointed out 
that the Government had a right to protect itself by bringing the newspaper 
before a Jury. If newspapers attempt to excite feelings of sedition and no 
redress can be obtained from Juries, then some stringent measures curtailing 
the liberty of the Press, as had been done in 1878, would have to he adopted. 
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The case of Ireland is analogous to the casi here, and Beg. v. PigoU [11 Oox. 
Gr. Ca., 60 (61)] is therefore a case in point. In these articles no attempt at 
a reasonable discussion of the Age of Consent Bill is to be found. There is nothing 
but vituperation and invective. In one of the articles it is stated that rebellion 
was not possible, and the intention here is to bring the people into this frame 
of mind :—“ We would rebel if we could,” which is inconsistent with loyalty 
to Government. The intention of the articles in referring to famines and high 
prices and charging the Government with persecuting the Hindu religion is to 
make the people discontented and dissatisfied. These writings must be 
measured with reference to the circumstances of a country where there is 
always danger of riots It is always dangerous to attempt to excite the 
religious feelings of the people, and where the Government is compared to the 
Emperor Aurungzeeb, one of the most persistent persecutors of the Hindu 
religion, and to Kalapahar, whose name was held in the greatest abhorrence 
by Hindus, surely the public peace is imperilled. Again, the articles are 
directed to inflame the prejudices of people of the lower classes by appealing 
to their superstitious feelings. With this object the British Government were 
compared to revolting characters in the Hindu mythology. 


[]\tr. Vugh then proceeded to read and comment on the articles at length, 
and in addressing the Court upon the history and construction of section 124A, 
continued as follows] :— 

Section 124 A was framed hy the Indian Law Commissiciiers m lfi37, the 
enfranchisement of thePross having taken placein 1835. In 1839 it was proposed to 
insert the section in the draft Penal Code. The section was, however, unaccount¬ 
ably omitted from the Indian Penal Code in 1860. In 1870 the present section 
[39} became law, and from that time tc this there has been no prosecution 
under the section. Practically the offence before the .Jury is the attempting to 
excite, by words intended to be read, feelings of disaffection to the Govern¬ 
ment, the Explanati07i to the section is intended to cover every sort of lawful 
criticism of the measures of the Government. Merely to excite disappiobation 
is not an offence, hut the disapprobation must be compatible with a disposi¬ 
tion to support the authority of the Government against unlawful attempts to 
subvert or resist that authority. It is impossible to say that these articles are 
consistent with such a disposition to render obedience to and to support the 
Government. The term ‘ disaffection ’ is a wide one, and does not necessstfly 
point to a direct incitement to rebellion or any particular form of force, ^e 
word is used in the State trials for seditious libel before the Commonwealth, 
and in Ludlow’s Memotrs as applicable to persons discontented with the 
Government, who did not show their discontent by overt acts. The meaning 
is to be or cause to be without affection, attachment, friendship, regard, love, 
or goodwill; to dislike, to have discontent, to dissatisfy, to discompose.”—- 
Metropolitan Encyclopcedia, 1845. 


In the present case the Jury must go upon s. 124A. The law of 
England is even stricter than the section, and it is laid down in Sir J. Stephen’s 
History of the CrimtnalLaw (Chap. 24, Vol. II., p. 395), that the law of 
France and Germany, not to speak of that of Eussia, is severer than that of 
England A seditious intention by the law of England is an intention not 
merely to bring into disrepute or excite disaffection against the Government or 
the Constitution of the United Kingdom, but to raise discontent or dissatis¬ 
faction between different classes of Her Majesty’s subjects. In India, appa¬ 
rently, it is not an offence to incite claos against class, and s. 124A has 
nothing to do with this subject.. The case af Beg. v. Bums and others (16 Cox. 
Cr. Ca., 355) will be relied upon to show tlukt there must be some direct 
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appeal to arms, but the question in t^at case was whether there had been any 
inoitemenc to one class to use force against another class. That case, there¬ 
fore, and others of the same kind have no application to the present. Then 
the discussions which took place in the Council with reference to this 
section and with reference to the Vernacular Press Acts should not be taken 
into consideration in order to arrive at the meaning and construction of the 
section. With regard to the meaning of ‘ attempt,’ the .Tury will have to'look 
to the words which the writer of these articles has used to express his inten¬ 
tion, and to the surrounding circumstances. Stephen’s Digest of the Criminal 
Law, articles 91—94. In the case of Beg. v. Burdett [4 B. & Aid., 95 (131)] 
Mr. Justice Best lays down that it is for the Jury to collect the intention 
from the paper itself, unless it is explained by the mode of publication or by 
any other cirourastances. The Jury were to see whether the words used were 
likely at that period to excite dissatisfaction and irritation, and if they were 
likely to induce sedition, the intention must be presumed to he to excite what 
the act was likely to produce. [The remarks of Holuoyd, .7., at page 135 of 
the report were also referred to.] The present case is covered by the case of 
Beg. V. O'Connell (11 Cl & F , 156), which was held to be a case of conspiracy, 
because the objects were unlawful. In the case of Be.g v. Hullioaii (11 
Cox Cr. Ca., 44), the duty of the Jury is correctly laid down by FITZGERALD, J., 
when he charged the Jury that they should deal with the articles in a fair and 
liberal spirit, not^picking out an objectionable sentence hero or a strong word 
there, or giving undue importance to inflated and turbid language, but looking 
at the real intention and spirit of the articles (II Cox. Cr. Ca., 59). 

Witnesses were then called as to the publication of the articles by the 
accused, after which Mr. Evans summed up in detail the evidence for the 
prosecution. 

Petheram, C.J. —I shall direct the Jury as to the meaning of the 
section. 

Mr. Jackson. -1 submit that it is for the Jury to decide with regard both 
to law and fact. 

Petheram, C.J. —It will he my duty to direct the Jury on the construc¬ 
tion of the section. 

C«3 Mr. Jackson .—There is no case to go to a Jury under a. 124-A. 
Th4l|Dfl’ence under that section really consists in writing a seditious libel, and 
the publishing it or causing it to be published is no offence under the Penal 
Code. The prosecution admit that they have been unable to discover who is 
the writer of these articles. The only person liable is the composer of the 
articles. If s L24-A be read by the side of s. 499, it will be seen that 
no mention is made of publication in the foimer section, and its omission 
must have been intentional, as the framers of the law had already the defamation 
section before them. In England, under Lnrd Campbell’s Act, the publication 
of the libel itself had to be proved, and a person is not criminally lesponsible 
for the acts of his agents— Beg. v. Holbrook and others (L. R., 3 Q. B. D., 60). 

Petheram, C.J. —It appears to me perfectly clear that there is a ci^e to 
go to the Jury. The question turns upon the meaning of s. 124-A, and 
Mr. Jackson’s contention is that only the speaker of the words or the composer 
of the sentences is liable under the section^ 1 do not think that contention is 
borne out by the words of the section. The offence is attempting to excite 
disaffection by words intended to be read, and 1 think that whoever the 
composer or the writer might be, by whomsoever the writing or the printing 
was composed, the person who used*them for that purpose within the opinion 
of the Jury was guilty of an offence under s. 124-A. 
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Mr. Jackson .—I would ask to have the point reserved under s. 25 of 
the Charter. 

Pethapam, C.J., declined to reserve the point 

IMr. Jackson, in proceeding to address the Tory, referred to the case of 
Req. V. Sulhvan (11 Cox. Cr. Ca., 52), for the purpose of showing that both 
the law and the facts were for the consideration of the Jury, it being for them 
to determine the whole question of law and fact, whether this was a seditious 
libel or not. He referred to the history of the Press in India, and proceeded 
to call the attention of the .Turv to the interpretation which the section had 
received [42] from Sir JAMES STEPHEN and others And on this point 
continued] ■— 

Originally the section was s. llSot Macaulay’s Penal Code, but was for 
some reason omitted from the Code itself Sir J. SxilPHEN, when the matter 
came to be considered in the ve,ir JH70, referred to Sii Haunes Peacoi'K, who 
on looking at his notes, said lie thought the section had been omitted by 
mistake, hut had no po.siui\e recollection (vido (iazeitc of India, August 
6th, 1870, Supp. Vol, 1010, 13111 There was on that occasion a 

discussion as to section 113, and Kn J liAHNhs PiSACOi’K jiioposed a section 
which was thought to he too severe, and no corresponding section was enacted. 
Sir J. Stephen in introducing the present section explained what the law' of 
England then was, and stated that h<’ proposed that section 124-A should be 
passed into law, because if there weie no provision in thdiaw of India, the 
offence would fall under the common law of England, and would be more 
severely punishable , and he most distinctly asserted thiit tiiore must be an 
intention to resist by force or an attempt to excite resistance by force before 
the offence could be brouglit under the piescnt section. The peculiarity of 
the law of treason in England is that it considers every thought of the heart 
criminal, w’hich is to be punished as soon as it is manifested by any overt 
act, but the clause as it stands insists on a distinction hetw'een dis¬ 
affection and disapprobation. .\ person ma\ fieelv say what he pleases about 
any Government measure or any public man as long as it is consistent with 
a disposition to render obedience to tiu lawful authoiit> of Government. In 
connection with this subject Sir .1 STEPHEN has eloarlv said that the 
freedom of the press would not ho curtailed so long as the principle above 
laid down was adhered to. Sir J Stephen has pointed out that artH^les 
far more violent than the ones which liave hoeu made the subject of this 
prosecution had appeared in the Englisli ncwsjiapers in India and had passed 
unnoticed. LMr Jacksem then roferrod to Lord Hohuohsk's minutes of 
the 18th May 1875 and the 10th .August 1876 in connection with the 
discussions on the Vernacular Press Act, and also referred to Lord Lytton’S and 
Sir A. Abbuthnot's siteeches m Council, adopting these as part of his argu¬ 
ment to show the view wdiich those authorities then took as to the scope and 
[48] meaning of the present section - -vide Gasette of India, Supp. Vol.. 1878, 
pages 457 to 481.] The interpretation then put upon the section by those 
competent to do so must-be taken as the right interpretation. The Jury have 
a rignt to take into account the opinion ot such men as Sir J. STEPHEN, and up 
to the year 1878 there was hut one opinion as to the meaning of the section. 
When the Vernacular Press Act was repealed in the year 1882, it was again 
exprwsly laid down that the freedom of the native press was to he interfered 
with only on very special occasions —Gazette of India, Supp. Vol., 1882, page 90. 

(Mr. Jackson then went through the articles in great detail, and argued 
that they contained no direct incitement to*rebellioD or the use of force, and did 
not exceed the bounds of legitimate criticism, when allowance was made for 
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the difference between European and native methods of thought and the con¬ 
servative character of the paper. He also referred to the arguments for and 
against the Age of Consent Bill.] 

Petheram, C.J., charged the Jury as follows; - 

The four accused are charged with an oii’ence under s. 124 A of the 
Penal Code, and inasmuch as the offence in question is treated and defined by 
that section, I have thought it desirable tiiat you should have tiie section 
itself in your hands whilst I explained the law to you, and also W’hilst it w'as 
being discussed by Mr. Jackson, There are reall\ two questions for you to 
consider. First, you must clearly understand what it is that has been made into 
an offence, bv the section, and when you undeistand that, you hiive to consider 
whether the evidence before you proves that sucii an offence lias been commit¬ 
ted bv the prisoners The section is divided into two parts, and is as 
follows:—“ Whoever, bv words eithei spoken or intended to be road, or by 
signs, or hv visible representation, or otlierwise, I'xcites or attempts to 
excite feelings of disaffection to the Goveinmeiit established liv law in British 
India, shall be punished with transportation for life oi foi anv term, to which 
a fine may he added, or with imiirisonment for a term which may extend to 
three years, to wliich fine nia\ be added, or wnth fine ” 

“ Explanation. -Sbch a disapprobation of the measui’es of the Govern¬ 
ment as IS compatible with a disposition to render obedience [443 to the 
lawful authority df the Goveriiinont, and to support tlie lawful authority of the 
Government, against unlawful attempts to sulmiit oi resist that authority, is 
not disaffection. Therefore the making of cominonts on the tnoasuros of the 
Government with the intention of exciting only this species of disapprobation 
is not an offence within this clause ” 

Mr e/a(?A:.s'e« contended that tiio woids “ disaffection ” and “ disapproba¬ 
tion” wi've synonymous words, and had one and the same meaning If that 
reasoning wore sound, it would be impossible for an\ person to ho convicted 
under the. section, as evoiv class of w’vitiiig would bo within the explanation. 
But you, gentlemen of the -fury, aie thori>ughi\ acquainted with the English 
language, and must know that there is a very wide difference between the 
moaning of the tw’o words disaffection and disapprobation Whenever the 
prefix ‘dis’ is added to a word, the word formed conveys an idea the opposite to 
thA convoyed by the word without the prefix. Disaffection ini'ans a fooling 
contrary to affection , in other w'ords, dislike or liatred Disapiirobation means 
simply disapproval It is quite possible to disappiove of a man’s sentiments or 
action and yet to like him The meaning of the two words is so distinct that I 
feel it hardly necessary to tell you that the contention of Mr Jackson cannot be 
sustained. If a person uses either apokeo or written words calculated to create in 
the minds of the persons to whom they are addressed a disposition not to obey 
the lawful authority of the Government, or to subvert oi resist that authority, 
if and when occasion should arise, and if he does so with the intention of creat¬ 
ing such a disposition in his hearers or readers, lie will be guilty of the offence 
of attempting to excite disaffection within the meaning of the section, tJ;iough 
no disturbance is brought about by his words or any feeling of disaffection, in 
fact, produced by them. It is sufficient for the purposes of the section that 
the words used are calculated to excite feelings of lU-will againijt the 
Government and to hold it up to the hatred and contempt of the people, 
and that they were used with the intention to create such feeling. The 
second question for you, gentlemen of the Jury, then, will be whether, 
upon the evidence before you, v6u think that the articles circulated by 
the prisoners were calculated to create such feelings in the minds of 
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CM] their readers, and if so, whether they intended to create such feeling by 
their circulation. 

Haying taken this explanation of the section from me, it now rests with 
you to decide whether the accused by the words of the articles which were 
intended to be read have been guilty of an attempt to excite disaffection against 
Ibhe Government. You will have to bear in mind the class of fiaper which is 
being prosecuted and the class of people among whom it circulated, taking into 
consideration the articles which have been made the subject of the indictment and 
the others which have been put in during the course of the trjal. Those articles 
are not addressed to the lowest or most ignorant mass of the people. You 
will see from the article referring to jute that the\ were not addressed to the 
cultivating classes. They are addressed to people of the respectable middle 
class who can read and understand their meaning- more or less the same class 
as the writers. You will have to consider, not only the intent of the person who 
wrote and disseminated the articles among the class named, but the probable 
effect of the language indulged in. Then you will have to consider the relations 
between the Government and the people, and having considered the peculiar 
position of the Government, and the consequence to it of any well-organized 
disaffeotion, you will have to decide whether there is an attempt or not to dis¬ 
seminate matter witli the intention of exciting the feelings of the people till they 
become disaffected.' British India is part of the British Empire, and is govsrned 
like other parts of the Empire by persons to whom the powrt- is delegated for 
that purpose. There is a great difference between dealing with Government in 
that sense and dealing with any particular administration. Were these articles 
intended to excite feelings of enmity against the Government, or. on the 
other hand, were thev merely expressing, though in strong language, disapproba¬ 
tion of certain Government measures? You will bear in mind that the question 
you have to decide has reference to the intention ; and, in fact, the crime 
consists of the intention, fur a man might lawfully do the act without the 
intention. The evidence of the intent can only be gathered from the articles. 
The ultimata object of the writer may be one thing, but if, in attaining 
that object, he uses as the means the exciting of disaffection against the 
Government, [463 then ho would be guilty under section i24A. If you think 
that these peuple, with r-he object of procuring the repeal of the Age of Consent 
Act, or of increasing the sale of their paper, disseminated these articles intending 
to excite feelings of enmity, you will be bound to find a verdict of guilty. As to 
the evidence of intent, the articles are the only evidence. The charges are 
based on the five articles which are the subject of the indictment. Other 
articles have been quite properly put in during the progress of the trial, but no 
charges are laid in connection with the latter. They were put in, some 
by the prosecution and some by the defence, to prove that their 
view of the intent of the articles charged was indicated in the others. 
These articles have been read and re-read to you, gentlemen, so frequently, that 
1 do not consider it necessary to discuss them in detail again. 1 will simply 
touch on their bearing on the case, and as to whether they disclose an intent 
to cai^e disaffection or disapprobation only. 

[His Lordship then proceeded to refer to the articles and afterwards 
contii|yaed—I 

It will be for you to come to a decision on the tone of these articles. You 
must not look to single sentences or isolated expressions, but take the articles 
as a whole, and give them a full, free, and generous consideration as Lord 
FitzitBBAIjD has said; and even allowing the accused the benefit of a doubt 
you wiU have to say whether the uticles are fair comments and merely 
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expressions of disapprobation, or whether they disclose an attempt to excite 
enmity against the Government. 

In leaving the matter to your consideration, gentlemen of the Jury, I 
would ask you, and ask you earnestly, to dismiss from your minds all questions 
of prejudice, and look at this matter in as impartial a spirit as possible. The 
only question is that of the intent; you have nothing to do with the policy of # 
the Government in instituting this prosecution, or the policy of the Government 
in passing the Consent Act, or what has been called the Gagging Act; you 
have nothing to do beyond dealing with the evidence in this case; and if you 
allow anything else to influence you in your decision upon the question before 
you, you will be failing in your duty. 

Your opinion should not be influenced by the opinions of any person 
however eminent. The opinions of luany great men have been quoted to you, 
and you have been requested to accept those opinions as your own in arriving 
at a correct decision in this case. I would repeat that you are not to accept 
the opinion of any one, be he ever so eminent; if you do so, you would not be 
doing your duty; you are to ]udge of this case, and give your verdict only on the 
evidence in the case. The only question fur you to decide is, were the articles 
intended, and were they likely, to cause disaffection. The defence urge that 
the articles only expressed disapprobation of Government measures ; the 
prosecution say they were deliberate attempts to incite the people to 
disaffection. 1 hti^e now dealt with the whole matter, and having told you 
what is the law to guide you, T now ask you to consider your verdict on the 
evidence before you. 

The Jury then retired to consider their verdict On tlieir return the 
Clerk of the Crown asked them if they were agreed upon their verdict. 

The Foreman of the Jury stated that the Jury were not agreed, and that 
there was no chance of their returning an unanimous verdict. Upon which 
His Lordship said that be would not take any verdict tliat was not unanimous 
in this case. 

The Jury were then discharged, the case being ordered to remain as a 
remanet for next Sessions, the accused being enlarged on hail. 

Attorney for the Prosecution : The Government Solicitor, Mr. B. L. Upton. 

Attoruev for the Accused ■ Baboo Kalli/ Nath Milter. 

A. A. 0. 


NOTES. 

[Since The Bmvgabasi case there have been many leading cases on the subject and the 
PeniU Code also was amended in 1898 by Act IV of 1898. See also (1897) ‘22 Bom., 129 ; 
(1908) S2 Mad., .9 ; 32 Mad., 384 ; (1897) 20 All , f5 ; (1907) 34 Cal., 991 ; (1908) 10 Bom., 
L. B., 848.] 
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KASHI CHUNDRA DEB V. 


[48] APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 30th and liOth June, 1891, 

Present : 

Mr JlTSTICK PlUOT AND MR. JCSTICE BaNER.TBE. 


Kashi Chundra Deb.Petitioner 

versus 

Gopi Krishna Deb and others.Intervenors." 


Limitation Art (XV of 16T/), Art. 178- -Revocation ofpiobate, application 
for — Intervenors, liifht of, to uphold probate and suppoit will — 
Mortyage’is, rtifht of, to uphold probate and .support will. 

Applicatiorib for prolmt'C, or letter'', til certificates of administration, do not fall within 
the provisions of .Article 1781 of the Limitation Act. 

MortgaRoes of the'"-tate'if a deciased person have an iiitere&t in such estate entitling 
them to intervene and lie ho.ird in oppohituni to an application made to withdraw 
probate. 

This was an apfilieation made by one Kaslii Chundra Thakoor on the 
9th Mav 189fl for revocation ot probate of the will of one Sliih]OV Wazeer, 
deceased, winch ptohatehad been planted on the Ist Anjjust IH7H to one 
Gopi Krishna Tiiakoor, the sole executor and manager of the testator’s estates 
under the said will. 

Shih]oy Waiioerdicd on the 29th September 187.'), having made his alleged 
will on the 26th Soptoinher of the saino >oar, and leaving him surviving three 
sons, a grandson (the petitioner in this case), and two daughters 

Gopi Krishna in his character as exeentor niuitgaged and otherwise dealt 
with the estate of the testator . and this a)ipiicatioti was* opposed bv the mort¬ 
gagees of the testator’s estate 

The petitioner contended that the mortgugeos had no such interest in the 
estate as would admit of their opposing the revocation asked for. 

The District Judge overruled this objection and allowed the mortgagees 
to appear and cross-examine the witnesses produced on either side, but refused 
to allow them to enter into matters with legaid to the genuineness of their 
alleged claims, stating that they were to lie allowed only to protect themselves 
from fraud 

[49} The mortgagees contended that the application was barred by limita¬ 
tion, and alleged that there was collusion between Kashi Chundra and Gopi 
Krishna with the object of defrauding them. 


• Appeal from Ortgitial Docroe No. 20 of 1801 againsl tho decree of 8. J Douglas, Ksq., 
Judge of Tipporah, dated the 13th of December 1890. 


t[Art. 178 — 

Description of application. 


Period of 
limitation. 


I’ime from which period 
begins 11 run. 


Applications for which no period 
of limitation is provided elsewhere 
in this schedule, or by the Code of 
Civil Procedure, section 230. 


Three years ... 


When the right to appl}- aecrues.J 
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On (ihe point as to whether ooUusion existed the Distriot Judge found that 
there were strong grounds for suspecting collusion, and that Oopi Nath had 
declined to appear in support of his own case, and that the witnesses to the 
will had been kept back, but stated that there was no direct evidence of such 
collusion, and therefore in accordance with the case of llaj Narain v. Rowahun 
Mull (22 W. B., 124), which laid down that collusion must be specially proved# 
held that the existence of collusion had not been sufficiently proved, whilst on 
the facts he found adversely to the will. 

On the question of limitation, Kashi Chundra alleged that he became 
aware of the existence of the probate when he became of age in Bysack 1295, 
and on this point the District Judge found that there was no satisfactory 
evidence of the date of Kashi Ghundra's birth, and that he (Kauhi Chundra) had 
failed to show that the applicatioi\ had been made within the three years 
allowed by article 178 of the Limitation Act, and he therefore held that the 
application was barred. 

Kashi Chundra appealed to the High Court, and the intervenors filed 
cross objections. 

Mr. Woodrofe, Mr. Evans, Dr. Rash Behan Ghose, Babu Han Mokun 
Chuckerbutty, and Babu Debmdra Rath Bamrjen for the Appellant. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul), Mr. Jackson, Mr Avetoom, Babu 
Tara Ktshore Ghowdhry, Babu Oobind Ghunder Das, Babu Golap Chunder 
Sircar, and Mouhri Strajul Islam for the opposing parties, the Bespondents. 

A preliminary question, namely, one of limitation, was first argued. 

Mr. Woodroffe. —Applications for probate do not fall within the provi¬ 
sions of article 178 of schedule II of the Limitation Act; Ishan Chunder Roy, 
In rc (I. L. R., 6 Cal., 707), Janaki v. Kesnvalu (I. L. B., 8 Mad., 207), 
Cd03 Queen-Empress v. Ajud Singh (I. L. B., 8 All., 350), Baimanekhai v. 
Manekji Eavayi (1. L. R., 7 Bom., 214), Govind Chunder Goswamiv. Itnngun- 
money (1. L. B., 6 Cal., 60). The finding of the dudge on this point is 
therefore erroneous. * 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) for the intervenors. 

The application is barred, such applications are numbered and tried as 
suits under the Civil Procedure Code. See s. 261, Succession Act, and sa. 55 
and 83 of tlie Probate and Administration Act. 

On this preliminary point the Court (PKiOT and BanERJEB, JJ.) on the 
96th June decided as follows:— 

In this case an application has been made for revocation of probate of the 
will of Bhib]oy Wazeer, the deceased The District Judge has found upon 
matters of facts brought before him adversely to the will, but he hi)|^ held that 
the application is barred, inasmuch as article 178 of the Limitation Act, in his 
judgment, applies to the case. We are of opinion that the matter is concluded 
by authority, and concluded by concurrent authority of so high a character, 
that it is unnecessary, and would be perliaps hardly seemly, to do more than 
to follow it without discussion. 

The cases of In the matter of Ishan Chunder Roy (I. L. B., 6 Cal, 707), 
Janaki y. Kesavalu (I. L. R., 8 Mad., 207), Queen-Empress y. Ajudia Singh 
(I. L. B., 10 All., 350), and Baimanekhai v. Manekjt Kavasjt (I. L. E., 7 Bom., 
214), a decision of Sir Michael Westbopp, are decisive as to the proposition 
that applications for probate or letters or qertifioates of administration do not 
fall within the provisions of article 178, schedule II. 

We therefore determine the quration of limitation in favour of the appel¬ 
lant. The decision appealed from must therefore, so far as it dismisses the 
application on the ground of limitation, be set aside. 


9 OSL.--99 
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The oroBB objections were then heard. 

Mr. Jackson on the same Bide, on the question of the intervenors* locus 
standi. —A mortgagee of the estate of a deceased has an interest in such 
estate entitling him to resist an application to v^ithdraw probate; Komo- 
lochun Dntt v. Ntlruttiin Mundle (I. L. B.. 4 Cal., 360), In re Bhobosoon- 
[8l3<f«n Dabee, Nohin Chunder Stl v BhoboosoondunJDabee (I. L. E.,6 Oal., 
460), Surbomongola Dassi v. Shashibhooshun Biswas (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 413). 

[Mr. .} DSTICE PiGOT. —There are two English cases on this point directly 
in your favour, viz.. Cross v. Cross (.12 \V. B. (Eng.) 694; 3 Sw. & Tr., 
292) and Lindsey v. Linds&y (21 W. B. (Eng.), 272.)] 

Mr. Evans for Kashi Chundra, the Appellant.—In Nilmoni Singh Deo v. 
Umanath Mookerjee [I. L. B., 10 Cal., 19 (27); L. B., 10 I. A.. 80] the Privy 
Council merely assumed for the purposes of that case that a purchaser from 
an heir could oppose or apply to have probate revoked , creditors have no locus 
standi to uphold probate. 

On the 29th June the judgment of the Court (PiGOT and Banebjbb, 
JJ,) was delivered by 

Pigot, J .—Having aheody decided the preliminary question of limitation 
in favour of the appellant, we liavu since heard the arguments upon the objeo* 
tion preferred by the intervenors. And upon an examination of the record it 
appears to us quite clear that the learned Judge below has erred in not afford¬ 
ing the interveners an opportunity of being heard upon this ease. 

It was contended that they were creditors, and that persons in their position 
were not entitled to appear and support the will. A decision of the Privy 
Council, in which the subject was touched upon, was cited ; but we held on 
Friday last, having regard to the authorities in this Court, not overruled by 
their Lordships of the Privy Council, that persons who are purchasers of 
interests under the will, from the executor, have a right to intervene. Two 
cases, not cited at the Bar, hut mentioned by us this morning, are in point, 
being cases in the Probate Court in England, in which the present Lord 
Penzance and Sir James Hannen have laid down the same principle, the one 
is the case of a purchaser, and the other of a mortgagee. The first is Cross v. 
Gross Ll2W. B. (Eng.), 69- ;3 Sw'. & Tr., 292] and the other is Lindsey v. 
Lindsey [21 W.E., (Eng.), 272]. Nor do wo think that the case cited in Lindsey 
V, Lindsey, namely, Drp/f and Chapot v. Delerielevse (2Sw. & Tr., 131), £82] is 
an authority against that proposition, as in Lindsey v. Lindsey, the case of 
Gloss v. Cross is relied on. We therefore hold it to be clear that the intervenors 
had a right to support the will in this case, had a right to be heard, 
had a ri^t to procure the attendance of witnesses, and appear in the 
full sense of the terra in which a party could appear to support a will. We 
consider it so none the less, under the circurastances such as are described by 
the learned Judge at page 82 of the Paper-book, which are in these words 
“ Gopi Krishna has all along declined to appear and give evidence in support 
of his own case, Gagan Chandra Dhar, a most important witness, has been 
kept jiack, and in every Way Gupi Krishna has been very remiss in the way he 
has had his case conducted.” 

We think, therefore, that we ought not to decide upon the case as it stands 
before us ; although, perhaps, there may he sufficient material to enable ns to 
form a pretty clear opinion upon it. But we think that under the circumstances 
the intervenors are entitled to have an opportunity of being heard; and the case 
must therefore go back to the learned Judge to enable them to obtain that 
hearing which they claimed and were not allowed. They are entitled to call 
such witnesses as tJney desire to adduce. 
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We direct that the case shall go back to the Lower Court for trial, in 
accordance with the directions contained in this order. 

We think the costs of this appeal ought to abide the result. We remit, 
and not remand, the case to the Lower Court. The costs in this appeal to be 
in the discretion of the Lower Court when it decides the case. 

T.A.P. Case remanded. 


NOTES 

[ See .ilbo (1893) IT Mad., 379 ] 


[ 19 Cal. 32 ] 

CRIMINAL REVISION. 

* The ‘4Sth September, IbUJ. 

Present; 

Mb. Justice Beverley and Mr. Justice .\Meer Ali. 

• ■ 11.1 I, ,m mm 

In the matter of the complaint of Ei. H. too Nizam of Hyderabad 

versii.'i 

A. M. Jacob. ’ 


Criminal Pfoccdure Code (Art. X of .«>. - Summons fa produce 

document or thing. 

A oomplamt huviog boeii preferred against an aroii^rd for crimiii.vl broach of trust 
with rafereuco (amongst othur items) to a sum of Rs. 1.77,131-1-2, [5S3 which rum was, 
in an enquiry hold by the Chief Presidency M.ign-trate, proved to have been paid to the 
accused in seventeen notes of rupees tun thousand each (the numbers of which wore 
identified) and the remainder in small notes and cash ; the accused in ernss-examination, 
for his own purposes, proved that fifteen of these notes wore still in his possession : where¬ 
upon an application was made, under section 91 f of the Code, for a summons on the accused, 
directing the production of these notes This application was refu-sod Subsequently the 
accused, through a third person, cashed five of tho^e notes, whereupon a second npplicatmn 
was made, under section 94, by the prosceulion for the production of the notes or their 
proceeds as against accused and such third person. The Magistrate granted summonses on 

* Criminal Buie No. 466 of 1891, against an order of A 1*. H.indlcy, Esq., Chief Presi¬ 
dency Magistrate of Calcutta, dated 19th September 1891. 

T £Sec. 9-1:—Whenever any Court, or, in an v place be> ond the limits of the towns of Cal- 
cuttaand Bombay, any ollicer iii charge of a Police station, considers 
Bummons to produce that the production of any document or other thing is iiecesgary 
document or other thing. or desirable for the purposes of any investigation, inquiry, trial 

or other proceeding under this Code by or before such Court or 
officer, such Court may issue a summons, or such offloer a written order, to the person in 
whose possession or power such document or thing is believed to be, requiring him to 
attend and produce it, or to produce it, at the timo^and place stated in the summons or order. 

Any person required under this section merely to produce a document or other thing 
shall be deemed to have complied with the requisition if he cause such doouiiient or thing to 
be produced instead of attending pcrsoiiall} to produce the same. 

Nothing in this section shall be deemed to affect the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, ss. 128 
and 124, or to ap{dy to a letter, mstoard, telegram or other document in the custody of the 
Poatri or Telegraph authorities.J 
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the accused and on such third person for the production of ten notes, but declined to grant 
a summons for such third person for the proceeds of the five notes cashed. The accused 
produced five of those notes which were in his possession or power ; the third person, however, 
stating that ho had in bis power five of the notes mentioned in the summons, claimed a lien 
on the same, and the Magistrate thereupon refused to make any order on him. The Magistrate 
(a rule having been obtained against him, calling on him to show cause why his order should 
not be set aside, and why the notes or the proceeds thereof m the hands of the third person 
should not be produced) stated in his explanatory letter that ho entertained doubts as to his 
power to compel such third person to produce the five notes, inasmuch as lien had been claimed 
on them, and that ho was of opinion that the proceeds of the notes cashed, not being 
specific objects, did not come within the purview of section 114. Held, that the Magistrate’s 
order must be set aside. 

This was a rule obtained by the prosecutidn calling upon the Chief Presidency 
Magistrate to show cause why an order made by him refusing t>o direct the 
production in his Court of certain currency notes or the proceeds thereof should 
not be set aside, and why an order should not be made for their production. 

The facts were as follows : — ^ 

The case before the Chief Presidency Magistrate was one of alleged 
criminal breach of trust with respect to a certain sum of money stated 
by the prosecution bo have been entrusted to the accused by the Nisam of 
Hyderabad. A portion of this sum, viz., Rs. l,77,131-l-!3, was proved by one 
of the witnesses for the prosecution to have been paid by the Bank of Bengal 
to the accused in the shape of seventeen notes for ten thousand rupees and 
some small notes and cash. The accused had, prior to the completion of the 
examination of this witness, voluntarily produced at the Bank of Bengal to this 
witness, who was a teller in the Bank, fifteen out of these identical ten thousand- 
rupee [84] notes, and had asked him to mark and identify them as being in his 
(the accused’s) possession on the 17th September 1891, and subsequently to such 
identification the fact that these notes were in the t> 08 Bession of the accused, 
was brought out by his counsel on cross-examination. 

Thereupon the prosecution applied to the Magistrate for a summons, 
under s. 94 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, on the accused, directing the 
production of these fifteen notes or their proceeds. This application was opposed 
and refused. On the following morning advertisements were inserted by the 
prosecution in the daily papers, warning the public against cashing or dealing 
with these notes. Such advertisement being in the opinion of the accused 
unjustifiable, he caused five of the above-mentioned notes to be cashed at 
the Currency Office through Mr. Burder, an attorney of the High Court 
of Judicature at Bombay; whereupon the prosecution made a fresh application 
to the Magistrate foi the issue of summonses, under s. 94, on the accused* 
and Mr. Burder, the application against the accused being for the production of 
the proceeds of the five notes cashed through Mr. Buider and of the remainder of 
the fifteen notes ; and against Mr. Burder for the production of such of the fifteen 
notes or the proceeds thereof as were in bis possession or power. This 
applioalion was opposed, but the Magistrate eventually directed summonses to 
issue on the accused and Mr. Burder for the production of the ten notes which 
remained ucibasbed, refusing to issue any summons with reference to the five 
notes which had bmn cashed. 

The accused, who was on bail, attended and undertook to produce through 
his attorney, in obedience to tbe summons, five of the ten thousand-rupee notes 
above referred to ; and this was subsequently done, whilst Mr. Burder attoided 
and put in the following written statement: “ 1 have five notes for Bs. 10,000 
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each, the numbers of which, I believe, ere some of the numbers mentioned 
in the summons. I am unable to say which. The notes are not in my posses¬ 
sion, and therefore I cannot produce thorn. They aie in my power. 1 claim 
a property in them, and I object to the Court depriving me of their possession.” 

The M^mstrate, notwithstanding objection taken, thereupon directed 
Mr.Burder toM sworn, andhimself examined him on his statement, recording the 
following evidence:—“I am a solicitor. [SSj 1 have live of these notes 1 am called 
on to produce in my power. I claim a lien on them in respect of my costs incurred, 
and to be incurred. 1 received these notes some time previous to the application 
made by Mr! Woodrofe. Before Mr. Woodroffc commenced the application 
I did not know he was going to make it.”- - lAt the instance of counsel for the 
prosecution, Mr. Burder was asked wliether ho was aware that these notes formed 
the subject-matter of the charge.] V 1 heard all the evidence in this case. 
I decline loapswer further.” 

On this evidence the Magistrate declined to make anv order on Mr. Burder, 
the actual words of tho only written order on the record being " No order made 
on Mr. Burder. Accused ap]}ear8 and undertakes to pruduce the remaining five 
notes on Monday,^ 1st.” 

The prosecution thereupon applied to tho High Court for a rule oalliug 
upon the Magistrate be show cause why his order refusing to direct the produc¬ 
tion in his Court of the ten currency notes or the proceeds •thereof should not 
be set aside, and why an order should not bo made for their production. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Caul) in applying for the rule referred 
to ss. 410 and 411 of the Penal Code, and alleged an undertaking by counsel 
for the accused to keep the notes intact until the end of the trial; referring 
also to 8. 517 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, and stating that it would be 
idle to enact s. 517 if before the conclusion of the trial no substratum, on 
which the order under s. 517 would operate, could be made use of: s. 94 of the 
Code was that substratum ; and further contended tliat the Magistrate had 
shown that it was desirable to' have the notes in Court by insisting on the 
production of tho five notes already produced, that the error made by the 
Magistrate was in taking Mr. Burder’s written statement as an answer to the 
summons; that lien was not sufficient answer, and referred to the case of 
Empress v. Joggessur Moohi (I. L. B, 3 Cal, 379) and Ex parte Madavji 
Dharramsi (12 Bom., II. C., 217). 

The Court (Bbveiiley and Ameek Ali, JJ ) granted a rule nisi in 
the terms set forth above, allowing counsel for the accused to appear on 
the hearing. At the hearing of tiiis rale an ailidavit in support im 
thereof was filed, setting out the tacts and alleging that at the time the 
Magistrate refused to gr4iit a summons on the accused on the first application, 
counsel for the accused had undertaken or given the Magistrate to understand 
that the accused did not intend to touch the said notes, but would preserve 
them intact until the end of the trial. Tins allegation was denied on affidavit 
by the defence, the deponent in such affidavit stating that he ‘distinctly alleged 
that no undertaking of any kind whatever was made by the accused,,or by 
counsel on his l)ehalf, with reference to the notes, but that to the best of his 
reoolleotion what passed on the occasion referred to was that Mr. Inverarity, 
after opposing the application, added that the accused was anxiou^, if he could 
possibly do so, to keep the notes till the end of the trial.’ The Magistrate’s 
letter of explanation was also placed on the record, in which he, amongst other 
things, stated that he entertained doubts whether he had power to compel the 
fffoductioQ of the five notes in Mr. Burder’s possession, inasmuch as be had 
dauned a btmd fide lien for costs incurred and to be incurred; and that as regards 
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the five notes which had been cashed, he was of opinion that the proceeds, not 
being specific objects, did not fall within the section, and that the Nizam was 
sufiioiently secured, inasmuch as the diamond and Bs. 50,000 had been 
impounded. 

Mr. Ghose (with him Mr. Pearson) to show cause.—There iamo precedent 
for a private prosecutor coming up on revision in an interlocutory proceeding of 
this sort during the pendency of an enquiry before the Magistrate. More 
especially should the Court he reluctant to interfere where, as in this case, the 
Magistrate has issued a summons instead of issuing a writ of attachment. 
The Magistrate lias no powei to make an order for production unless the docU' 
ment or thing called fur is necessary or desirable for the purposes of the trial or 
other proceeding. The prosecution have given all their evidence on that part of 
the case touching on these notes, and there is no allegation in their afiidavit as to 
the notes or their proceeds being necessary for any purpose whatever in the trial. 
The applications in the Magistrate’s Court were botli made on the ground that 
the notes were stolen pi-operty. Such an allegation is absurd, seeing that 
the enquiry before the Magistrate is still pending. Section 517 of the Code 
[87] does not apply until the conclusion of a trial, and has no application ; 
therefore all the English cases under s. 100 of 24 and 35 Vic , c. 96, and 
7 and 8 Geo. IV, c 29, s. 57, on which s. 517 of the Code is based, 
are beside the point • they are all cases of restitution of property after convic¬ 
tion. Moreover, s. 94 of the Code applies only to the production of docu¬ 
ments and things necessary or desirable as evidence, and can have no application 
—at all events to an accused person. That the section applies to evidence 
only is clear from the section of the older Codes. The heading to s. 365 
of Act X of 1872 is “ Of securing documentary evidence;” the marginal note 
to Act X of 1875, s. 86, is “ Prooetlure for obtaining production of docu¬ 
ments as evidence.” The marginal note to s. 144 of Act IV of 1877 is 
“Of securing documantarj evidence, " the marginal note to s. 94 of the 
present Act is “Summons to proiluce document or other thing;” and the objects 
and reasons for this Act state that little or no alteration from the f irmer law 
was intended to be made in this chapter. It could never have been intended 
that s. 94 should be used for tiie purpose of bringing property into Court 
with a view to its being subsequently disposed of under section 517. More¬ 
over, in this case the Magistrate will not try the case himself, hut will, if 
necessary, commit to the Sessions, and he cannot make an order under 
s. 94 for the produetion of anything, with the object of the High Court possibly 
hereafter passing an order as to the property under s. 517. The real 
object of the prosecution in making this application is to obtain an “atachment 
before judgment,” which is a process entirely unknown to the criminal law, 
with the further object of crippling the accused in his defence. The case of 
Empress v. Joggessiir Mochi (I. L. B., 3 Cal., 379) was one of restoration after 
conviction, and has no application. I submit the Magistrate could not, apart 
from the reasons for his order as shown by his explanation, have made the 
order he is now called upon to make. 

T?ie Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) (with him Mr. Woodro^^ in 
support of the rule.—In tlie ordinary course of criminal justice the duty of the 
police is to catch the thief and to find stolen property. The system under 
which these duties are performed is by [d8] means of the Criminal Codes and 
the common law. The Procedure Code provides a procedure under which 
possession may be obtained of stolen property ; part of the property stolen has 
been obtained in this case, but uot ell of it as should have been the case if the law 
had been carried out. It is clear that under s. '96 of the Code a search 
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warrant might have been issued for the notes. The production of these notes 
is necessary for the purposes of evidence ; they are the best evidence that the 
money waspaid to the accused. If s. 94 applied with reference to the diamond 
and with reference to the Bs. 50,000 impounded by the Magistrate, there is no 
reason why the section should not be made applicable to the remaining notes or 
their proceeds. I refer to Bex v. Rooney (7 C. & P., 515) and Bex v, Burgtss 
(7 0. & P., 488) as authorities for the production of the notes or their proceeds, 

Mr. Gho-te in reply.—The matter is governed by the Criminal Procedure 
Code, and the English cases cited are cases in which money was found on an 
accused person by the Police at the time of his apprehension. 

The following order was delivered by the Court (Beverlby and Amebr 
Ali, JJ.) 

BsYerley, J.—“This was a mid obtained by the Advocate-General in the 
case of His Highness the Nizam of Ihfderahad v. Alexander Malcolm Jacob, 
now under enquiry by the Chief Presidency Magistrate, calling upon the Magis¬ 
trate to show cause why a certain order of his, by which he refused to direct 
the production in his Court of certain currency notes, &c , should not be set 
aside, and why an order should not be now made for their production. [His 
liordship here stated the facts out of which the application arose.] It 
appears that on the 17th instant it was elicited from a witness in cross- 
examination thiy^ fifteen out of these seventeen notes had been produced by 
•Jacob and his solicitor at the Bank that very morning for identification, for 
what purpose is not very clear nor very material Upon tliis fact coming out in 
evidence, viz., that .Jacob still had in his possession fifteen of the notes for 
Bs. 10,000 which were paid to him on the 27th July, an application was made to 
the Magistrate for an order for their production i^ Court, under s. 94 of the 
[89] Code. The application was opposed by Mr. Inveranty, who appeared as 
counsel for Jacob, and who is said to have “ given the Magistrate to understand 
that Jacob did not intend to touch the said notes, but to preserve them intact 
to the end of the trial.” The Magistrate accordingly refused the application. 
Mr. Geddes, in his affidavit, puts the matter somewhat differently, alleging that 
Mr. Inveranty stated “ that Jacob was anxious, if he possibly could do so, to 
keep the notes till the end of the trial.” Whatever were the exact words used, 
we think upon the materials before ns that they were intended to be understood 
by the Magistrate, and were understood by him, as an implied undertaking that 
the notes would not be dealt with daring the pendency of these proceedings, 
and that itwas in consequence of this implied undertaking tfiat the Magistrate 
made no order regarding the notes cn the 17th instant. 

On the morning of the 19th the prosecution received intimation that five 
of the above notes bad been cashed at the Currency Office that morning by 
Mr. Burder, of Bombay, and a fresh application was accordingly made to the 
Magistrate for an order, under section 94, upon Jacob and Mr. Burder for the 
production of the said fifteen notes or their proceeds. An order was thereuiion 
made for the production of the ten notes that had not been already cashed ; 
but upon Mr. Burder appearing and objecting that he bad a lien upon five of 
the notes, and declining to give them up, the Magistrate refused to make any 
order respecting them. The other five notes were apparently produced through 
Mr. Geddes, and are now, we understajid, in the Magistrate’s Court. The 
matter before us, therefore, has reference (1) to the five notes still held by 
Mr.Burder, and (2) to the proceeds of the five notes cashed by him on the 19th. 

The Magistrate has written a letter explaining his action in the matter, and 
we have also heard Mr. Monmohun Ohose on behalf of Jacob. In his explana¬ 
tion the Magistrate states that as regards the five notes in Border’s poBsessimi 
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he entertained doubts as to whether he had the power to compel their ptoduo* 
tion, inasmuch as it appeared to him that Burder had a bond fide lien upon 
them for costs already incurred and to he incurred ; and as regards the five 
notes that had been cashed, the Magistrate is of opinion that the proceeds, not 
being specific objects, do not fall within the terms [60] of the section. The 
concluding portion of the Magistrate’s letter is wholly outside the question now 
before us. It is not a question of the adequate protection of the Nizam's in¬ 
terests in the event of a conviction, but of the power and expediency of having 
brought into Court tiie subject-matter in I'espect of which Jacob is charged 
with criminal breach of trust; and we may add the Magistrate has to a certain 
extent admitted that power and expediency by insisting on the production of five 
notes through Mr. Geddes. Mr. Ghose has contended before us that the Magis¬ 
trate had no power whatever to make any qrder for the production of the notes 
under s. 91 ; that that section has reference only to the production of documents 
or things required for purposes of evidence, and that it was never intended that 
it should be used for the purpose of bringing property into Court with a view 
to its being subsequently disposed of by an order under s. 517 of the Code. 
Mr. Ghose further questioned the power of this Court to interfere with the 
Magistrate’s order, and challenged the other side to point out a single reported 
case in which this Court had ever interfered. 

As regards this last point, we may at once say that action 435 of the 
Code gives this Court ample powei to interfere, should it seafit to do so, in any 
case where a Magistrate has either refused to exercise a discretion vested in 
him by law, or has exercised that discretion in an improper manner, or on im¬ 
proper grounds. That no precedent is to be found in the books may be, because 
up to this no case has occurj^jad of sufficient importance to warrant the paarties 
in invoking the interference of tliis Court. It seems to us that even accepting 
Mr. Ghose's argument, it was open to the Magistrate to require the production 
of these no^s for evidentiary purposes. The possession of the identical notes 
which were paid by the Bank on presentation of the cheque for Rs. 1.77,131-1-2 
would be good evidence that .Jacob received the proceeds of that cheque. 
It seems to be assumed that the production of the notes was required either in 
order to cripple Jacob's resources, or with a view to some order in the future 
under s. 517 or, as Mr. Ghose puts it, by wav of attachment before judg¬ 
ment. We see no sufficient ground for this assumption upon the materials 
before us. ^ 

Putting aside, however, the question of evidence, we are of opinion that 
every Court is entitled to have before it, [61] and to retain during the 
pendency of the proceedings, any property which forms the subject of a chaise 
pending before it, as Patterson, .J , said in TJea; v. O’Donnell (7 0. & P., 
138) : “ Generally speaking, it is not right; that a man’s money should be 
taken away from him, unless it is connected in some way with the property 
stolen. If it is connected with the robbery, it is quite proper that it should be 
taken”. So in Hex v. Bnrgiss (7 O. « P., 488), where the prisoner was charged 
with Jiaving altered and' cashed a forged promissory note for £26, and 28 
sovereigns were found upon him, Littledale, J., said: “ I have conferred with 
my brother PattebSON, who says that if there is reasonable ground to suppose 
that those sovereigns are the proceeds of notes obtained by either of the aUeged 
forgeries, they ought not to be given up. I think in the present case that it u 
not unreasonable to suppose that the £26 was part of the money obtained, and 
1 think I cannot order that to be given back. The surplus must be restored". 
A similar order was made in Bex v. Mooney (7 C. & P., 515). Those were oases in 
which the money found in the possession of the aocusdd could not be identified. 
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In che present cose th|ffie notes can be, and are. identified as having been 
paid to Jacob on the 27th July. We are of opinion, therefore, that they were 
connected with the subjeot-matter of the charge, and that the Magistrate was 
entitled and bound to compel their production. As regards Mr. Burder’s 
objection that he had a lien on fi\rd of tlie nnts^, tliat,- in our opinion, was no 
sufficient reason for the non-production of the notes. That was a matter to 
be dealt with subsequently, under section •‘517 of the Code. The cases of 
Empresa v. Jogaamr Mochi (1. L.R., 3 Cal., 379) and Ex parte Madavit Dharramai 
(12 Bom. H. C., 217) are instances in which an order has been made upon 
third parties to produce thq subiect-matter of the charge, irrespective of any 
order which might be made afterwards as to the disposal of the property. We 
are of opinion that Mr. Burder sliould now lie required to produce the five 

notes which he admits are in hts power. 

% 

Similarly, as regards the proceeds of the five notes that have been cashed, 
we are of opinion, upon the authorities cited, that tf [ 62 ] these proceeds can be 
reasonably connected with the subject-matter of the charge, the Magistrate has 
power to order their production in Court And in expressing this opinion we 
must not be understood to dissent in any wav from the principles laid down in 
the case of Empreas v. Jogessur Mochi (I. L. R., 3 Cal., 379). That case decided 
a point wholly difl'ereni from tliat now before us That was a reference in res¬ 
pect of an order made under the section of the Code then hi force, correspond¬ 
ing to section ffM of the present Code, and it had reference to the ultimate 
disposal of the property Tliat question is not now before us We think, 
therefore, that the order of the Presidency Magistrate must be set aside, and wa 
set it aside accordingly, and direct him to proceed according to law, having 
regard to the obseivations we have made. 

Ameer All, J. —I entirely agree with Ihejifdgment of niv learned colleague; 
but as the question raised for our decision is one of some importance, I wish to 
add a few observations. The learned Chief Magistrate, in refusing^to make an 
order on Mr. Burder, seems to have acted on two grounds . (l) that Mr. Burder 
claimed a lien over five of tlie notes, and (2) that, as regards the notes into 
which he had converted the five others received by him from Jacob, it was un¬ 
necessary to make any order, for the Nizam was sufiiciently secured, and he (the 
Magistiate) might possibly, in case Mr. Burder had converted them again, have 
to engage in a large collateral enquiry. This represents to my mind the sum and 
substance of the explanation submitted by the Magistrate. Neither of these 
considerations, however, touches the real question at issue. MV. Jacob is charged 
with criminal breach of trust in respect of a large sum of money. Part of 
this money, it is stated, came into his hands in the shape of fifteen notes of 
Rs. 10,000 each, ten of which he made over to Mr. Burder No claim of 
lien on the part of Mr. Burder can affect the character of those notes as the 
proceeds of an offence For the purposes of this decision, upon the alleged facts, 
they are as much the proceeds bf an offence as if the clieque which Jacob receiv¬ 
ed from Kilburn and Company had been actually handed to him by the owner 
of the money. The case for the prosecution is that the twenty-three lakhs were 
placed under Jacob's disposal for a speci fied purpose. the right in the money was 
never [ 68 ] parted with absolutely; that the cheque wliich he received represented 
the Nizam’s money, and in cashing it and converting the proceeds thereof to 
his own use he committed the offence of criminal breach of trust. Upon that 
case the notes received by him would be the proceeds of the offence. Suppose 
a cheque payable to bearer is entrusted to a servant, and he, after receiving 
payment from the Bank, absconds. The notes, however, are deposited by 
him with a third person. Gan it be contended that those notes are not the 


9 OAP.-'-es 


497 



I.L.R. to Oal. 64 H. H. the kizam of Hyderabad v , Jacob [1891J 

proceeds of an offenoe, as much a part of the corpus deceit as if they had been 
actually stolen from the master's boA ? Suppose a cheque is sent to a person 
with a direction to apply it to a certain purpose. Instead of so doing he 
cashes it and appropriates the money to his own use, as happened in the case 
of Beg. V. Cronrmre (54 L. T., 580). Can it be said that the money received 
by him was not the proceeds of an offenoe, and if be had deposited it with a 
third person and it could reasonably be connected with the cashing of the 
cheque, that the Court is debarred from calling for its production for purposes 
of the enquiry ? Or take another case. A horse is stolen by A and placed by 
him in a liverv stable. Q’he livery stable-keeper receives it bond fide and 
claims a hen for its keep. Would that change the character of the stolen 
property or prevent the Magistrate from requiring its production ? In the 
case of The Queen v. De Banks (L. R., 13 Q. B. D , 29). Banks was convicted 
of larceny as a bailee in respect of a sum of money received by him, for the 
price of a mare entrusted to him for sale; the monej’ was the subject-matter of 
the larcenv . and even if he had deposited it with a third person it would not 
have altered the character of the property in respect of which the offence was 
charged. Nor would the mere fact of Mr. Burder converting some of the 
notes into others of smaller value and holding them for himself or the accused 
affect the question. The reasons, therefore, assigned by the learned Magistrate 
do not seem to be v|Llid, nor was any attempt made to support his order upon 
grounds on which he had based it As a mutter of fact, Mr, Ghose, who was 
heard for the accused, as well as generally on the case, impugned the reason 
given by the Magistrate as erroneous. Mr. Ghose took up a higher ground 
altogether. He contended that the [64} Magistrate had absolutely no power 
to call either upon the accused or upon his bailee for the production of any¬ 
thing alleged to bo connected with the offence. In the course of the argument, 
however, he modiffed this somewhat startling proposition, and admitted that 
under the section the Magistrate can call for documents or other things, 
though only foi purposes of evidence in a pending proceeding. Now, the words 
of section 94 are very large, and it seems advisedly so. It runs thus . “ When¬ 
ever any Court or, in any place beyond the limits of the towns of Calcutta and 
Bombay, any officer in charge of a police-station considers that the production 
of any document or other thing is necessary or desirable for the pur{.)oses of 
any investigation, enquiry or trial or other proceeding under this Code by or 
before such Court or officer, such Court may issue a summons, or such officer a 
written order, to the person in whose possession or power such document or 
thing is believed to be, requiring him to attend and produce it, or to produce 
it at the time and place stated in the summons or order.” Having regard to 
the words of this section, it seems to me a Magistrate has the power of calling 
upon any person to produce any documentor " thing,” in that person's posses¬ 
sion or power, which has any connection with the offence which happens to 
bo under investigation or enquiry. Of course he cannot call for anything and 
everything from anybody and everybody. The thing called for must have 
some relation to, or connection with, the subject-matter of the investigation or 
enquiry, or throw some light on the proceeding, or supply some link in the 
ohain^of evidence. It may be that the thing called for may turn out to be wholly 
irrelevant to the enquiry ; but so long as it is considered to he necessary or 
desirable for the purposes of the enquiry,, the power is there. Any other view 
of the scope and object of this section will paralyse the administration of criminal 
justice, and render many enquiries into alleged offences wholly infructuous, 
for once the subject-matter of an offence has changed hands or has changed 
shape, the investigation must come to an end. In the present case the notes in 
Mr. Burdev's hands, if connected with the cheque which Jacob received and which 
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he admittedly cashed, would seem to have an important bearing on the matter 
under enquiry before* he Magistrate; and their production would no doubt 
C6i] be desirable for the purposes of tliat enquiry. I have refrained from 
expressing any opinion on the question whether the order under s. 94, 
Criminal Procedure Code, can be made with a view to or in anticipation of a 
proceeding under s. 517, as it is unnecessary to discuss it for the purposes 
of this case. But I must not be supposed to assent to the proposition that a 
proceeding under s. 517 is wholly independent of, or unconnected with, 
the enquiry or proceeding referred to in s 94 On the whole, I think 
that the learned Chief Magistrate in refusing to entertain the application under 
8. 94 of the Code acted upon an erroneous view of the law, and 1 concur 
in reversing his order. 

T.A.P. Buie absolute. 

Attorney for His Highness the Nizam . Messrs. Sandersun and Co. 

Attorney for the Accused ■ Messrs. Morgan and Co. 

NOTES. 

c See also (1912) 15 I.G , 493 (Mad.) ] 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The ‘43rd and 2Mh June and l9th July, lH91. 
Pee SENT 

Loiii) Hannen, Sir R. Couch and Mr. Shand. 


Bamasundari Debi .Plaintiff 

versus 

Tarasundari Debt and another.Defendants. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Probate --Act V of 1881 — Signatures, appearance of—Facsimile 

by photography. 

The High Court considering it to have been proved by the evidence that tho alleged 
testator was incapable, by reason of illness, of signing the will as iirinlv as it purported to be 
signed, found tnat the signatures were not genuine, and reversed the decree of the First Court 
which bad granted probate. 

On appeal there was no view of the signatures, neither party having applied to have the 
originals transmitted, or to have photographs taken of them. But their Lordships found 
that the evidence did not warrant tho conclusion that on the day on which the will purported 
to have been executed, the testator, physically and mentally, was unable to execute it; but 
that there was sufiiciont evidence to establish thS genuineness of the will and the capacity of 
tho testator to make it, and that the evidence' for the £661 defence was not sufUoient to 
destroy the petitioner’s case on either of these points. 

Appeal from a decree (23rd January 1888) of the High Court reversing a 
decree (30th August 1886) of the District Judge of Mymensingh. 
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These prooeedings, under the Probate and Adniini^ation Act (V of 1881, 
8. 83), in which the petitioner for probate was plaintm, raised the question 
of tBe genuineness of a will, dated 3rd January 1886, purporting to have been 
executed by Dwarkanath Ghakerbati, who died on the 5th of that month. The 
will was brought into Court on the 26th April 1886 by Gourmohun Ghakerbati, 
the testator’s real father, who was by the will appointed manager of the estate 
during the minority of the testator’s son. 

After the decree of the High Court in the present suit, and after this 
appeal had been hied, Gourmohun withdrew from the prosecution of it. On 
his so doing, the present appellant, Bamasundari Debi, the testator’s eldest 
widow, was, by order of Her Majesty in Council of the 28th November 1889, 
permitted to continue the appeal on behalf of the minor son of the testator. 

The application of Bamasundari to Jbe allowed to carry on the appeal is 
reported [Gounnokim Chakerbaii v. Taraiundari Debt (1. L. B., 17 Ga4, 693)J 
in the preceding volume of these reports. 

The respondent Tarasundari, tlie youngest of the wives o? Dwarkanath 
Ghakerbati, hied objections on the 28th May 1886 to the grant of probate, acting 
on behalf of her infant soh Jogendra Nath, and on his death, which occurred 
on the 13th September 1887, while an appeal on his behalf was pending in 
the High Court, she presented that appeal on her own behalf as his mother 
and heiress. , 

The other respondent, Baj Mohun Boy, as her brother.*and mukhtar, on 
the same day entered a caveat against the grant of probate; and thus was 
made a defendant, under ss. 73 and 83 of the Act V of 1881, but had no 
personal interest m the lesult of the suit. 

Dwarkanath was the natural-born son of the above mentioned Gourmohun, 
but had been adopted by one Kaiikumar Ghakerbati, from whom he inherited 
a share of zenrindari lands in the Mymensingh district, the annual value of 
which was, at the time of his [67] death, about Bs. 10,000. Boui or five 
years before his death there had been a partition, and one of Dwaikdnath’s 
co-sharers upon division was the Prosonokumar mentioned in the judgments 
printed below, delivered by the Chief Justice and by their Lordships. This 
same oo-sharer had disputed Dwarkanath’s adoption, and having become the 
purchaser from the respondent, Tarasundari, of a portion of the estate of her 
deceased husband, was said to be interested in establishing an intestacy. 

Dwarkanath at the time of his death had three wives, the eldest of whom 
was this appellant Bamasundari, the mother of an infant daughter: secondly ; 
another wife who was childless and had taken no part in the present litigation : 
thirdly, Tarasundari, the respondent, who at her husband's death had a son 
Jogendranath : this son had, however, died during the suit, as above stated. 

Gourmohun, the natural father of Dwarkanath, had managed the estate of 
the latter as his dewan, during his lifetime, and had received from him in 
January 1885 a lease for ten years of the greater part of the estate at rent of 
Bs. 10,500. 

According to the terms of the alleged will, Dwarkanath, after reciting that 
he had a daughter by his 6rst and a son by his third wife, each of six months’ 
old, and that his illness made it proper to provide for the future, directed that 
on his death his son should inherit his whole estate, and during bis minority 
the testator’s natural father, Gourmohun, should be guardian of the minor and 
manager of the estate, and on Gourmohun’s death the testator’s grand-unole, 
Bajohunder, and on his death the testator’s ammuktar, Goluck Chunder Bbut- 
tacharji, and on his death the testator’s eldest wife, this appellant Bamasundari, 
and on her death his second wife, and on her death his^third wife, the respondent 
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TarasniidBri, should succeed to the office of guardian and manager, and 
“on his son arriving at majority should render account to him.” 

By the second paragraph he provided for the possibility of other ^ns 
being born to him. 

By the third paragraph he provided that in case of his son dying a minor 
and without issue, bis eldest wife should adopt a son, and in the a]^ent of his 
dying a minor and without issue, his second wife should adopt, and if that son 
should die in the like way, his [683 third wife should adopt a son, and if that 
son should die in the like manner, then his wives should each in the same order 
adopt three sons, and he stated that he had executed, for the purpose of those 
adoptions, deeds of permission in favour of his wives. 

By the fouith paragraph he made all the successive mauagers responsible 
to the sons to be adopted on their respectively coming of age. 

By *tho fifth paiagraph ho provided equal montlily maintenances of 
Bs. 30 for each of his wives. 

And by the sixth and luliowiug paragraphs he jirovided for the marriage 
expenses of his daughter and for other details. 

The facts preceding and attending the alleged execution of the wnll, on the 
drd January 18H6, are stated in their Lordships’ judgment. 

The Officiating Judge of the district, giving credit ta the evidence as to 
the execution and^ttestation of the will, decreed prohate. This was reversed 
on appeal by a Bencli (Pktheram, C..1., and Tottenham, J.) of the High 
Court. The judgment of the Chief .Justice, after saying that there was nothing 
on the face of the will to indicate that it did not carry out the intention which 
the testator had formed in having it prepared, and after a general statement of 
the facts, continued thus ; — 

“ Now comes a fact which the Judge in his judgment has taken no notice 
of whatever, and that is ihe character of the signatures. The will itself is signed 
in six of seven different places, and the other document is also signed in several 
places ; and when those signatures are examined, they are, to all appearances, 
those of a vigorous man They' are perfectly clear and even, being all alike, 
and are like the signatures of one man, and apparently are the signatures of a 
man in the perfect enjoyment of his health. This is the first fact which the 
Judge dues not appear to have noticed, and it is a fact whicli seems to us of 
very great importance. 

“ As I said just now, only some of the attesting witnesses to the will w'ero 
called and among others who were not called was Kali Cbunder Acharji, the 
doctor who was the family attendant of this person, and who usually attended 
him when he required medical attendance, and who also attended him during 
bis last [69} illness. Ho is not called It is true that some excuses are made to 
account for his not being called, and it is sought to be shown that various steps 
were taken to compel his attendance, and several attempts made to serve him , 
but in the way this is presented to us, so far as I can see, it amounts to nothing 
at all. No witnesses aie examined as to the service. So far as we can see, 
this may have been a real transaction or it may have been a sham transaction. 
So far as we can deal with the matter of this doctor, all we can know upon the 
Bubjeot is that be was the doctor who attended the testator from the beginning 
of his illness, that he did sign his Dame«s a witness to the will, and that he 
is^ot produced by the propounder of the will. 

“ In addition to that, it appears that he was attended by two other doctors. 
Neither of their names appear as a witness to the will, but they are both called, 
and they say that the access of the fever began on the Sunday morning, and 
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that dariDji the wliole of the Sunday the testator was not in a condition to 
mi^e a will at all ; that he .vas not in a condition to know what be was doing, 
anir was so weak that it seems to us impossible that their story can be true, 
if these signatures W'ore attached by the testator to the will; and further, it 
appears to us thiit their testimony, if it is untrue, must be wilfully untrue, and 
untrue with the intention of deceiving, because they state, positively, the 
condition was in, and tliey contradict point-blank the evidence of the 
witnesses on the other side, who state that the time at which the illness became 
aggravated was nut then, but subsequently. 

" That being tlie state of things, it was for the Judge who tried the case, 
as it is for us now, to consider which set of these witnesses is telling the truth. 
As I said just now, it is evident upon this evidence that either one side or the 
other must he telling falsehoods intentioiyilly, and the witness against the will, 
on whoso evidence the matter, in our opinion, to a great extent rests, is a 
persou called Tara Nath Bal. He is the medical man of the best position 
He was called in the last thing, and he speaks to the last few days of this man ; 
and if he is telling the truth, it is clear to our minds that this man was not in 
a condition to make the will on the Sunday at all, and certainly not in a 
condition to sign it with tlie degree of vigour shown by these signatures.” 

[70] “ We are^asked to support the judgment of the Judge, and to support 
the will in this case, on the assumption that all these witnessgs are the creatures 
of a person called Prosunno. that Prosunno had some sjiitd against this man ; 
that since his death, he, Prosunno, has gained some interest in his estate, which 
renders it necessary for liis ends that this will should not be upheld, and that 
therefore Prosunno has bribed, or in some way influenced, all these witnesses 
to induce them to come here and toll falsehoods in Prosunno’s interest, and, 
indeed, there are indications in the cross-examination of the witnesses that they 
are under the influence of Prosunno, but nothing more , and if it were that the 
Judge, upon the view of the witnesses, and upon their cross-examination, had 
come to the conclusion and had said so, that they were the creatures of Prosunno, 
that they were telling falsehoods and were telling a concocted story got up in 
the interests of Prosunno, and that they were telling it in his interests alone, 
the difficulties in the case would have been greatly increased But instead of 
doing that, the Judge accepts the evidence of Tara Nath Bal in a hesitating 
way , he declines to say that he believes it to bo untrue, but he endeavours to 
reconcile it with the case of the other side As I said just now, his evidence 
is, in our opinion, absolutely irreconcilable with the case of the other side, and 
unless we are prepared to go beyond the learned Judge and say that, in our 
opinion, the evidence of Tara Nath Bal and that of Lalit Ghundar Biswas, the 
other doctor, is a fabrication and is untrue, we do not see our wav to come to 
the same conclusion which the learned Judge has arrived at, and when, in 
addition to that, we have the fact that the other doctor who attended the 
testator, and whose name was attached to this will as an attesting witness, is 
not produced by the propounder of the will, we think that the presumption in 
favour of the truth of th&t evidence is so great that it is impossible for us to 
say tfiat the learned Judge is right in the conclusion which he arrived at as to 
the truth of the will. and when added to that, we have the other fact, which 
has influenced my mind, and, I may say, has influenced Mr. Justioe 
Tottenham’s mind, that is to say. the character of the signatures, we are unable 
to believe that those witnesses w'ere telling untruths, and that the testator, on 
the Sunday, at the time when he is said to have signed the will, was in a 
CT 13 physical condition to attach so many signatures in such a vigorous way 
as they appear to have been attached to these documents. 
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“ In the result, we think that, accepting the statement of this testator’s 
condition which is given by the propounder of the will in his own cross-ex^i< 
nation, and accepting the statement of his condition which is given by the 
only medical witnesses who have been called, and whose evidence is apparently 
believed by the learned Judge, we think it impossible to come to the conclusion 
that the signatures attached to the will are the signatures of the deceased , and 
consequently we think that this appeal must be decreed, and the probate of the 
will must be refused. 

" We have been pressed to have the other witnesses to the will examined; 
but speaking for myself, I think such a course would be peculiarly dangerous, 
and so dangerous that, so far as I am concerned, 1 would not be a party to it. 
On going through the record carefully, T am not at all convinced that the case has 
been honestly fought on either side ; and having regard to that fact and to the 
fact that the parties have thought fit to leave the matter where it is left, 1 do 
not think it would be in the interests of justice that we should interfere to have 
a further enquiry.” 

The appeal was accordingly decreed, with costs m both Courts. 

On this appeal 

Mr. R. F. Doyne, for the appellant, argued that the First Court had rightly 
found due execution proved, and that the High Court liad attached too much 
..’eight to the argument which it derived from the firmness tif the signatures — 
a matter not brought forward, apparently, in the First Court. Too much, 
also, had been attributed to the plaintifl’'s not having obtained the evidence of 
Kali Chunder Acharji. 

Mr. T. H Cotvic, Q.C., and Mr. J. II. A. Btatmm, for the respondents, 
relied on the evidence that the deceased had not been in liis last hours and at 
the time capable of executing the will. 

Mr. i?. V. Doyne replied. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was aftonvards (.lulv 19th) de)i\ered hv 

Mr. Shand. —The question to' be decided in this appeal is whether a will 
alleged to have been executed by the deceased Dwarkaruitli C72j Chakerhati, 
bearing date the 3rd January 1886, two da\s before the death of the alleged 
testator, is genuine or a forgery The Distiict Judge of Myniensingh, who 
tried the case, pronounced in favour of the will, but on appeal his decision was 
reversed by the High Com t at Fort Wilh.im in Bengal, who reiected the aiiplioa- 
tion for probate of the will. 

The alleged will was registered five da>s after the date it hears. The 
petition for probate was presented by the father of the alleged testator, who was 
appointed executor. The document is in all respects formal, and purports to 
have been signed, not only by the deceased, but by the witnesses said to have 
been present when it was executed ; and the apidication tor probate was 
accompanied by a declaration by two of these persons in the ordinary form, 
testifying that they were present, and saw the testator sign the will. The defence 
stated was that the deceased never executed any will, and that the will 
propounded was ficticious and false and fraudulently got up, and in the epurse 
of the inquiry much evidence was given as to the state of the deceased, who, 
at the time when the deed is said to have been executed, was admittedly suffer¬ 
ing from the serious illness of which h^died—the defenders having under 
their general defence maintained and endeavoured to prove that the deceased 
was iu such a state of mental and physical incapacity as to l}e unfit to make a 
will on the date when he is alleged to have done so. 

The will is one which not only complies with all requisites of formality, 
but which seems to be in all respects reasonable in its provisions, and such as 
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mit'ht naturally be expected to be made, having regard to the deceased's oiroam* 
stances and family relations. The deceased had three wives. By the eldest 
he had a daughter, and b> the youngest a son, and both ot these children were 
only six months old. There is no evidence in the case which would lead |o 
the inference that he had any decided predilection or affection for one of his 
wives in preference to the others. His estate, which he seems to have 
acquired from his adoptive father, was of considerable value and required 
management, and in point; of fact it bad been managed for some time by 
his natural father, either as manager only, or in virtue of an ijara which was 
in force at the time of his illness. If he died intestate, the right to nsi 
this estate would devolve on his infant son, and on his decease (which in 
point of fact occuired before the appeal was heard in the High Court) would 
go to his mother as bis heir, and during the son's long minority, if he survived, 
the management would fall into the hands of strangers His mother was 
herself in minority and incapable of taking the management. In these circum¬ 
stances the alleged will, while it gives the deceased's estate to his sou, should he 
survive minority, provides for its administration ui the first instance by continu¬ 
ing the management in the liands of the deceased’s father, failing whom other 
two persons,—first a grand-uncle, and failing him the deceased's usual man of 
business is named. In the event of the son's death while still in minority, the 
will provides that qach of the wives of the deceased, beginning with the eldest, 
should Imve the power of adopting a son who should, providpd he survived the 
period of minority, succeed to the estates in their order ; and the will iurtlier 
provides for the marriage expenses of his daughter “ in suitable proportion to 
the income and disbursements ” of the estate. 

The genuineness of the will having been'challenged, the petitioner, the 
father of the deceased, and six other wdtnosses were examined in support of it. 
Five of these had signed as testamentary witnesses to the document, and all of 
them deposed that they were present and saw it executed, it is common 
ground tiiat, unless the deceased desired to die lutestate, it was obviously neces- 
sarv that he should make a will, for he had lieeii suffering from serious illness 
and was in a dangerous condition The facts affirmed hv the petitioner's wit¬ 
nesses were that, some days before the will was executed, the deceased requested 
his father to send for his ord nary man of business, Goluck liliuttachar]i, who 
lived -it some distance awaN, who came on the Thursday , that Goluck Bhuttft- 
oharji had interviews with the deceased after his arrival at the deceased’s house, 
and at a time when there is no doubt tho deceased was quite capable of giving 
instructions for the ureparation of his will, as well as with the father of the 
deceased, to whom hia son had explained the provisions he desired to be made; 
that thereafter Goluck Bhuttaoharji dictated the draft to Kojoui Kant Das, the 
person living in ihe house, who usually wrote such papers as the deceased 
required to be written ; that on the Saturday this draft C74J was read over to the 
deceased in his bed, when he approved of it, and that on the following day, Sun¬ 
day, hatweeii 1 and 2 o’clock in the day, the will was signed in the presence of 
the testamentary witnesses, after it bad been read over, when at the same tinse 
thedpeeased executed an dnumaii palra to enable his wives to adopt sons who 
should succeed to the estates in their order, in the event of his infant son dying 
in minority. The writer of the will, who declared that he saw it signed by the 
deceased, and the other witnesses, some of whom were, according to the evi* 
deuce, expressly called in to see it executed, agree in the material facts to which 
they speak, aud there is really nothing in their evidence which could justify or 
support tile inference that there was any want of capacity on the part of the 
deceased, mental or physical, to understand and execute the wiU. They concur 
in their account of the serious nature of the illness- of the deceased, and in 
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describing him as being in a weak condition, but they do not support the defence 
that the deceased was not able fully to understand the act be was peMorming ; 
and they concur in saying that he sat up in his bed, which was on the floor, 
leaning against the pillows which were propped up, and so signed the document. 
It is clear that with this testimony, and keeping in view the fact that nothing can 
be said against the reasonable nature of the provisons of the will (which is always 
a material element in such questions, from its bearing on the probabilities of 
the case), it would require a strong case in defence to lead to the result of 
holding that the will had been forged. The Judge who saw and heard the 
witnesses seems to have remarked nothing in their demeanour to induce him to 
think they were not speaking the trutli, or to lead him to the conclusion that 
they were combined in a conspiracy fraudulently to set up a false deed. Taking 
the view now presented of the evidence,adduced by the petitioner, the District 
Judge properly observes that" the burden is on the defendants to prove that the 
Court ought to refuse probate either on account of the incapacity of the testator 
at the time of alleged execution, or on any other ground,” and on careful examina¬ 
tion of the evidence for the defence he came to the conclusion that this onus 
had not been discharged. 

In the High Court this decision was reversed, substantially on the ground 
that it had been shown, in the opinion of the two [75} learned Judges 
by whom the case was determined, that, on the day when the'will was alleged 
to have been execute's, the deceased was incapable mentally and physically of 
performing such an act. The Chief Justice put the issue in this way,—“ The 
question upon which the truth of this will turns is really, had the testator 
become so weakened by the fever that he was incapable of signing the will in 
the wav it is signed.” In the judgment of the Court he observed that there 
was a fact of which the Judge of First Instance bad taken no notice whatever, 
“ and that is the character of the signatures ”. The Chief Justice goes on to 
observe that the will is signed in six or seven places, and the other document 
is also signed in several places, and having examined these signatures he ex¬ 
presses the opinion of himself and Mr. Justice Tottenham that they are to all 
appearances those of a vigorous man, being perfectly clear and even and all 
alike, and this circumstance, it is explained, has greatly influenced the judg¬ 
ment. The opinion is, however, also expressed that the evidence of the 
medical men called for the defence has shown that, during the whole of the 
Sunday on which the will is said to have been executed, ' the testator was 
not in a condition to make a will at all, that he was not in a condition to know 
what he was doing while in a subsequent passage the Chief -lustioe observes,— 
“ It is clear to our minds that this man was not in a condition to make the 
will on the Sunday at all, and certainly not in a condition to sign it with the 
degree of vigour shown by these signatures ”. 

It is scarcely necessary to observe that if their Lordships, after the con¬ 
sideration of the evidence and of the argument submitted to them on the 
present appeal, had come to the conclusion that the proof adduced by the 
defendants or the proof as a whole led to the inference that the deceased was 
incapable mentally or physically of executing the will “ in the way it is signed ”, 
they would agree with the Appellate Court in their judgment, reversing chat 
of the District Judge and refusing probate. But their Lordships are unable to 
adopt fthat view. 

Neither the will in dispute, nor the anumate patra which is alleged to 
have been executed at the same time, have been transmitted with the docu¬ 
ments in the appeal to this country. [78] Neither of the parties seem to 
have applied to have this done, or to have photographs of the signatures taken 
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and transmitted. In these oiroumstances, in dealing with the appeal, their 
Lordships* will assume—aubjeot to the observation, whioii they think of much 
importance, that there is an entire absence of any question or answer in the 
evidence bearing on the nature of the handwriting of the signatures, a oiroum* 
stance whicii clearly explains why the learned District Judge did not refer to 
the subject—that as these signatures are written on the will they present an 
appearance of uniformity and of firmness, and their Tiordships will immediately 
deal with the question whether this should affect the judgment to be given in 
the case. But in the first instance it seems to be desirable to ascertain how 
far it has been shown that the deceased was incapable mentally of performing 
with intelligence the act of making a will, for if the deceased wanted the 
requisite mental capacity this would form a clear ground against granting 
probate as prayed tor. 

The important witness on this point is unquestionably Tara Hath Bal, 
the doctor, who was called in during the latter part of Dwarkanath Chaker- 
. bati's illness, and who w^as examined for the defence He has been treated by 
the District Judge and the Court of Appeal as a witness entitled to credit, 
though the former makes the observation that his intimate connection with 
Prosunuo Babu, who appears not to have been on very good terms with the 
deceased, and who has a i)ecuniary interest in the case, favours the presumption 
of a certain amount of bias on his part. Prosunno Babu appears to have had 
such interviews with most of the witnesses for the defence, immediately before 
their examination, as led to the suspicion that they were being schooled as to 
the evidence they should give, and his connection with Tara Hath Bal certain* 
ly seems to w’arrant the inference that this witness would not give a more 
favourable account of the condition, mental and physical, of the deceased than 
the facts warranted. He went to attend the deceased five days before his 
death. Speaking of ths first two of these days he states that his patient did 
not seem to he unconscious. On the second day he says, he “ could not 
particularly perceive unconsciousness ", although at intervals his patient 
may have spoken one or two incoherent words He subsequently says 
£773 that the serious illness began on Sunday morning, but that “ on Sunday 
up to evening he did not talk incoherently ", while in a subsequent passage of 
his evidence, in a conversation on the Sunday with Ra] Ohunder, or Gour- 
mohun, or Goluck Bhattachnrii, when ho says the making of a will was spoken 
of, he states, “ I mav have said that instead of doing this to>day it may be 
done to-morrow as well 

Their Lordships cannot regard che evidence of this witness as warranting 
the conclusion on which, to a great extent, the judgment of the High Court is 
founded, that on the Sunday when the will is said to have been executed the 
deceased was incapable, either mentally or physically of executing the will. 
The w'itness Lalit Ghunder Biswas, who was for a time, during the earlier 
part of the deceased’s illness, present as medical attendant, but who says ha 
visited the deceased, apparently as a friend, till he died, gives somewhat 
stronger evidence, but ins statements seem to he exaggerated in material respects 
when tested by the other evidence in the case. The evidence of Tara Nath 
Bal is in its terms qualified throughout, and in their Lordships’ opinion results 
in this, that although the deceased was in a Weak condition, and his “ condi¬ 
tion commenced to be worse ’’ on the Sunday, he was nevertheless capable 
throughout thit day of understanding and executing the will in dispute. 

Again, in regard to the ability of the deceased to write the signatures 
firmly, it does not appear to their Lordships that there is evidence to lead to 
the conclusion that he was unable to do so. The witness Tara Nath Bal 
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states that on Sunday the patient could sit resting against a pillow, and the 
witnesses for the petitioner all say that it was in this attitude that thd will was 
signed, while more than one of them states that the deceased rested his left 
hand on the pillow, holding the document in that hand and signing with his 
right hand. According to tlie evidence he had himself suggested that he would 
delay signing it till after taking food, and he did so; and, in tlie performance of 
so deliberate and solemn an act as signing his will, he would naturally make an 
effort such as might enable him, although in a weak state, to write his 
signatures with firmness. In tho High Court it was observed tliat the District 
Judge had taken no notice of She characters of tho signatures. But [78] to 
their Lordships this circumstance seems to he fully accounted for by tlie fact 
that the point does not seem to have been made tho subject of examination 
in the evidence, or of observation in. the argument, so far as appears Tho 
petitioner himself gives the strongest evidence, perliaps almost tiie only 
evidence, which indirectly gives some support to the view that the deceased might 
be unable to write with a firm hand, when he says the deceased was latterly 
unable to feed himself; but neither this evidence, nor that of the witnesses 
generally, would, in the opinion of their Lordships, warrant the conclusion that 
on the Sunday m question the deceased was unable, on so important an 
occasion, to write his signatures, and, liv an effort, to do so firmly. 

It would no doubt have been more satisfactory in the determination of the 
ease if the testamentary witness, the doctor, Kali Ghunder Acharji, and, indeed, 
also the mokhtar Goluck Bhuttachaiji, who, though not present at tlie signing 
of the will, had prepared the draft, h.id been oxainiiied as witnesses. There 
is some evidence that the petitioner did endeavour to becure the attendance of 
Kali Chunder Acharjt, and if it be the case that his evidence could liave been 
obtained, and it would have been unfavourable to the will, the defendants 
might have examined him. As the case on the proof stands, the petitioner, 
in the opinion of their Lordships, adduced sufficient evidence to establish the 
genuineness of the will, and the capacity of the testator to make it, and the 
evidence for the defence was not suflioient to destroy tho jv'titloner’s case on 
either of these points. 

On the whole, their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty to reverse 
the judgment of the High Court, and to affirm the judgment of the District 
Judge, with costs in the High Court. The respondents must bear the costs 
of this appeal. 

\ppml nflowed. 

Solicitors for the appellant • MeHhrs T, L. IVi faun and Co, 

Stdioitors for the respondent 3/cssr.9. Saiidnntnii, IhdIaivI, and Adlan. 

C. B. - 

NOTES 

[ See also (1903) 27 Boin., 620 nt 639 ] 


607 



iL.B. 19 Cal. 79 


BADAL AUBAX &0. V. 

[79] APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 


The 21st September, 1891. 

Present: 

Mb. Justice Beverley and Mb. Justice Ameer Ali. 

Badal Aurat and another.Appellants 

versus 

Queen-Empress.Respondent.' 

Bigamy—Mahomedan law—Marriage of minor—Bepndiation of 

% 

marriage by minor on attaining puberty—Assent of the wife after 
puberty—Venal Code (Act XLV of 1800), s. 494. 

li, a Mahomedan girl, whuso father was dood, was alleged to have been given in marriage 
by her mother to J some years before she attained puberty. Prior to her attaining puberty 
J waa sentenced to a term of impriaonineut for theft. While he was lu ]ail, B, after she had 
attained puberty, contracted a marriage with P. The marriage with J was never consum¬ 
mated. Un J being released from jail, he proceeded to prosecute B aud P for bigamy and 
abetment of bigamy, and also charged 1‘ with adultery It appeared that before taking 
proceedings / requested B to return to him, but she refused to do so * The marriage between 
B and J was sought to be proved by the ovidonce of J, B's mother, and two witnesses who 
were said to have been present. B and P were both convicted. 

Held, on appeal, that the evidence of the marriage between 8 and J waa insuificieat to 
justify a conviction in the absence of proof that a Mullah was present at the ceremony, or 
that the required to bo recited at the marriage of minors waa recited, or the 
performed. , 

Held, farther, that assuming B to have been given in marriage to J when a more child 
by her mother, she had the option of either ratifying or repudiating such marriage on 
attaining puberty. Under the Shiah law such a marriage is of no effect until it has been 
ratified by the minor, and under the Sunnt law it is effective till c.mcelled by the minor. 
Under both schools of law the m'uor has the absolute power, on attaining puberty, to ratify 
or cancel unauthorised marriage, though under the Sunnt law ratification is presumed if the 
girl remains silent alter attaining puberty and allows the marriage to be consummatod. 

Held, on the facts of the case, that the circumstances afforded sufficient indication, oven 
assuming the girl to be governed by the Sunnt law, that she never ratified the marriage. 

Held, also, that a judicial order was not necessary to effect the cancellation of the 
marriage. 

The faotg of this case were as follows : —The first accused, Badal Aurat, wag 
married to Joy I^al Shaik, the complainant, when she [80] was about five 
years old by her mother Atar Bewah, her father being then dead. Joy Lai, 
Atar Bewah, and Badal all appeared to have lived together in the same house 
after the marriage till Joy Lai contracted a ntkah marriage with another 
weynan and set up a sepkrato ban of his own. Badal some tinse after went to 
this ban for a time, and then returned to her mother, but the marriage was 
not apparently consummated, as Badal had not then attained puberty. 

Atar Bewah, when Badal was living with her, contracted a ntkah marriage 
with one ShabaK, who was an old convict, and about five years before the 
institution of the case against Badal, Shabaz and Joy Lai were convict^ and 
each sentenced ih] years’ rigorous imprisonment for theft. While Joy Lai 

* Criminal Appt>al No. 670 of 1891, against the order passed by F. E. Pargiter.'Eeq., 
Bobsionfi Judge of RajEhaBye, dated the 28th of July 1891. 
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was in jail, Badal attained her puberty, and in June 1890 her mother was 
alleged to have given her in vtkah marriage to the second accused, Poran Shaik, 
and she went and lived with him in his village as his wife. Joy Lai, after 
being released from jail in September 1890 , attempted to get Badal to go and 
live with him, but she refused to do so, and he thereupon instituted proceedings 
against Badal and Poran Shaik, which resulted in their being committed for 
trial to the Sessions Court on charges as against Badal of bigamy and as 
against Poran Shaik of abetment of bigamy and adultery. 

The case was tried by the Sessions Judge and assessors, and resulted in 
the conviction of both accused on the charges preferred against them, and their 
being sentenced respectively to three and six months' rigorous imprisonment. 

The Sessions Judge found that the marriage between Badal and Joy Lai 
had been clearly proved, and that it was in fact not disputed by either accused. 
Badal, however, denied that she had contracted a nikah with Poran, although 
he admitted it and pleaded ignorance of the existence of Joy Lai, and alleged 
that Badal had told him she was a widow. The Sessions Judge, however, 
found the nikah between the two accused to have been proved, and that they 
had lived together for several months as man and wife. UiK>n the question 
of law raised in the case, the material portion of the ludgmont of the lower 
Court was as follows ’— 

*' The offonoe of Viigamv is fully proved, and the only doubt which the asses¬ 
sors had at one *411116 was whether the marriage with fsij Joy Lai, was valid, 
since consummation did not take place, and Badal had not expressly assented 
to it, but those conditions are not required by the Sunni law, and Badal never 
repudiated the marriage with Joy L^l. See Mr. xVnioer Ali’s Mahomedan LaH), 
Newab Mulka Jehan Sahiha v Maknrmd Uahhunve Khan (L. R. I. A., Sup. 
Vol. 192 (197) and Thu Empress v. Ahdool Kurreem (1. L. R., 4 Cal., 10).” 

Against the conviction and sentence both acci^ed now appealed to the 
High Court. 

No one appeared for either side at the hearing of the appeal. 

The judgment of the Court (Amebr Alt and Beverley, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

Ameer All, J. —In this case the first prisoner has been convicted under 
s. 494 of the Indian Penal Code and the second under s. 494/114, and they 
have been sentenood to three months and six months rigorous imprisonment 
respectively. The facts of the case are shortly these:—The girl Badal, when 
only five years old, is alleged to have been given in marriage by her mother, 
Atar, to the oomplainant. Before the girl had attained puberty, the com¬ 
plainant was sentenced to imprisonment for a term of four years and six months 
and whilst he was in jail the girl attained puberty and married the second 
prisoner. The Judge and assessors find that the second prisoner was aware of 
the first marriage with the oomplainant, and they have accordingly convicted 
the two accused as mentioned above. 

This is not a case involving a question as to the legitimacy of a child or 
the validity of a marriage contracted by two adult persons where a legal onion 
may be presumed from continued relationship or otherwise. This is a prosecu¬ 
tion for a oriminal ofienoe, and we have to examine the evidence carefully 
regarding the alleged marriage of the girl to the prosecutor. 

Now, with the exception of the statement of Joy Lai that he married the 
girl, and of Atar that she gave her daughter to him in marriage, and of two 
witnesses, who say that they were present at the time,* there is no evidence to 
establish the fact of the first marriage. Had there been a legal marriage, a 
MoUab would have been present, with the necessary witnesses and vakiUt to 
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read the C823 sigha. No Mollah has been called, nor is it suggested that any 
MoUah was present. There is no evidence that any of the ceremonies usual 
at a Mahomodan marriage in this country were ever performed. It is well 
known that the stgha (formula) recited at the marriage of minors is different 
from that recited at the marriage of adults. There is no evidence that any sigha 
was in fact recited on the occasion, or the akd performed, without which there 
can be no marriage. It is possible that the girl was betrothed to the com* 
plainant by her mother, as is frequently the case among the lower class of 
Mahomedans, and sometimes even among respectable people. But I am by no 
means satisfied that there was any valid marriage. In prosecutions for bigamy 
it has been invariably held by this Court that, where proof of either marriage 
is unsatisfactory, there ought to be no conviction In the case of Empress v. 
LiUfunnissa and others (Unreported Case I^o. 3, 6th Sessions of 1887) tried on 
the 3rd August 1887 in the High Court before Macphebson, J., where the 
evidence regarding the first marriage was as unsatisfactory as in the present 
case, the learned,Judge directed the ]uiy to return a verdict of not guilty. In 
another case Wilson, J., took the same course. 

This view is sufiicient to dispose of the case; but as prosecutions of this 
character are not infrequent among the lower classes of Mahomedans, it may be 
as well to dispose of one other question. The girl is said to have been married 
to the complainant w4ien a mere child by her mother. Under the Mahomedan 
law, when a child is given in marriage by any person other tifan the father or 
grandfather, he or she has the option of either ratifying it or repudiating it on 
attaining puberty (Radd-ul-muhtar, vol. 11, Egypt edition, p. 5<)0, and the 
Sharaya-ul'Islam, p. 309). This is called the Khyar-ul-hulugh, or option of 
puberty. Under the Shiah law such a marriage is of no effect and produces 
no legal consequences until it has been ratified by the minor upon bis or her 
attaining majority. The Shafees agree with the Shiahs in this view. There is 
no evidence in this case to show to which sect the girl belongs. 

Assuming, however, that she is a Hanafi Sunni, how would the matter 
stand ? The only difference between the Sunni and the [83} Shiah law on the 
question of option of puberty is that whereas according to the latter school 
a marriage contracted for a minor by a person other than the father or grand¬ 
father is wholly ineff'ectivo until it is ratified by the minor on attaining puberty, 
according to the (Ilanafi) Sunni school it continues effective until it is cancel¬ 
led by the miuor Both schools give to the minor an absolute power either to 
ratify or to cancel the unauthorized marriage. The (Hatiafi) Sunni law pre¬ 
sumes ratification when the girl after attaining the age of puberty has remained 
silent and has allowed the husband to ccusummate the marriage. 

In the present case the man to whom the girl is said to have been married 
was in jail when she attained puberty. It was not necessary for her, therefore, 
to signify her assent or dissent. After attaining puberty she entered into a 
contract of marriage with the second accused. This is sufiicient indication in 
my opinion that she never ratified the unauthorised marriage, which was never 
oonsut^mated. 

The only question that remains to be considered is whether a judicial 
order was necessary to effectuate the cancellation. The Fatawa-i-Alamgiri 
says such an order is necessary, but the Baddul-mubtar (vol. II, p. 602) explains 
it by saying that a judicial declaration is not needed for imparting validity to 
an act which the parties have the power to do, but to provide judicial evidence 
in order to prevent disputes. No time, however, is limited for seeking 
the assistanoe of the Kazi—Fatawa-i-Alamgiri, I, p. 267 (Egypt edition). 
Beuftos it Ims been held by Mahomedan lawyers tibiat in a olaim for restitnti<m 
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of oaajugftl rights the defendant may plead the eaeroiseof “ the right of option,” 
and if it is established the Kazi may grant the declaration in chat proceeding. 
It seems to me Uiat this principle would apply equally to a proceeding like the 
present, where a conviction can take place only if it is found conclusively that 
the former marriage was still binding and effective. 

For all these reasons, without going into the question whether the enforced 
absence of the alleged husband for four years, admittedly without making any 
provision for the wife’s maintenance, justified her or not in contracting a second 
marriage, I think that this conviction ought to be sot aside. 

£84] Beverley, J. —T concur with my learned colleague in setting aside 
the convictions in this case on the ground, firsl, that there is no snihoient legal 
evidence of the first marriage, and, aecontUy, that under the circumstances of 
this case—the girl having been betrothed in marriage by her mother before she 
attained puberty, that marriage having never been consummated, and the 
husband being in jail at the time the girl attained puberty—it was open to her 
to repudiate the betrothal and contract a valid marriage with another person. 

The conviction of the appellants is accordingly set aside and they will be 
released. 

Appeal allowed and conviction Qtiashed. 

H.T.H. 


NOTBS. 

• 

C As regards the formal requirements of a valid Mahomodan Marriage see also (1904) 31 
Cal., 849. 

In (1908) 10 0. W. N , 989 it was held that whore the father of a minor girl is present at 
her marriage and is a consenting party, no special recitations .ire necessary under the Hanafl 
Law.] 


[ISCal. 84] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 26th July, 1691. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mb. Justice Ghose. 


Matangini Dasi and another.Plaintiffs 

versui 

Jogendra Chunder Mullick and others.Defendants.* 


Hindu Law—Husband and wife — <Cruelty — Maintenance. 

A Hindu wife is justified in leaving her husband’s protection, and is entitled to separate 
maintenance from his income, when he habitually treats her with oruolty and such violenoe 
as to create the most serious apprehension for her personal safety. Sitanath Mooherje* v. 
Haimahutty Dabee (24 W. B., 377) referred to. 

This was a suit for maintenance brought by the plaintiff, Matangini Dasi, on 
behalf of herself and her minor son, Eatneswar Mullick, against her husband, 
Jogendra Chunder Mullick (defendant ^ No. 1), on the ground that his 
cruelty and misconduct endangered her life and compelled her to seek refuge 
in her father’s house, accompanied by her minor son. She claimed Bs. 50 
per mensem as maintenance for herself and her son, and Bs. 25 per mensem for 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 41 of 1890, against the decree of Babu Dwarka Nath 
Bhuttaoharji, Buhoedmate Judge of Midnapore, dated the Idth of September, 1889. 
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her son's education. She also claimed Rs. 450 as maintenance at the rate of 
Bs. 75 per inensem for the six months [853 previous to the institution of 
the suit. The defendants Nos. 2 and 3 were made parties to the suit, because 
they, as executors of the will of the late Junmejoy Mulliok, bad taken out 
probate, and the maintenance was payable out of the estate in their hands. 
The plaintiff was married to the defendant No. 1 when she was a child, and 
their son, Batneswar Mulliok, was about J2 years and 8 months old at the 
date of the institution of the suit. 

The defence shortly was that the plaintiff was bound to return to her 
husband, who was willing to support and maintain her in his house so long as 
she behaved as a Hindu wife. But that as she refused to live with him, she 
was not entitled to separate maintenance ; that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
sue on behalf of her son without a certificate under Act XL of 1858; and that 
the son ought to be brought hack to his father’s house. The Subordinate Judge 
found that the husband (defendant No. 1) was ready and willing to support and 
maintain his wife provided she returned to him and behaved properly; that he 
had been a profligate youth, was given to debauchery, and had treated his wife, 
the plaintiff, most shamefully, that he had assaulted her violently not once or 
twice, but at least a dozen times, and characterised his last assault on her “ as 
a most cruel, heartless and cowardly one.” He also found that the plaintiff 
was partly to blame for the constant bickerings during her married life, and 
was of opinion that il she had only controlled her temper a l^tle and treated 
her husband with more kindness, her married life might have been happier. 
He was of opinion that violent treatment by itself did not justify the plaintiff’s 
refusal to live with het husband . that such refusal must be based upon a 
reasonable apprehension of personal health or safety as would be required by 
an English Court in a similar case, and that as she had failed to prove that 
she lived in fear of her health or safety, she was hound to return to her husband 
and was not entitled to separate maintenance. He also held that no reason 
had been made out why the minor son. Batneswar should not live with his 
father, and as he was more than 13 vcars old he was bound to live with him. 
He thought that the plaintiff was not entitled to sue on behalf of her minor 
son without a certificate under Act XL of 1858 ; but as she had obtained 
permission to sue from his predecessor in office, he considered such [ 88 } 
permission sufficient under section 3 of that Act in accordance with the ruling 
in Durga Ghurn ShaJia v. Nilmonev Dasa (I. L. B., 10 Cal., J34). In the 
result the Subordinate Judge dismissed the plaintiif’s claim for past and future 
maintenance, but as she had been acting as the tie facto guardian of her minor 
son, and had been maintaining him, he gave her a decree for Bs. 150 at the 
rate of Bs. 15 for the minor’s maintenance for six months previous to the suit 
and Bs. 10 for his educational expenses. 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court and defendant No. 1 filed a 
oross'appeal against the decree for Bs. 150. 

Mr. Allen, Babu Tarak Nath Paht, Babu Jogesh Chunder Dey, and Babu 
Debender Nath Ghose for the. Appellants. 

Dr.* Bash Behan Ghose, Babu Ashutosh Mookerjee, and Babu Oolap Chun¬ 
der Sircar for the Respondents. 

Mr. Allen: Golebrooke in his Digest of Hindu Law mentions some of the 
circumstances under which the Hindu Law allows a wife to leave the protection 
of her husband and to claim maintenance from him. For instance:—She can 
enforce her right to mainteoanca whenever it is denied, and this right is not 
affected by her supersession (Colebrootke’s Dig., Vol. II, Bk. IV, Oh. 1. a. 2, v. 
74). If she be forsaken without fault, she may compel her husband “ to pay 
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the third part of his wealth, or, if poor, to provide a maintenance for her ” 
(Colebrooke’s Dig., Vol II, Bk. IV, Ch. 1, s. 2, v, 72) And she may forsake 
her husband “it he be an abandoned sinner or an heietical mendicant, or 
impotent or degraded or afflicted with phthisis, or if he have been long absent 
in a foreign country ’’ (Colebrooke’s Dig., Vol. IV, Ch. IV, s. 2, v. 151). In 
Lalla Gobind Pershndv. Dowhit Buteedi W. R, 451), when a Hindu husband 
kept a Mahomedan mistress, and iiy such conduct rendered it impossible for 
his wife to live with him any longer consistently with tier self-respect and 
religious feelings, and she lived apart and ciiastely, the Court held that she 
was entitled to maintenance. A Hindu wife is also entitled to maintenance 
when her hu«band habitually treats her with cruelty, liidim Statute Lavy 
recognizes the right of the wife, whatever be her caste, creed or religion, 
to live apart from her husband and to claim maintonance vviien she has been 
[871 h.ibituallv treated bv him wRli cruelty (Criminal Procedure Code, 
H 4H8). See also the observations of (lAKTll, C f , in ISitanath Mookerjee 
V llamiahuttij Dtibe.c <24 W R,377) as to what is meant by cruelty. To 
constitute cruelty in Bnghsh law, there must he actual violence of such a 
character as to endanger personal health or safety, or thorn must be the 
reasonable apprehension of it. Milford v. Milford (L R., 1 I’, and M., 296; 
36 L.J P. and M 30, affirmed, 37 li.J.P. and M , 77) The leading case on the 
subject is Evans v Evans fl Ilagg (Bed ) 35!. There wlijjit is legal cruelty 
such as would entitle a wife to a ludicuil separation, or, to a divorce when 
coupled with adultery, is fully discussed, and the law iaiil down by Sir WILLIAM 
SroTT. Cruelty in the sense in which t!ie Court holds it jiroved as a ground 
for separation or divorce lies in the cuinulatue ill-conduct wliidi the history 
of the married life discloses. This r-ggregate is made up of those acts of per¬ 
sonal violence or degrading conduct which are spoken of in the books as “acts 
of ciuelty ”, palliated or inflamed, as the case may be, by the respective 
language, demeanour, and bearing of the jiarties, and the whole considered in 
connection with the general treatment which the party complaining may have 
received. Powei v Powvri'di L f P. and M., J37,4 Sw and Tr, 173). It has 
been held that where there is one gross aot of cruelty, if there is a reasonable 
apprehension of further acts of tlie same kind, the Court will grant I’eliof. 
Reeves v. RfAives (32 L .1. P. and M, 178). Cruelty in this country (as laid 
down by ca4e-law applicable to Hindus) does not materially differ from cruelty 
witfim the meaning of English law. If any difference exists, it is in favour 
of t)ie wife, not the husbaml. On the question of cruelty, in Buzlonr Ruhenn v. 
Shumsoonnism Bequni (11 Moo 1. A, 551j, their Lordships of the Privy 
Council siiy at page 611 “The Mahurnodan law on a question of what is 
legal cruelty between man and wife would probably not differ materially from 
our own.” This question of cruelty has also been fully discussed by RIblvill, 
J., in Yaviimahui v. Naraqan More-shvat Itemise (1. L R., 1 Bom , 164) His 
Lordship says : “ As the [88] Judicial Coniiiiittee say ol the Mahomedan 

law, 80 we would say of the Hindu law, that, on a question of what is legal 
cruelty between man and wife, it would probably not differ inateHally from 
our own. Any difference there might be would be in the direction of greyer 
strictness, not of greater laxity - at least in regard to the treatment of the 
wife by the husband A Hindu wife caunut, any more than an English wife, 
claim a divorce on account of merely her husband’s inconstancy ; but she may 
demand a separate maintenance if her husband ill-treat her on account of a 
favourite wife or mistress.’' And further on he says: “In a suit between 
Hindus we consider that the only safe and practical criterion of cruelty is 
that contained in the definition which guides the English Courts, namely, 
that 'there must he actual violence of such a character as to endanger personal 

9 OAL.— 66 613 
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health or safety, or there mast be the reasonable apprehension of it." In 
Sitannfk Mookerjee v. Ilaimabutty Dabee (24 W. E., 377), maintenance was 
refused on the ground that the husband was willing to support his wife, and 
it had not j^n proved that he was guilty of acts of cruelty which would have 
justi^ed her in leaving bis protection. 

The Lower Court has found that the respondent, the husband, was a 
profligate youth and was given to debauchery . that he has treated his wife 
with cruelty ; and that his last assault upon her was a most cruel, heartless 
and cowardly one. I therefore submit she is entitled to separate maintenance. 

Dr. Rash Behary'Ohosp, on behalf of the Respondent. The determination 
of an action of this description requires very careful consideration* of the Hindu 
law, as well as strict proof of the facts to which that law is to be applied. 
Such a case cannot be decided simply on the principles which guide the 
English Courts in suits for divorce and judicial separation, or according to 
what is called “equity and good conscience". Circumstances which would 
entitle a wife to judicial separation in the English Matrimonial Courts would 
not necessarily entitle her to a decree for separate maintenance in an Indian 
Court. I refer to the observations of the .Tudiciai Committee of the Privy Council 
at pages 610 -615 in the case of Buzioor Buhflem v. Sthumsooimissa Begum [11 
Moo. LA , 551, R W 11 fP C ), 31, and also to those of the High Courts in Jogm- 
droniindim [89] Vfossee v Hurry D.m Ghose. [I. L. R., 5 Cal., 600, {505)J, and in 
Bmda v. Knunsiha [I L R ,13 All., 126(155,160)j. .\s to tl>% Hindu law regard¬ 
ing the position of a wife, the reciprocal rights and duties of the husband and 
wife, and the circumstances which might justify a separation, I cite the 
following authorities — 

Manu, Chapter VIII, sections 299, 300: Chapter IX, sections 77, Hi, and 
83 : Colebrooke’s Digest, Bk. 4, Chapter I, sections 56, 63, 04, 66, 70, and 75 , 
Dr. Bannerjee’s Tagore Law Lectures on Marriage and Stridhun, pages 119 
and 151 ; 1 Strange’s Hindu Law, pages 47, 4R , and 1 Norton’s Loading Cases, 
page 38. I submit tliat althougli it is true that the respondent has ill-tieated 
his wife, she herself is also to blame for much of the uiihappine.ss of her mar¬ 
ried life, and since he is willing to support and maintain her in his house in a 
manner befitting her nos'tioii as a Hindu wife, provided she behaves properly, 
and as she has refused to live with him, slio is not entitled to the relief sought 

The judgment of the Court (TOTTENHAM and Ghose, .7.1.) was ns 
follows: — 

This was a suit for maintenance hrougiit against the defendant No. 1 by 
his wife and his minor son, upon che ground that his cruelty and other 
misoouduct had jiut her iu fear oi her life and driven her to take refuge with her 
son at her own father’s uouse. She claimed maintenance for herself and son 
at the rate of Rs 50 |>er mensem, and Rs. 25 per mensem was claimed for the 
son’s education. There was a further claim for maintenanoe for the six months 
before suit. 

The defendants 2 and 3 were made parties to the suit because they are 
exeputors appointed under the will of .Innmejoy Mullick, late father of defendant 
No. 1, and the maintenance is claimed from the estate. 

The Lower Court held that the plaintiffs had made out no sufficient case 
for a decree for separate maintenance for the future; but gave a decree for 
Rs. 150 in respect of the mainteriance and education of the son for the six 
months previous to the suit. The plaintiffs having appealed, the ddendant 
No 1 has filed a cross-appeal against the decree for these Rs. 150. 

[90] The facts alleg^ and proved against the husband-defendaDt are so 
discreditable to him that we are astonished at his not having settled his Wife’s 
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claim oat of Court, rather than have his conduct exposed and condemned 
publicly in the Courts of Justice. And after hearing the appeal we have 
abstained for some'time from delivering judgment, as there was some hope that 
even at the last moment the defendant would offer the plaintiff such reasonable 
terms as she might accept, and so escape tiie disgrace of a decree this Court 
being passed against him in such a suit. ‘ We are, however, compellbd to 
proceed to judgment. 

The plaintiff No. 1 has for many years been the wfe of the defendant 
No. 1, and their son must no\Y be about 15 years of age, foi in the plaint filed 
on the 6th of April 1889 he is described as then being 12 years and 8 
months old. In her moral conduct she has been, as far as we can judge, 
irreproachable ; though she has, it appears, sometimes allowed her temper to 
get the better of her under the provocation w'hich her husband’s habitual 
ilttreatment of her offered. 

The findings of fact of the Suhordin,\,te -Judge are not disputed hv the 
respondent; and his last assault upon his wife is properly characterised by the 
Court as a most cruel, heartless and cowardly one The husband has also been 
proved to he a profligate youth, addicted to drink, and one whri " behaves most 
shamefully bv his wife,”.to use the words of the Subordinate Judge; still he 
does not think she was justified in leaving her husband's house. He thinks 
that, notwitlistancjing all that has happened, notwithstanding the violence 
committed a dozen* times or so, and notwithstanding tlie last most brutal 
assault, still there is no reasonable apprehension of personal safety or health , 
and that consequently she is hound to return to her husband and is not entitled 
to separate main ton atico. 

It would be a matter of very great rogrot to ua to be compelled by Hindu 
law, or by anv other consideration, to endorse, this judgment. The Hindu 
law, while it enjoins ujiun the wife the duty' of attendance on, obedience to, 
and veneration for, the husband, inculcates that the husband must honour 
the wife and tioat hei with alfect:on and courtesv. The husband is no 
doubt entitled to restrain the liberty of the wife, and she is bound to refrain 
from going to any place where her husband forbids her [SlJ to go, and the 
sages mention only certain cases whore the wife may forsake the husband (see 
Colebrooko’s Digest, Vol. II, Book IV, Chapter I, Section 2, and Chapter IV, 
Section 2). But it is nowhere laid down that the wife is bound to live with a 
husband who habitually treats her with cruelty, and so ill-treats her as to 
endanger her personal safety : and in this connection wo may refer to s. 488 
of the Code of Crimiual Procedure as showing what the Legislature con¬ 
sidered to bo the correct law on the subject, as also to the observations of 
Garth, G.J., in Sitanath Mookfirjeev. IlaimabiiUy Dabee (24 W. E , 377). We 
think it amplv established in this case that the defendant’s violence towards 
his wife has been such as to create the most serious apprehension for her 
safety should she continue in his power . and under these circumstances we 
hold that she is fullv justified in leaving her husband and is entitled to he 
maintained from his income. We reverse the decree of the Lower Court so far 
as it dismisses Matangini’s suit, and direct that she receive maintenance at 
the rate of Es. 32 per mensem from the income enjoyed by the defendant 
No. 1 under his father’s will. She is entitled to recover at the above rate from 
Ashin to Falgoon 1296 (Amli) and for thd remainder of her husband’s life. 
And she will get her costs in both Courts. 

As regards the cross-appeal, the Lower Court was, we think, in error in 
making any decree in respect of the maintenance and education of the 
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defendant’s son ; but as the learned pleader did not pr3ss the appeal, we do not 
consider it necessary to make any order upon it. 

G.D.P. Jppeal allowed. 

, * . NOTES. 

[ As regards cruelty see also 21 Bom., 610 , 7 Bom. L.B., 602 , 31 Cfil., 071 ; 28 Cal., 
761; 4 C.W.N., 488, 12 Born. L.B., 373 . 11 4.L.J., 101.1 
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Hindu Line — Dai/ahuijha—Jnhei ilnnco -Siidm Gash — Illc.qilimatc sfv/— 

lienijal Art 11 of ,h. ‘.iU. 

According to the Boiigal School of Hindu Lrw, the son of a Sudr.'V bv a kt>pt-wi>in i>n or 
continuous concubine does not inheiit his father’s estate. 

[92] Naraxu iJhua v. Kahluil Gmn (I h B , J ( tl , 1) fcdlowed ludeiim Valuiujy- 
pooly Inver v. liamnsnivmii Patuhn Tnhtvei [13 Moo T A , 141 , 3 B L R P C. 1 , 12 W 
B (P. C ) 411 explained Itnhi \ Grn'md Valad Te/n (1 L R , 1 Bom , *>7), Snilii v. 
Baiza and fhnu {1. L R, I Boin., .37), Dntn Pnrtsi Sayndu \ Datti Hant/atu Xayadu (4 
Mad. H. 13., 204), KnaknaiHfan v -Muttwiami (I. L. R., 7 M.rJ 107). Sninsuti v Mnnnu 
(I. L. B , 2 Ail., 134), and Uartjoltncl Kunri v Ohniaiu .Snu/li [1 L R., G All,, 329), 
explained and dibtiiiguished 

A Bhuinhari register prepared under Bengal Ai i II of 1809. is not conclusnc L"'idtniGC 
of the title of the person recorded thorei n. 

This was a auit for declaration of title and f'lr pussessioii with mesne profits. 

One Sheodyal Sahu died possessed of a certain inocurruree property, 
mouzah Jhari in perguntiah Khokhra, and leaving him surviving two sons, 
Nund Lai Sahu (who died previous to this suit), and Bhupal Hahu (plaintiff 
No. 1) by a lawfully married wife, and a third son, Donia Suhu (defendant 
No l), who was born of a concubine. 

The plaintiffs alleged that at the time of the death of Bheodyal, Bhupal 
(plaintiff No. 1) and his eldest brother, Nund Lai Bahu, were minors, and that 
the defendant Doina Sahu both during their minority and for some time after 
they had attained majority looked after and managed their ancestral property, 
mouzah Jhari, as their karpardaz, and that he also cultivated the ryoti lands in 
the mouzah ; that from 1921 to 1925 mouzah Jhari was let out in ticca by 
Nund Lai to Gopi Sahu, the lather of plaintiff No. 2, who remained in 
possession until the expiration of the term of his ticca ; that after the death 

‘Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. 1140 of 1890, against the decree of !<’ Cowley, Esq., 
Judiciai Commissioner of Chota Nagpofe, dated the let of May. 1890, affirming the decree of 
Mciulvi Hamid-uddin, Munsif of Banchi, dated the 29th of September 1888. 
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of Nund Lai the plaintiff Bhupal was in sole po8868SioD of the eotlFd BlOQ^eb, 
and on 2nd September 1881 he granted a bhugutbandha lease of entlPBOIOlI- 
ssah to plaintiff No. 2 and his uncle Gunga Sahu for a period of 13 years from 
1938 to 1950, and put them into possession ; that plaintiff No. 2 sued some of 
the tenants lor arrears of rent for the years 1941 and 1942 ; that"the defendant 
Doma Sahu intervened alleging that he bad a half share in the niou^sfth, and 
that he had given it in mocurruree to defendant No 2, that on appeal the 
suit wa.s dismissed, and tlie plaintiff's were thus di.spossessed of a half sliare in 
C93] the rnouzah. They also alleged that Doma Sahu was the illegitimate sou 
of Sheodyal by a kept woman , that he had no right to any share in the innuzah, 
and never was m possession of any portion thereof other tlian the ryoti lands 
Thov further alleged that the moculTuree jiottah of the I5th December 1885 
(8th Aughran Sudi 1942) executed by Doma Sahu of his half share id the rnouzah 
in favour of defendant No. 2 was* collusive and fraudulent, and submitted 
that it should be set aside. The plaintiffs accordingly prayed lor a declaration 
that Doma Sahu was illegitimate, and therefore not entitled to any share in 
the niouzah . that the mocurruree pottali of l.'ith December 1HH5 was collusive 
and fraudulent, and tberefoio invalid, and for a declaration of tboir title to the 
half share in tlie rnouzah claimed liy the defendants, and foi possession with 
mesne profits 

The defendant Doma Sahu denied the plaintiff "s allegation as to posses¬ 
sion and dispossession He alleged that neither the plaintiff liliupal nor his 
ticcadar were in possession of the disputed share of llieniouzah within 12 years 
prior to tlie institution of the suit, that he was a legitiniate son of Slieodyal, 
who died leaving him surviving tliree sons, of whom Nund Lai was the eldest, he 
the second, and Bhupal the vouugi st; that after tlie death of Sheodyai, Nund Lai, 
the plaintiff' Bhupal, and he were in joint iiossessiou of tlieniouzali . that after 
the death of Nund Lai the niouzah was divided ovjuallv hy private partition 
between Bhupal an 1 himsell. and that he had let out his lialf share in mocur- 
ruree to one Kirpal Narain Teewah, defendant No 2, who was in possession of 
it, and that the mocurruree pottali of 15th December 1885 was not collusive 
and fraudulent. Defendant No 2 corroborated the allegations and statements 
of Doma Sahu. 

An authenticated copy of a bhuinhaii logister, dated 1874, .uid a copy of 
a bhainhari map, dated Juno 1875, were filed. In thf register the plaintiff 
Bhupal Sahu and the dofendarit Doma Sahu were recorded as tho mocunuree- 
dars of inouzali Jhari The hhuinliari map vias signed by the defendant Doma 
alone, and from it it ajipuaied that Doma Sahu was the mocurrureedar of the 
whole of niou/ah Jhari, and tliat all the niajhahas lauds belonged to him. 

[94] Tho Munsif found that Nund Lai and Doma were oi about the same 
age; that contrary to the custom of Ghota Nagpore, the nanie of tho youngest 
brother Bhupal and not that of the elder brother Doma was entered as jagirdar 
of Jbar in the zemindari shorista ol the superior landlord, and that Bhupal 
only paid rent, that although Doma claimed to be in possession of a half share 
under a private partition for more than 12 years, he never paid any rent, nor 
the road and pulilic works cesses in respect of his half share to the silperior 
landlord , that suits tor arrears of rent were always brought against Bhupal, 
and the decrees obtained in such suits were satisfied either by Bhupal or his 
ticcadars, that the entire mouzah was let out in ticca bv Nund Lai from 1291 
to 1295 and that the ticcadar was in possession ; that in 1881 Bhupal granted 
a bhugutbandha lease of the mouzah to plaintiff No. 2 and to his uncle Gunga 
Sahu ; and that although both the tiocas were granted hy registered deeds, 
Doma Sahu at no time raised any objection. He was of opinion that the 
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bhuinhari register and map did not help the defendant’s case, and that Doma 
while acting as the karpardaz of Bhupal had collusively signed the bhumbari 
map describing him as mocurrureedar of the moussah, and that Qbupal, who 
was lame and a cripple, was not aware of Doma's collusive transactions in the 
bhuinbari department. The Munsif came to the conclusion that the plaintiffs 
were in possession of the disputed share of the mouzah, and that Doma was 
never in possession of it. He found that Doma was an illegitimate son of 
Sheodyal, and that the inoeurruree pottah of the 15th December 1885 was 
collusive and fraudulent, and brought into existence with a view to defeat the 
plaintiffs’ claim. 

He held further that the suit was not barred and decreed the plaintiffs’ 
claim. 

The Judicial Oommisfiioner of Ghota Nagpore upheld the findings and 
decision of the Munsif, and dismissed the defendant’s appeal. 

The defendant Kirpal Narain Tuwari appealed to the High C'ourt. 

Babu Golah Chundn- Strear for the Appellant. 

Babu Ham Churn Miitrr for the Respondents. 

[953 Babu Giilfili Chunder Sncai\ —The Courts belowr have dealt with this 
case as if the onus was on the defendant Duma Sahu to prove his legitimacy. 
It is ]ust the other way. It is .almost impossible for a man to prove his legiti¬ 
macy at the age of .55 years, and the evidence adduced by the plaintiffs and 
relied on by the Judicial Cfimmissioner does not amount* to legal proof of 
Doma’s illegitimacy There is no evidence that Doma was illegitimate or that 
his mother was not inai ned to the plaintiff’s father Marriage between different 
sections of the Sudra caste is valid. Naratn Dharn v. Rakhal Gnin (I. L. R , 
1 Gal., 1), Upoma Kuchainv. IJhnIarnm Bhuhi II. L. R, 15 Cal., 708); the 
latter case overrules the former one 

There is no prohibition to bo found in tin* Sanskrit books against intor- 
marriages between ditterentsnb-divisionsof the Siidi a caste, Tagore Lectures, 1888, 
p. 96, Indntni Valufignpoolif Taon v. Hanuimuniu Bandia Talavat (13 Moo. I. 
A., 141). That in practice such matriages are obsolete is no argument for the 
proposition that tho\ are invalid The presumption of law is that marriage is 
valid and the issue legitimate This presumption is referred toby MiTTER, J., 
in Narain Dhtna w.ltakhni Uain (I.L.R., 1 Cal., 1), where his Lordship says 
that where there is continued cohabitation, the presumption is in favour of a 
valid marnage, and thoroforeof legitimacy of the issue. Such marriages are not 
repugnant to the class among whom widow marriages in the Segai form take 
place. In frontier distiicts less rigour prevails. The case of Saiain Dhara v. 
Rakhal Gam (I. L. R , 1 Cal, 1) was remanded by MtT1;eA, J., to ascertain if 
there was any custom. An extract from the hhuinhari register of the Special 
Commissioner prepared under theCbota Nagpore Tenures Act, Bengal Act 11 of 
1869, is filed. It shows that the inoeurruree was recorded in the names of 
plaintiff No I and defendant No. 1 The preamble of the Act shows its objects. 
The register is prepared under the provisions of s. 5, and has to be confirmed 
under s. 25, and s. 26 makes the register prepared under the Act after it has been 
confinned conclusive evidence of the matters recorded in it. The register 
therefore is conclusive evidence of the title of Doma as a oo-sharer in the 
moounuree,<it]d not merely that Bhupal and he were in possession of the lands 
at the time it was made. 

£96] These facts aro consistent with my contention that Doma was legiti¬ 
mate. The onus therefore was on the plaintiff Bhupal to prove Doma’s illegiti¬ 
macy, and not having given any evidence, except that his mother belonged to 
another caste, which is not admitted by Doma, the suit ought to fail on that 
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ground. Even ifilmitting Doma^i illegitimacy, yet as such he was entitled to a 
half share according to Hindu law._ Dayabagha (Oolebrooke’s), Gh. IX, paras. 
29 to 31. In all these passages “unmarried" means “not married by the 
father." The Allahabad, Madras, and Bombay High Courts have held that a 
son by a female slave must be taken to mean a son by a kept woman or 
continuous concubine, since slavery hss been abolished in India. See Hahi v. 
Govmd Valad Teja (1. L. R., 1 Bom., 97) , Sadti v. Baiza avd Genu (1. L. R., 4 
Bom., 37); Pandaiya Telaver v. Puh Telaver (l Mad. II C , 47S) ; Inderun 
Valungypooly Taver v. Bamasawmy Pandia Talaver [13 Moo. I. A , 141; 12 
W. R. CP. G.), 41: 3 B. L. R. P. C., 1]. Datti Pansi Nayadu v. Dattl Bangaru 
Nayadu (4 ^lad. H C., 204) Krishnayyan v. Muitusami (I. L. R., 7 Mad., i07); 
Sarasuti v. Mannu (I. L R., 2 All.|il34) ; Hargobmd Kuan v Dharam Singh 
(1. L. R., 6 All., 329) ; Jogendro Bhuputi v. Nittyanund Man Singh (I. L. R., 
11 Cal.,702, affirmed; 1 L.R., 18Cal.,*161). Mitakshara, PartlJ, Ch. l,s. 12, para. 
2, makes para. 29,Chap. IX of the Davabagha clear. Colebrooke (.Bk. 0, Gh II, v. 
175)take8 “ the daughter’s son ’’ to he ‘‘ a legitimate daughter’s son,” Dayatattwa, 
Gil. 11,para 40 fGoIap ChandraSircai’s translation) Colebrooke's translation of 
para. 29, of Gli IX of the Dayabaglia is perfectly correct, if tlie reading contain¬ 
ed in the original Sanskrit edition of the Dayabagha with six commentaries by 
Pundit Bharat Chunder Siromani under the auspices of the lute Bahii I’rnsonno 
Coomar Tagore be correct. This reading is also found in the editions of 
1R13 and 1829 published under the authoritv of Gnveriunont. Mr. .lustice 
Mitter'S copy must have contained a different reading , otherwise he would 
not have come to the conclusion to which he did in the case of Narain 
Dhara v. Bakhal Gam (I. L R, 1 Cal., 1) that Colebrooke’s tran.slation 
was incorrect, and that the right translation was “ But the son of a 
t97]| Scdra by an unmarried female slave, etc., ruav share equally with other 
sons, bv consent of the father, etc." The result of the authorities is that 
“ unmarried” means “not married by the father.” and not “ that the woman 
should be a maiden ” The views taken bv the other High Courts are in 
accord with Colehrook's translation. This question is discussed iii liahi v. 
Govmd Valad Teja (I. L R , 1 Bom , 97). Mayne gives a summary of all 
the cases in para 504 of his book on Hindu Law and Usage. I therefore 
submit that the passage includes any concubine besides female slave or any 
other uitiiiarried woman. The author of the Dayabaglia is supported by 
Manu’s text. Although Doma’s mother might not have been a slave, hut, as 
already stated m the plaint, she was a concuhinu or a kept woman, Doraa 
would he still entitled to succeed. My third point is : Doma’s name being 
registered in the register under the Chota Nagpore Act, he must have been 
legitimate The register acts as an estoppel li this Court disagrees with 
the finding of the Lower Court on the question ol legitimacv, then it cannot 
accept the other findings. In the absence of evidence, no judicial notice can 
be taken of custom. Doma was a defendant in possession ; therefore there 
could be no limitation against him, and the plaintiff must succeed by the 
strength of his own title. If he was legitimate, the plaintiff's suit must be 
dismissed. If he was illegitimate, then the question is what share he was 
entitled to , and bearing in mind he was registered as owner, he was efttitled 
to a half share. To sum up— 

jgily —There is no evidence that Do]pa> was illegitimate : therefore effect 
must be given to the presumption that he was legitimate. 

Undly—li he was illegitimate, then he was entitled to a half share, and 
being recorded as owner, the question cannot be raised after 
this lapse of time. 
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Babu Ram Chum Mttter.—l do not admit any marriage The question 
of onus does not arise in this case. Thirteen witnesses have stated that 
Doma was illegitimate. Their evidence is good evidence as of reputation 
under the Evidence Act All the cases cited on the otlier side are irrelevant, 
as it has never been stated or admitted that there was a marriage. 

£983 1^ Xtirain Dhnra v. Bakhal Gam (I. L. R., 1 Cal , 1), MiTTBB, J., 
says tliat the presumption of marriage does not arise from continued cohabit¬ 
ation, wlion tlie parties are of different castes. See also Mdaram Nndtal v. 
Thanooram liamun f9 W. R., 552). In Mr. -Justice B\N13B.tke’S Tagore 
Lectures on Marriage and Shndhan, pages 73—7S, it w stated that marriage 
between different castes is absolutelv forbidden. There is a valid finding of 
fact that there was no marriage Then as to the question if Doroa was 
illegitimate, whether he would be entitled ^to any share. The question was 
not raised in the Courts he>low, and no issue was framed. Had such a question 
been raised and an issue framed, mv client might have sliown that marriage 
with a Rajwarni ould not be valid and would not entitle issue of such a 
marriage* to succeed. Jn Datt^ Pansi Nm/udu v Daitt lirinuaru Nayudii 
14 Mad H. C , 204 (2B9)] it is stated that the words "or other unmarried 
woman” were infcioduced by the author of the Da\abagha As to the register, 
it is a registoi of service tenure, and does not act as an estoppel. I refer to 
the preamble and ss,-5, 2.5, and 2ti of the Chota Nsgporo .Act 

Babu (hilah Chumlcr Sircar, in loplv. -The case of Mtlnrain Nudtiil v. 
Thanooinm liavmn (9 W R , 552) related to marriage bel.ween diffeient castes, 
and not between different sections of the same caste. Mr. .Justice BaneB-TEK 
in his lectures merely states that marriages ilo mit take place between different 
sub-divisions of the same caste, hut lie does nut say they ate forbidden. 

The judgment of the Court (TOTTENHAM and fiHosE, -TJ ) was as 
follows :— 

One Shpodyal Sahu died many years ago, leaving two sons by a lawfully 
married wife, viz.. Nund Lai Sahu (now dead) and Bhupal Salm, the plaintiff 
No 1, and a third son, Doma Sahu, the defendant No 1, who, it is alleged, 
was born of a concubine He owned a certain moruri uior jirtiperfcy , mouzah 
-Thari, and it was a dispute which took place hetw'een the jiatties in 1HH7 as 
regards tVie possession of the said property that led to the institution of this 
suit. 

The mam question which was discussed between Ihe jiarties in the Courts 
below was whether Doma Sahu wms a legitimate son [99] of Shoodyal, the 
plaintiffs contending that he was not while tlie defendant asserted that 
he was. There was no contention raised in either of the Lower Courts that, 
supposing Doma Sahu was illegitimate, ho was entitled to a share of the 
estate left by Sheodyal. That contention, however, has been raised before 
us and argued at some length 

Both the Courts below have found as a fact that Doma Rahu was not the 
legitimate son of Sheodyal, and that Nund Ijiil and Bhupal weie in possession 
of th^ rmcnrruree property for many years since the death of Sheodyal, and 
that Doma held the position of a karpardaz in the i.unily They have 
accordingly decreed the suit. 

It has been contended before us by the lesrned vakeel for the appellant 
that in holding that Duma was not the legitimate son of Sheodyal, the Court 
below threw the onm of proof upon the defendant rather than upon the plaintiff, 
and that the evidence on the part of the plaintiff relied upon by the -ludioial 
Commissioner does nut amount to any legal proof of the illegitimacy of Doma. 
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We are, however, of opinion that the decision of the Lower Appellate Court 
is based upon ttie whole evidence in the case, and that no question of onus of 
proof arises in this appeal. And as regards the evidence as to illegitinsacy, 
we think that the facts mentioned in the judgments of the Courts below do 
raise a prima facte case for the plaintiff that Doma Sahu could not have been 
the legitimate son of Sheodyal Sahu ; and this prima facte case the defendant 
was bound to rebut by proving that there was a marriage between his mother 
and Sheodyal, or, at least, that she was treated during Sheodyal’s lifetime as a 
lawfully married wife. The Lower Appellate Court has found as a fact, as 
has already been mentioned, upon the whole evidence that Doma was not a 
legitimate son of Sheodyal, and we see no reason to hold that in this it has 
committed any error in law. 

The vakeel foi the appellant referred us in the course of his argument 
to an office copy of the bhuinhari register of the year 1874, prepared by the 
revenue antliorities under Bengal Act II of 1869 , and it was contended that 
the entry in that register was conclusive evidence of the title of Doma Sahu as 
a co-sharer 1100} in the morurmree. This register is headed “ Be^ister of 
mouzah .lhari. Names of the proprietors, mocurrureedars, Doma Sahu and 
Bhupal Sahu." And in the body of the register a certain quantity of land is 
recorded as “ majhahas-' land in the possession of Doma Sahu and Bhupal 
Sahu. On referring to the preamble of the Act and the definitions, we find 
that “ majhahas ” tire lands reserved for the use of the proprietors and at 
their absolute disposal, and include tenures known as " bhetkheta,” which are 
ordinarily assigned as remuneration to villagers who work for the proprietor 
or his assigns on the majhahas land. The preamble further shows that the 
object of4ihe .\ct was bo record the tenures mentioned therein, viz., bhuinhari 
(tenures held by persons claiming to be descendants of the original founders 
of the villages in which such lands are situate), bhetkheta and majhahas and 
other tenures, consisting of lands set apart as remuneration for services 
to be performed by the holders thereof, as also to prepare a register of the 
rights and liabilities of the holders of such tenures. And section 26 of the 
Act provides that every register prepared under the Act after publication of 
the confirmation thereof in the Calcutta Gazette “ shall be conclusive evidence 
of all matters recorded in such register in pursuance of this Act; and from 
and after sucii publication of the confirmation ot the register relating to 
any village, no evidence shall be received tiiat any lands in such village not 
mentioned in such register are of bhuinhari oi of majhahas tenure." It seems 
to us that so far as the register records that certain lands are " majhahas " 
and that Bhupal and Doma were then in possession of the lands, it is conclnsive. 
But the register is not conclusive evidence of the title of Doma as a mvcur- 
rureedar of the village in which those lands are situate. It may no doubt ha 
regarded as evidence, and indeed it has been considered by the Courts below as 
such. 

We next turn to the contention raised before us that, supposing Doma 
Sahii to be an illegitimate son of Sheodval, he is entitled under the law of 
inheritance to a share in the property in dispute ; his father (Sheodyal) having 
belonged to the Sudra class and his mother having been, according to the plaifi* 
tiff's own case, a concubine in the keeping of Sheodyal. The parties site 
governed by the Dayabagha school of law'; and the learned vakeel for the 
LlOlJ appellant has referred ua, principally, to Dayabagha, Oh. IX, verses 29 
to 31 (as translated by Mr. Colebrooke), the decision of the Privy Gounoit in 
the case of Inderun Valungypooly Taver v. Bamasavmy Talaver (13 Moo. I. A., 
141) ; as also to certain cases decided by the Bombay, Madras, and AUahaliaid 
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High Courts as to the rights of an illegitimate son of a sudra under the Hindu 
law of inlieritanoe. 

In Golebrooke's “Dayabagha,” verse 29 (Ch. IX) has been translated 
thus •— 

“But the son of a Sudra, by a female slave or other unmarried Sudra 
woman, mav shaie equally with other sons, by consent of the father. Thus 
Manu says.—'A sou begotten by a man of the servile class on his female slave, 
or on the female slave of his slave, may take a share of the heritage, if per¬ 
mitted: thus is the law established.' ” 

Verse 30 runs as follows:—" Without such consent, he shall take half a 
share: as Ya]uya>\aicya directs.—“Even a son begotten by a Sudra on a female 
slave may take a share by the choice of the fathei: but if the father be dead, the 
brethren should make him partake of ha^f a share."’ 

And verso 31 has been rendered by Mr Colebiooke as follows-— 

“Begotten on an unmarried woman, and having no brother, he may take 
the whole projiertv, provided there lie not a daughter’s son. So Yajnyawaloya 
ordains •—‘One who has no brothers may inherit the whole property for want 
of daughter's sons ' But if theio he a daughter’s son, he shall share equally 
with him: for no special provision occurs, and it is fit that the allotment should 
be equal, since the one though born of an unmarried woman is son of the owner, 
and the other though sprung from a married w-onian, is only his daughter’s 
son.” 

Tf the two verses 29 and 31 have been coirectly rendoied by Mr Cole- 
brooke, the appellant’s contention would seem to be correct But tlie correct¬ 
ness of the translation was questioned before a Division Beneh of this Court 
(MaRKBY and MiTTER, .TJ ) in the case of Narain Dhara v. lihakhal Gam 
(I. L. E., 1 Cal, 1): and MiTTEK, .1 , after referring to the original text, was of 
opinion that there was a [102] slight inaccuracy in Colehrooke, and that the 
verses m question should be rendered as follow a. — Eeis*' 29.—“ But the son of 
a Sudra by an unmarried female slave, etc., may share equally with other sons 
by consent of the father,” and so on. Verse 31.—“ Having no other brothers 
begotten on a married woman, (he) may take the w'hole propeity, provided 
there ho no dauglitcr's son,” and so on. And the learned Judges in that case 
held that it was only a certain descrijition of illegitimate sons of a Sudra by an 
unmarried woman that is entitled to succeed, viz , the illegitimate sons by a 
female slave or a female slave of his slave. 

The leai ned vakeel for tlie appellant has contended before us that the 
rendering by' MlTTEK, J., ol the two verses is not correct. 

We obseivethat the translation as given by MlTTER, J., of verse 29 was 
accepted as correct bv Dr. (now Mr. Justice) Bannerjek in the Tagore 

J. «ectures on “ Hindu Law of Marriage and Stridhan ” (p. 167); and after 
ponferring with him as to the rendering of both the verses 29 and 31, we are 
enable to differ from MiTTEH J.; in what he held to be the correct meaning of 
l^ose verses. Verse 29, if literally rendered, may perhaps be translated in a 
slightly different way ; but it would not make any difference in the real meaning. 

*^The said verse is a commentary upon a text of Manu, which is that “ a son 
btgotten by a man of the servile class on his female slave, or on the female 
slAve of his slave, may take a shave, etc ” And it is difficult to believe that the 
author of the Dayabagha', while commenting upon that text, should have in¬ 
tended to go much beyond it, and to include the son of a Sudra by any unmarried 
wotnan, whether a female slave or not, as entitled to take a share. We observe 
thiit the author of the Mttakshara speaks only of the son of a Sudra by a 
fenlale slave as entitled to inherit (Part II, Chapter I, Section XII), and 
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Kulluker Bhutta, while oommenting upon the said text of Manu, observes as 
follows :—“ The son of a Sudra by a female made a captive or slave under a 
standard or the like, or by a female slave belonging to his male slave, if permitted 
by his father, shares equally with the sons by his wedded wife, that is, he 
obtains a share equal (to that of one of those sons). that is the settled rule of the 
Sbastra” (see Bhama Chum’s Vyavastha-Darpana, new edition, p. 24). And 
It 18 noteworthy that the text [1033 of Yajnyawalcva recited in verse 30 of 
the Dayabagha mentions only the case of a son begotten of a female slave 

There may be, we think, a special reason why ^fanu and other sages in 
ancient times declared that sons of a Sudra by female slaves should take a 
share in the paternal estate : that reason being that in those days, when 
slavery existed in India, a slave occupied the position of a member of the 
family . he, like the wife and son, was incapable of owning any property ; and 
whatever he earned belonged to tSe master {.ser Tagore Law Lectures by 
Bahu Krishna Komal Bhuttaoharjee, and the ulnkas from Manu, quoted therein, 
pp. 3—51. But the like reason would not exist in the case of a ucncubine, 
who is not a slave-girl: her position is wholly different indeed. There were, 
we may here observe, in ancient times 15 descTiptions of slaves. We mean 15 
different ways in which a person might become a slave to nnother (see Shama 
Churn’s Vyavastha-Darpaiia, new edition, p 27, and Macnaughten’a Hindu 
Law, Volume II, p 273), and it would be necessary to show, when a right of 
succession is clainied by an illegitimate son, that he was born of a female slave 
of one or other of Chose descriptions. 

We do not think it necessary to pursue the matter anv further, it having 
been fullv discussed in the case of Naraui iJhma v. Rctkhal Gam (I L. R., 1 
Cal., 1). And as regards the decision of the Judicial Committee in t)ie case of 
Indetnn Valmigypooly Taver y. Eamasau'my Talaver (13 Moo. I. A, 141), 
which was a case from Madras, we need only say that we agree generally in 
the observations of MiTTEB, J., in Naram Dhara's case in holding that the 
Privy Council did not intend to lay it down broadly that an illegitimate son 
of a Sudra is in aLl cases entitled to inherit. 

As to the cases decided by tiie High Courts of the other Presidencies, the 
two leading cases are Bahi v. Govmd Valad Tfja (I. L R , I Bom , 97) and 
Sadiiv Batsaand Genu (I L. R., 4 Bom , 37) These two casus at the first 
blush mav appear to support the view of the appellant, ’mt on examination it 
will be found that it is not so In the first-mentioned case it was laid down, 
as observed by WesTROPP, C.J , in the case of Sadii v Baiza and Genu (1. L R., 
4 Bom., 37), that in that Presidency “ among SirrfmA [I04j the illegitimate 
offspring of a kept woman or continuous concubine are on the same level as to 
inheritance as the damputta or son of a female slave by a Hudra.” In the 
latter case it would appear that there was no question whatever, rather it was 
admitted (see p. 47) that the illegitimate son Sadu would take a share m the 
inheritance upon the father’s death. And Mr. Justice Habidas observed in 
one portion of his judgment that “among Sudras, contrary to the rule obtaining 
among the regenerate classes, a son begotten of a female slave (dasiputra) 
inherits his father’s property ; and in this Presidency a Sudra’s son by con¬ 
cubine is treated as a dasiputra: ” and in the paragraph immediately preceding 
that in which this passage occurs, it is stated that when the father (Manji) 
died, his family consisted of his two widows, a daughter, a legitimate son, and 
the illegitimate son, the plaintiff in the cause. The only real question, there¬ 
fore, that the Court had then to consider was whether the legitimate and 
illegitimate sons having jointly succeeded to the estate of the father, the 
latter, upon the death of the former was entitled to take the whole estate by 
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survivorship. And it was held that he was so entitled. This case, and so far 
as the decision upon the said question was concerned, we may here observe, 
was quoted with approval by a Division Bench of this Court, and by the 
Privy Council in the case of Jogendro Bhuputi v. Nittyaaund Man Singh 
(I. L. B., 11 Cal., p. 702 : on appeal I. L. E., 18 Cal., p. 151), where the question 
raised was also one of survivorship, and where the illegitimate son who claimed 
the property was born of a female slave. 

The case of Pandatya Telav^r v. Puly Telavpr (l Mad. H. C., 478) cited 
before us, from the Madras High Court Reports is, we believe, the same case 
which went up afterwards to tiie Privy Council (13 Moo. 1. A.) and which has 
already been noticed ; and the cases of Dattt Pariai Nayudu v. Datti Bangararu 
Nayudtt (4 Mad. H. C., 204) and Krtshnayyan v. MnUiisami (I. L. R., 7 Mad., 
407) proceed upon the interpretation which the learned Judges put upon the 
word “ dasi," which they understood to include a woman kept as a continuous 
concubine. As regards the oases decided by tho All ihabad High Court, Sarasuti 
y. Mannu (1. L. R., 2 A11.134) and Hargobind Kuan v. Dharam Singh 

(I. L. R., 6 All., 329), they fallow the Bombay and Madras cases, and proceed 
upon the theory that " the illegitimate offspring of a kept woman or continu¬ 
ous concubine amongst Sudras are on the same level as to inheritance as the 
issue of a female slave by a Sudra." 

We do not, however, feel so pressed by the decisions in the other Presi¬ 
dencies as to differ from what was laid down for Bengal bj this Court in the 
case of Naram Dhara v. Rakhal Gam ; and following that case, we hold that 
the defendant Doma Sahu acquired no title in the estate of Sheodyal. 

The result is that this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

C. D. P. Appeal dismissed. 


MOTES 

L Id the recent Cdso of Chatturbhu/ PatnaiK v. Krishna Chaiuira Patnatk ( 1012 ) 16 
O.L.J , 886 Mookerjec J bold that under the Mitaktihiira Law, even in Bengal, tho status Of 
Doai-puba would attach to one born of a permanent uontmuoue exclubive concubine, (1900) 
98 Cal., 194 was distinguished. 1 Cal., 1 and 19 Cal., 91 were cases under theDayabhaga Law 
and opinion was reserved in respect of that law. 

The case of (1910) 20 M.L.J., 850 related to the odbpnng of adulterous intercourse. 

As regards the pnoi of evidence, sec also (1894) 22 Cal.. 112.1 
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APPELLATE CRIMINAL 

The 9th November, 1891 
Present : 

Mr. Justice Beverley and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 

Ferasat and others.Appellants 

' versm 

Queen-Empress.Respondent. ’ 


Cumulative Sententie<t — Kioting—Vistmct offences—Separate conviction for 
rioting and oausina hur't and grievous hurt—Venal Code (Act 
XLV of ISaO), ss 71, 14h, 152, d:i2, and 

Eight persoiiK, who were charged with a number of others, were trii'd on various charges 
consisting of noting armed with de.idl> weapons (section 148, Pun.vl Code), assaulting or 
obstructing a public servant when suppressing a not (section , and voluntarily causing 
hurt and gnovous hurt to^cter a public servant from his duty (sections 38‘i and 383). The 
common object set out in the charge was “ to resist the cxecutioir of a decree obtained by 
Snresh Chunder Deb Against Shaik Ah Yar in the Court of the Socntnl Subordinate Judge of 
Alipore, dated 30th April 1891, and also by means of criminal force or show of criminal 
force to overawe the members of the police force in the execution of their lawful powers as 
police officers,” and it was held that resistance to the pols.c was one of the component parts of 
the offence of noting charged. At the trial in the Court of Session all eight accused were 
convicted of the offence charged under [106] section 14 H, and each was sentenced to the 
uiaxuuum punishment allowed under that section, viz., thice years' rigorous imprisonment. 

Seven out of the eight were convicted of offences under s 152, and seutoneod each to an 
additional term of two joars’ ngoious ifnpnsouinont for those offences 

Two out of the seven accused were further c.mvieted of offences under s 332 of the 
L’enal Code, the hurt therein charged being caused to police officers engaged lu suppressing 
the not, and each sentenced to a further additional tcini of two v ears' rigorous imprisonment 
for that offence 

The eighth accused, who was not convicted of an offence under s 15'2, was convicted 
of an offence under s .333, the grievous hurt being similarly caused to a police officer 
and for that offence was sentenced to five years' rigorous imprisonment in addition to the 
sentence of three years passed on him under s. 148. 

It was contended on appeal— 

(1) That the sentences passed under s. 15‘2 in addition to those under s. 148 were illegal. 

(2) .That separate sentences under section 15'2 and sections 33'2 and 333 were illegal. 

(3) That the cumulative sentences under section 148 and sections 33‘2 and 383 wore 
illegal in so far as they exceeded the maximum sonteuce provided for either of the offences. 

Held, as regards (1), that as resistance to the police was one of the component parts of the 
offence of noting of which the accused were convicted and sentenced to the maximum 
punishment provided by section 148, and having regard to the provisions of sectioiT?!, the 
additional sentences under section 152 were illegal. 

Held, further, that section 152 ooutemplates^an assault or obstruction to some particular 
public servant, and that as the charge against the accused as framed was merely to the effect 
that they assaidted and obstructed members of the police force iii the discharge of their duties, 
etc., the conviction under that section could not be upheld 

* Oriminal Appeal No. 619 of 1891, against the order passed by J. Eelloher, Esq., Sessions 
Judge of 24-PerguniiahB, dated the 12th of September 1891. 
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Held, as regards (‘i), that separaAe sentences under s. 162 and ss. 3S2 and 833 were illegal, 
as the hurt inflicted on the police ofiicers was the violence used toward thena which constituted 
the essence of the ofience under section 162. 

Held, os regards (3), that the separate sentences passed under s. 148 and ss. 332 333 

were not illegal, there being nothing in section 71 of the Penal Code which limits the amount 
of punishment that may be imposed for these ofiences. 


This was an appeal by Shaik Ferasat and seven other persons who had been 
convioted, after a trial before the Sessions Judge of the [107} 24-Pergunnahs and 
a jury, of rioting, armed with deadly weapons, and other offences under the 
Penal Code. 

The Sessions Judge passed separate sentences on each of the accused in 
respect of each of the offences of which they were severally convicted, and the 
only question in the appeal was whether^ these sentences, being cumulative, 
were legsi or not. 

The facts of the case and the nature of the sentences passed appear 
sufficiently in the judgment of the High Court. * 

Mr. Garth and Munshi Shnrnsal Hadda for the Appellants. 

Mr. Leith (Officiating Deputy Legal Eemembrancer) for the Crown. 

The judgment of the High Court (Beverley and .\meek Ai.i, JJ.) was 
as follows :— 


This appeal arises out of the first of the trials in connection with the riot 
that took place in the northern part of the town of Calcutta'last May. In that 
trial the eight appellants were convicted by a jury of various offences, and 
sentenced to various terms of imprisonment, as set out below. The names of 
the eight appellants are— 


1. Shaik Forasat. 

2. „ Ismail. 

3. ,, Masand 

4. „ Hisabul 


o. Shaik Manir Khan. 

6 . „ Abdul. 

7. „ Jan. 

8 . „ Shairu. 


In the first place all the appellants have been convicted of rioting, being 
armed with deadly weapons, and under s. 148 of the Penal Code have been 
sentenced to three years’ rigorous imprisonment for that offence. In the next 
place thev have all been found guilty of assaulting and obstructing the police 
when endeavouring to suppress the not, and, under s. 162 of the Penal Code, 
they have all (with the exception of Shairu) been sentenced to an additional 
term of two years' imprisonment for that offence. ^ 

Then Shaik Ismail has also been found guilty of causing iiurt to Corporal 
Shankar Singh, and for that offence he has been sentenced, under s. 332, to 
an additional term of two years’ imprisonment. 

Similarly, Shaik Manir Khan has been convicted of causing hurt to Con¬ 
stable May, Constable Bose, and Superintendent [l 08 j Robertson, and has been 
sentenced to an additional term of two years. 

And Shaik Shairu has been convicted of causing grievous hurt to Superin¬ 
tendent Robertson, and under s. 333 has been sentenced to an additional term 
of five years. 

Now, the first noint taken by Mr. Garth on behalf of the appellants is that 
the learned Sessions Judge has contravened the provisions of s. 71 of the Penal 
Code by imposing separate sentences for the offences under s. 148 and s. 152. 
In this contention we think Mr. Garth is right. The common object of the 
unlawful assembly is set out in the charge as being “ to resist the execution of 
a decree obtained by Suresh Chunder Deb against Shaik Ali Yar in the Court 
of the Second Subordinate Judge of Alipore, dated the' BOth April 1891 ; and 
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also by means of oriminal force or show of criminal force to overawe the 
members of the police force in the execution of their lawful powers as police 
officers.’’ Were it not for certain observations in the learned Sessions Judge’s 
charge to the jury, we should have supposed from the manner in which the 
indictment is worded that the intention was to charge the accused with being 
members of an unlawful assembly which had in view the double object of 
resisting the execution of the decree and overawing the police The offence as 
charged is one—one unlawful assembly with a common, though two-fold, object. 
There is no indication in the charge of two distinct assemblies with two 
distinct objects. 

What the learned Sessions Judge says on this matter is this. He begins 
by saying :—“ You will observe that it is a double object, but either of the two 
objects set out, if proved to be the /jommon object of the assembly, would be 
sufficient to bring it within the definition of an unlawful assembly under 
8 . 141.” Further on he says;—“ Had the persona composing the assembly a 
common object, and if so, what was that object ? This is the first question 
that arises for your decision in the case. The case for the prosecution is that 
the men assembled in the manner described for the common object of resisting 
by force, Ac (quoting the words of the charge as set out above) ” In another 
passage he says Ngxt morning when Sub-Inspector Binod Behan Singh 
went to the spot, a crowd of about 200 people assembled there. Whether 
C1093 they were qjireadv assembled when he arrived, or whether they assembled 
immediately after his arrival, is one of the points to which cross-examination 
was directed.” And again The case for the prosecution is, not that 
execution was actually taken out, but that the persons composing the assembly 
were under an apprehension of the removal of the mosque in execution of the 
decree, and that they came there armed to resist that execution.” 

From these and other passages m the charge it would appear that one of 
the questions in the case was whetlier there was an unlawful assembly before the 
arrival of the Police. There is no distinct finding upon this point by the jury 
however , they were not ask^d to say what tlie common object of the assembly 
was: they merely returned a verdict upon the charge as framed, and having 
regard to the wording of that charge, we must take it that the common object 
found was, partly at any rate, to resist the Police. 

That being so, resistance to the Police was one of the component parts of 
the offence of noting of which the appellants have been convicted, and for 
which they have been sentenced to tbo maximum punishment provided by the 
Code The maximum punishment under s 152, which duals with the offence 
of assaulting or obstructing a public servant when suppressing a riot, is the 
same. 

Section 71 of the Penal Code says .— 

“ Where anything which is an offence is made up of parts, any of which 
parts is itself an offence, the offender shall not be punished with the punish¬ 
ment of mure than one of such his offences, unless it be so expressly provided. 

Where several acts of which one or more than one would by itself or 
themselves constitute an offence, constitute, when combined, a different 
offence, the offender shall not be punished with a moie severe punishment than 
the Court which tries him could award for any one of such offences ” 

The finding of the jury, we take it, was that the common object of the 
unlawful assembly was to obstruct the Police, and the violence used to the 
Police was the element which rendered the members of the unlawful assembly 
guilty of rioting. 
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For this reason we are of opinioa that the additional sentenoes paasei 
upon seven of the appellants under s. 152 were illegal, and must be set aside. 

[l lOj We think there is another objection to the conviction of the appel 
lants under s. 152, to which, however, we need do no more than refer ir 
passing. Section 152 appears to contemplate an assaulter obstruction to somi 
particular public servant. But the charge as framed in this case is to th< 
effect that the accused " assaulted and obstructed members of the Police Forct 
in the discharge of their duties, etc." 

The next point urged by Mr. Garth was that separate sentences und« 
s. 152 and under ss 332 and 333 were illegal (n this contention also we agre( 
with him. The hurt inflicted upon certain Police oifleers was the violence 
used towards them, which constitutes the essence of the offence under s. 152 
As, however, we have said that the sentences under that section must be set 
aside, we think it unnecessary to say more upon this point. 

The next point which Mr. Garth argued before us was that the cumulative 
sentences passed upon Ismail and Munir Khan under ss. H8 and 332 were 
illegal. Mr. Garth contended that under the same section (71 of the Penal 
Oode) the punishment imposed for both offences could not exceed the maxi¬ 
mum punishment provided for either offence, and that the maximum punish 
meat under s 332 being three years only, and these appellants having been 
already sentenced CO three years’ imprisonment under s. 148, they were noc 
liable to additional punishment under s. 332. * 

It has been laid down by a Full Bench of this Court in Nilmony Poddar 
V. Queen-Empress {I. L B , 16 Cal, 442) that “ separate sentences (to quote 
the head note) passed upon persons for the offences of rioting and grievous 
hurt are not legal whore it is found that such persons individually did not 
commit anv act which amounted to voluntarily causing hurt, hut were guilty 
of that offence under s. 149 of the Penal Code." But it seems to be taken foi 
granted in that case, and it has been ruled in otlier cases, that where u parti¬ 
cular person causes hurt in the course of a riot, he may be punished both foi 
causing the hurt and for taking part in the riot {(Jhiindra Kant lihattacharjei 
V. The Queen-Empress (I. L. R., 12 Cal., 495), JJohur Mir, in thi 

matter of v. The Quee.n-Emjjress (I. L R, 16 Cal., 725)? Empress v 
[1113 Bam Pariah (I.L R.. 6 All., 121), Queen-Emptess v. Pershad (I.L.R., 7 All, 
414), Queen-Empress v. Bam Sarup (I. L. R., 7 All., 757)]. But Mr. Garth': 
contention is that althougii separate sentences may be legal, yet that in the 
aggregate they cannot exceed the maximum punishment provifled* for eithei 
offence On this point we have not been able to find any distinct authority 
The sentences passed in this case are clearly legal, unless they contravene tht 
provisions of section 71 of the Penal Code Mr. Garth admits that the firsi 
and third clauses of that Section will not apply, but he relies on the seconc 
clause. That clause runs as follows:—" Where anything is an offence fallioc 
within two or more separate definitions of any law in force for the time being 
bv which offences are defined or punished, &c.’’ We are unable to see how this 
clause can possibly apply to the case before us. The clause is intended tc 
apply*’to acts which might be offences under different Statutes or undei 
different seoiions c»f the same Statute, as, for iustance, offences under section! 
152 and 353 of the Penal Code. The two offences of rioting and causing hurt 
are distinct offences, the accused, were guilty of rioting independent of the hurl 
they caused, they were guilty of causing hurt independent of the riot. They 
could be punished for rioting even though they had not themselves caused hurl 
they could be punished for causing-hurt even though they had not themselvei 
been members of the unlawful assembly. We think there is nothing therefon 
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in section 71 that limits the panishment that may be imposed for these 
offences, and we do not think the sentences imposed are illegal. 

There remains the question of punishment generally, and Mr. Oarth has 
contended that ail the sentences imposed are unnecessarih severe. 

The riot in question arose out of a belief—a mistaken belief no doubt— 
that an attempt was to be made that day to pull down a mosque that stood on 
the land for which Suresh Ghunder iJeb had obtained a decree. The rioters, 
in the first instance at any rate, were all Mahomedans, and their religious 
enthusiasm was doubtless worked upon and excited by the harangues of the 
Moulvi or [1123 Mueuzm, Shaik Ali Yar, who subsequently lost his life in the 
riot. It would appear that tlie first attack was made upon some dhangar 
coolies who, though really only spectators, liad, it was believed, been brought 
to the spot for the purpose of demolisjiing the mosque. But at that time the 
Police were on the spot, though some of them were in plain clothes, and the 
attack upon the dhangars seems to have boon immediately followed bv an 
attack on the Police. Tlie Police were driven back, and even after reinforce¬ 
ments arrived, they wore again and again defeated Ultimately the mob became 
so excited and was so swelled by increasing numbers, that it required nearly 
the entire Police force of the town to put down the not. Now, whatever may 
have been the initial cause of the disturbance, however misguided and blinded by 
fanaticism the actors in it may have been, we think that wejire bound to take 
these circumstancesJnto consideration, and while making allowance for the 
religious excitement under which the rioters were no doubt labouring, to take 
care that the ma]esty of the law is sufliciently vindicated. There can be no 
doubt, we think, that whatever may have been th.e object with wliich the mob 
originally assembled, their offence was very grossly exaggerated by the 
unprovoked and sustained attack upon the duly constituted authorities. It is a 
far worse case, we think, than the riots which unhapjiilv so frequently take 
place between the adherents of rival zemindars regarding the possession of 
land. In the fight that ensued, several pervious oif both sides were severely 
injured and more than one person was killed Wo think, therefore, that the 
punishment ought to he such as to mark our sense of the gravity of the offence 
by the defiance of the authorities. At the same time, as regards those who have 
merely been convicted of rioting, and against whom no specific acts of violance 
have been proved, we think that some allovvance may fairly he made for the 
state of religious fanaticism to which their feelings had been roused by the 
exhortations of their religious leaders, and that it is not necessary to exact the 
maximum peflallfr allowed by tlie law In the case of those appellants therefore 
against whom no overt act of violence has been proved, that is to say, in the case 
of Perasat, Masand, Hisabul, Abdul, and Jan, we reduce the sentence under s. 148 
from three to two years, and reverse that under suction lo2 altogether. These 
[113] appellants will therefore undergo rigorous imjirisonment for a term of 
two years only, instead of five. 

As regards the other appellants, specific acts of violence have been proved 
against them, and it may be presumed therefore tliat they wore ringleaders or 
at any rate active participators in the riot. We see no sufficient reason there¬ 
fore to reduce the sentence under s, 148 in their case, but the sentence under 
8 . 152 will be reversed in the case of Ismail and Manir Khan. These appel¬ 
lants have also been sentenced to two years’'imprisonment under s. 332, but 
having regard to the fact that they have already been sentenced under s. 148, 
we do not think that the sentence under s. 332 should exceed that provided by 
8 . 323. We accordingly reduce the panishment under s. 332 to one year. The 
result is that these two appellants will suffer four years’ imprisonment, instead 
of seven years. 
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The appellant Shairu has been sentenced to five years under s. 333 in 
addition to three years under s. 148. Looking to the nature of the injuries 
that Superintendent Bobertson is proved to have receive, we are of opinion 
that an additional sentence of two years under s. 333 will meet the ends of 
justice. His aggregate sentence therefore will be reduced from eight years to 
five years. 

Appeal allowed and sentences modified. 

H.T H. 


NOTES. 

[ Boya’s Ctivwial Procedure Code. J898 (I Rdn 1914) pp. 91, 92, 93 contains a good 
summary of the case-law, and also a criticism of this case iii particular.) 

[ 19 Cal. 113 I 

OKTGINAL CBIMTNAL. 

The 7th Decembp), 1S91. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Wilson 

Queen-Empress 

versus 

A. M. Jacob. 

Commission — Ciiminal Pioceduie Code [Act X oflSSU), ss. 603,507 — 
Evidence Act (I of]h7>i), s. 33 — Practice. 

Evidence taken under a Sbmmission issuing from the Court uf the Chief Presidency 
Magistrate during the course of an enquiry before him cannot be used in evidence at the 
trial before the High Court under s. 507* of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

J?efd further, that on the facts before the High Court it was also uiadmissible under 
s. 33t of the Evidence Act 

PendiN(4 the hearing of certain proceedings in tiie Court of the Chief Magis¬ 
trate of Calcutta in September 1891 taken against the ril43 accused for alleged 

•[Sec. 507 —After any commission issued under section 503 or section 506 has been duly 

executed, it shall be returned, together wNh the deposition erf 
Return of cummissiun the witness exaraiiied thereunder, to the Court out of which it 

issued, and the commission, the return thereto and the deposition 
shall be open at all reasonable times to inspection of the parties, and may, subject to all just 
exceptions, be read in evidence in the case hy either party, and shall form part of the record.) 

f C See. 33—Evidence given by a witness in a judicial proceeding, or before any person 
authorized bv law to take it, is relevant for the purpose of 
Evidence in a former proving, in a subsequent judicial proceeding, or in a later 
judicial proceeding when stage of the same judicial proceeding, the truth the facts 
relevant. which it states, when the witness is dead or cannot be found, 

• of is incapable of giving evidence, or is kept out of the way by 

the adverse party, or if his presence cannot be obtained without an amount of delay or 
expense which, under the circ^jpnstances uf the case, the Court considers unreasonable ; 

Provided that the proceraing was between the same parties or their repr^ntatives in 
interest; 

that the adverse party in tRie first proceeding had the right and opportunity to 
orosB-examine ; 

that t^e questions in issue were substantially tho same in the firsc ae in the second 
proceeding. 

Exptanatvm .—A criminal trial or enquiry shall be deemed to be a proceeding between 
the prosecutor and the accused within tho meaning of this seotiuh.] 
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oritninal breaches of trust, the prosecution applied to the Magistrate for a com¬ 
mission to examine the complainant, the Nizam of Hyderabad. The accused 
made no objection to the commission issuing, and it issued accordingly. The 
evidence of the Nizam was taken at Hyderabad in the presence of counsel for 
both sides ; and the commission was duly returned to the Magistrate’s Court, 
and was read as evidence in the case on the 22nd October 1891 The accused 
was on that day committed to the Sessions At tlie trial before the Sessions 
Court on the 7th December, the prosecution sought to read the evidence of the 
Nizam taken under this commission which had issued from the Court of the 
Chief Presidency Magistrate. 'An allidavit of one Hormusjee Nusserwanjee, a 
vakil of Hyderabad, was read on behalf of the prosecution. The allidavit ran 
as follows •—“ That 1 have been for the past three years and upwards the legal 
adviser tC the Government of His lligjimess the Nizam of Hyderabad. Thatl 
know and am well acquainted with idl she facts and circumstances of the trans¬ 
actions in respect of which criminal proceedings have been instituted against 
Mr. Alexander Malcolm Bieiy Habaiqeo, n/ias Alexander Malcolm Jacob, on the 
prosecution of His Highness the Nizam, and in respect of which he now stands 
committed for trial before this Hon'ble Court during the present Session. 

“That I am well acquainted with the manner in which the affairs of the 
State of Hyderabad arc opnductcd, and liave to advise the Govoi'nnient of His 
Highness the Nizam on legal matters connected with that ^ate, and am also 
often consulted on administrative and other matters of the said State connected 
with such legal matters 

“That His Highness the Nizam seldom leaves his dominions, and being 
the absolute ruler thereof, if he leaves, he takes with him his Ministers and 
other high ollioers of State, in order that the affairs thereof may not be com¬ 
pletely paralysed by his absence , and that if he had to leave Hvderabad for 
Calcutta to give evidence in this case. Ills Highness’s iMinisters and all the 
Secretaries of State would have to acooir pany him at enormous cost and expense 
and the administration of his State would bo serioifsly impeded and disturbed. 

tini' That the evidence of His Highness the Nizam as a witness for the 
prosecution in this case being absolutely necessary for the ends of justice, 
whilst his provisional attendance at Calcutta could not he procured without an 
amount of delay and enormous expense, which, under the ciicumstanoes of the 
case, would be unreasonable, the IVesidency Magistrate, who enquired into and 
committed this case to this Hon’ble Court, granted a cninnnssion directed to 
His Highness the Nizam’s Resident at Hyderabad, under s. 503 of thoCiirninal 
Procedure Codelf after he had expressed his intention to commit the accused 
for trial to this Hon’ble Court, for the examination of His Highness the 
Nizam as a witness on behalf of the prosecution, which commission was duly 
executed, and the return thereof together with tlio deposition of His Highness 
taken thereunder now forms part of the record of this case. 

" That the examination of IJis Highness the Nizam, whether unSer com- 
missiotror in open Court, was in his own dominion a thing unheard of in the 
annals of the Hyderabad Rbate before the execution of the commission herein¬ 
before mentioned, aud great dissatisfaction w'as expressed by a large portign of 
His Highness’s subjects on iiearing that he was about to present himself for 
examination at such commission. And His Highness, in order, as far as 
possible, to allay the same, issued a special manifesto before the said commission 
was opened; and 1 say that for His Highness to leave his State to give evidence 
in Calcutta would create still graver dissatisfaction, and in all probability 
serious disturbance would take place, as the subjects in question oqcisider it in 
the highest degree derogatory to His Highness’s dignity and position to attend 
and give evidence in any Court in British India. 
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" That the issuing uf the commission in the Police Court by the said 
Presidency Magistrate was not opposed by the defence, but, on the contrary, was 

consented to by them.That the accused, through 

his counsel, had the fullest opportunity for cross-examining, and did cross- 
examine, the Nizam, and Mi. Woodroffe, counsel for the prosecution, intimated 
to Mr. Inverartty, counsel for the defence, before the commission closed (as the 
return shows), that it was the intention of the prosecution to use the deposi¬ 
tion of riis Highness, if the High Court permitted, and stated that His Highness 
[1163 through him expressed his readiness and willingness to be cross- 
examined then on all and every matter whatsoever relevant to this case, and 
Mr iVoodroJfc furtlier said that it was impossible for His Highness, regard being 
had to his position as Head and Ruler of the Hyderabad State, to be present in 
Calcutta to give his evidence in the High Court.” 

The deponent was then cross-examined on his athdavit and stated : “ I 
have heard that the Nizam le ives his territories and goes into other territories. I 
believe he has been to Ootacamund once : so far as I know he was there two 
or three months ; but 1 am not sure I did not hear that the Government of 
His Highness's State was paralysed during that time, hut I have heard that 
he had his Ministers and Secretaries with him , tliero are three principal Secre¬ 
taries. Sir Salav Jung the Second was Minister at that time. I do not know 
whether the Statd was jiaralvsed on that occasion , 1 can’t say, as 1 do not 
know, what arrangements were made. The Nizam does hiavo his own terri¬ 
tories on shooting excursions, for wooks at a time, four or five hours’ journey by 
rail from Hyderabad. I don’t know whether he takes his Minister and Secre¬ 
taries with him on those occasions, but 1 know books and papers used to come 
to him every day from the Minister, and they wore returned within a day or 
two. 1 mean hooks containing papers fur the Nizam. It takes three days by 
rail from Hyderabad to Calcutta , if you leave on a Monday morning you 
would be at Calcutta on Tliursday morning. The Nizuin has been to Calcutta 
before, w'hen he was young and not on the throne , he has also been, I believe, 
to Delhi during his minority ” 

On re-examination he stated as follows ; —" If the Nizara was compelled to 
come to Calcutta, he would have to bring a Urge numlier of people with him ; 
his coming liere would entail liis blunging up a largo I'etinue with him, besides 
his Minister and Secretaries, all Ins personal stall' , I should think not loss than 
one thousand people would have to come wibii him. The Nizam told me it 
would cost him not less than fifty lakhs of i upees if he came hero. According 
to my own opinion, it would cost a great deal of money. I may mention that when 
the Nizam goes out into the country, even in his own dominions, he takes 
his zenana with him. He took his zenana with him, 1 believe, to Ootacamund. 
[117] Even if His Highness could transact his business here, it would be a great 
inconvenience for him to do ho ” 

The evidence taken under commission was objected to by the defence, 
mainly on the grounds that the commission having issued from the Ma^strate’s 
Courji could not be used in* the High Court under s. 507 of the Code, and 
that, under the circumstances of the ease, it was inadmissible under s. 33 
of the Evidence Act • 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) (with him Mr. Woodroffe and 
Mr. Dunne).—I propose to put in the commission on two grounds, viz., under 
the Code and under the Evidence Act. The commission was applied for in the 
Magistrate^ Court under s. 503, and the Magistrate considered that the 
evidence should be taken on commission under that section. The objeotion to 
the commission, if it prevails, will make it necessary for a second oommission 
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to issue from this Court. Unless some particular advantage could be gained by 
a second examination, so soon after the first, which was one in which the 
accused was represented by counsel, 1 apprehend the commission would be 
accepted as evidence, unless there is anything to prevent it being received. 
Section 507 allows the commission to be road in evidence in the case, and 
makes it part of the record. There is a difference in the language used in 
sections 503 and 507. The ruling of Mr. Justice PRiNSEPin Empress v. Dabee 
Pershad (I. L. R., 6 Cal., 632) as to the word “case” referring to the parti¬ 
cular enquiry before the Magistrate’s Court is an incorrect interpretation of 
the section of the Code then in use. If it had been intended to confine the 
reading of the evidence to the enquiry before the trial, some other word than 
"case” would have been used. What is meant bvthe word “case” ? Can it bo 
said that a commission is not part.of a case, or that a case concludes after 
commitment? A commitment is a preliminary stage in a case. If the word 
“ case” refers only to the enquiry and commitment, there would he no need of 
cross-examination I submit that reading ss. 503 and 507 together, the 
commission forms part of the record of the case The case continues to be a 
case until a verdict is given 

[118] Under s. 33 ol the Evidence Act it is also admissible The 
accused had an opportunity of cross-esamming, and the questions at issue in 
the Magistrate’s Court were the same as ui the present trial It would be most 
unreasonable to e^^jioct the personal attendance of the Nizam, and it would 
cause enormous expense. 

Mr. Inverarity (with him Mi Venrson and Mr Gttrlh). —As to the argument 
under the Code, the Magistrate no doubt thought the commission was issuable 
under s. 503, seeing tliat it would have been inconvenient to compel the 
personal attendance of the Nizam, and the more so when bis evidence was not 
to be adjudged upon by the Magistrate, who was merely holding the enquiry 
to see whether apfima facie case was made out. Supposing, how'ever, the 
Magistrate was wrong in deciding that the commission should issue, is his 
decision to bind the High Court In s. 503 the word “ case ” is made use of. 
The word includes all the circumstances attending the particular case before the 
tribunal deciding as to whether the commission should issue. Section 507 
clearly only refers to the Court which issued the commission, ns it states that 
the commission shall be returned to that CBurt The proper course was for the 
prosecution to have applied to the High Court for a commission. They had 
ample notice in October tiiat tne Nizam’s presence would be required. The 
Courts are, moreover, unwilling to examine the parties to a proceeding by 
commission : that is so in all civil cases, and a fortiori the same rule should 
apply to criminal cases. In re Fartdumssa (I. L. R., 5 All., 92) the Court 
reused to issue a commission to examine a complainant. 1 also refer to Empress 
V. Dabee Pershad (I. L. R , 6 Gal, 532), t(Jiieen-Empress v. burke (I. L. B., 
6 All ,, 224), Empress v. Ominsell (I. L. R., H Gal., S96), in all of which the princi¬ 
ple recognised was that a complainant should not he allowed to be examined on 
ooramission, but should he brought before the Court to give his evidence in the 
presence of the accused and before the tribunal which was to try the accused., 
With reference to the evidence given in Mr. Hormusjee Nusserwanjee’s affidavit, 
and on his cross-examination, and re-examinatien, it was no doubt clear 
from such evidence, if accepted, that heavy expenditure would be entailed 
by the Nizam attending the Court. But the statement of the witness as 
CM9J to the expenditure necessary was extravagant and preposterous, and 
cannot be entertained as a reason for the admission of the commisi^on Thera 
is therefore no ground for its admission under s. 33 of the Evidence Act ; 
and, further, the questions raised in the Magistrate's Court were not the same 
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as are now raised, as a charge of breach of trust as a merchant has been added 
in this Court. In the information no reference is made to such a case. Abid's 
evidence was silent as to it. Moreover, the Niisatn was examined in a private 
bouse at Hyderabad, and was subject to no temporal tribunal, and could not, 
if his statements were controverted, be indicted for perjury, and on this ground 
his evidence on commission could not be accepted in this Court—Taylor on 
Evidence, 1174. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) in reply.—A complainant is a 
witness. The case of Empress v. Counsell (i. L. R., 8 Cal., 896) makes no 
mention of either s. 503 of the Code or s 38 of the Evidence Act. 
The case In re Faridtiniiissa (I. L. R., 5 All., 92) is in favour of my proposition. 
In Queen-Empress v. Burke (1. L. R , 6 All., 224) the accused had not cross- 
examined the witnesses giving their depositions under commission. The word 
" case " in s, 503 is used in a different sense to that in which it is used in 
s. 507. The fact that the accused was not cliarged with criminal breach 
of trust as a merchant is a triviality. He was charged under s. 409. 
I refer also to In re Dm Tarim Debt (I. L. R., 15 Cal., 775) and In re Ilurro 
Soondery Chowdhratii (1 L. R.,4 Cal., 20). 

Wilson, J. — The prosecutor in this case, the Nizam of Hyderabad, was 
examined and cross-examined under a commission issued by the Chief Presi¬ 
dency Magistrate, during an enquiry before him, under the terms of s. 503 
of the Criminal Procedure Code Primd facie upon that/section alone the 
deposition given under that commission would be capable of,use only before the 
tribunal which issued the commission. But it has been suggested that by 
virtue of s. 507 it followed that the evidence taken under that commission 
by the Magistrate is admissible in this Court on the present trial. It is con¬ 
tended that the words “ may, subject to all just exceptions, be read in evidence 
in the case " apply not only to the enquiry going on before the Magistrate, but 
also to the [120^ subsequent trial before this Court. I think that is nob so 
for several reasons. The sections must be construed distributively The 
rational construction of the word “ case "in s. 507 is that the evidence is 
to be used during the course of the enquiry or other proceeding before the 
Magistrate. The Magistrate had only to enquire whether there was a primd 
/ocie case or not, and on the question of the commission he had to consider 
whetherdelay, expense, or inconvcniince would bo occasioned on that enquiry if 
the Nizam had to attend to give hie evidence. His decision upon that point was 
absolutely conclusive, but not so upon the question of the admissibility of tbe 
evidence. In other words, the propriety of the admission of the evidence 
should be decided, not by the Magistrate, but by the Court trying the case, and 
all convenience is on that side ; otherwise the Magistrate, who has only to 
decide upon tbe question whether an unreasonable delay, expense pr inconveni¬ 
ence would be incurred by compelling the attendance of the witness, would be 
deciding that the propriety of the admissibility of evidence in a particular case 
is to be binding on another Court. 

The case appears to me to he covered by authority. There is the case of 
, Empress v. Dabee PershadiJL. L. R., 6 Cal., 532) and an unreported case, the 
records of which I have sent for, which are sufficient authority, had I other¬ 
wise doubt of my construction of the section. 1 find in the unreported case 
an express decision of RUiNSHll* and O'Kinbaly, JJ., upon this point, namely, 
upon the power of a Judge to set aside a conviction upon the ground that a 
Bessions Judge had allowed to be used before him evidence taken under s 
commission issued by a committing Magistrate without first satisfying himseli 
that the circumstances were such aa warranted the issue of a commission under 
B. 503 of the Code. There is also the case of the Queen-Empress v. Burkt 
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(I. L. B., 6 All., 224). Both on reason and authority, therefore, I hold that 
B. 507 does not render evidence taken on commission issuing from the 
Magistrate's Court binding on this Court. 

But is it admissible under s. 33 of the Evidence Act ? That section differs 
altogether from the language used in the Code. The Code allows the issue of 
a commission in the case of unreasonable [121] delay, expense or inconvenience. 
If the prosecution had desired to obtain evidence on commission before 
this Court upon the grounds of inconvenience, expense or delay, they 
might either have applied for it to this Court of Sessions, or have applied to 
the High Court after commitment for a fresh commission. They took neither 
of these courses, and they now desire to make use of evidence in this Court 
obtained by a former conpmission issuing from the Magistrate’s Court. With 
reference to s. 33, the evidence no doubt was taken before a person authorized 
by law to take it, but the witness, the Nizam, is not dead, and it cannot be 
said that he cannot be found, nor that he is kept out of the way, and it is not 
suggested that there would be any delay The only objection to obtaining his 
presence here that can be raised is on the ground of expense of attendance, which 
it is alleged would be so great as to render his attendance unreasonable under 
the circumstances of the case. I do not say that s. 503 does not include any 
party to a proceeding, hut it is certainly primarily intended for the purpose of 
some witness other than the parties principally concerned—persons ‘ whose 
presence could no^ be obtained without an amount o^ delay and expense, which 
under the circurasjiances of the case the Court considers unreasonable.” 

This case is one said to turn on a conversation between the prosecutor 
and the accused, and, therefore, if the evidence of the prosecutor could be 
obtained, it ought to be so obtained It is of the highest importance that his 
evidence should be hoard by the jury*. On the other hand, if there was sufficient 
evidence to show that the expense would be unreasonable, the attendance of the 
witness might be dispensed with. There is evidence of expense—that given by 
Hormusjee Nusserwanjee m his affidavit, the thiid and fourth paragraphs of 
which are the only paragraphs which deal with expense , the rest of the affidavit 
deals with matter which may be of importance, but which 1 haveno power to con¬ 
sider—they are matters of State policy. The gentleman who made the affidavit 
said in an off-hand way that the Nizam qould not travel to Calcutta without 
a thousand people, or without his zenana, and this from motives of State 
policy. The cross-examination show s the absurdity of the views of Hormusjee 
Nusserwanjee as to expense. I think the case is not brought within s. 33, 
and the evidence C129J cannot therefore be read. But if an application is 
desired to be made in order to facilitate the coming of His Highness here, I 
shall be glad to consider it. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul). —Under these circumstances I 
apply for the issue of a commission to examine the Nizam on the grounds 
. stated in the affidavit of Mr. Hormusjee Nusserwanjee 

[Wilson, J.—The difficulty seems to he in the time at which you make 
your application. The jury are sworn ] * 

Mr. Inverarity. —It would be without precedent to stop a trial to issue a 
commission to Hyderabad. It is impracticable to go on with the case and 
the commission at the same time. The prosecution have had time since 
October to m ake this application. The inconvenience alleged is not really that 
of the Nizam. The proclamation issued by the Nizam stated that the Nizam 
had no objection to appear in Court. But that “ the love of his subjects was 
so great" that they objected to his giving evidence. Then does s. 50S apply 
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to oomplainantB ? The only inconvenience to the Nizam is that he is the 
Nizam. The interests of the accused have not been noticed by the other side 
The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) in reply. 

Wilson, J. —T do not thit^li I can grant this application. I think that 
to do so would be wholly without precedent after the jury have been sworn, 
and whilst the trial is proceeding 1 do not think it would be right to do so. 
It would lead to great difficulties and to considerable inconvenience if 1 were 
to allow the case to he postponed. I do not see bow tlie trial and the com¬ 
mission can go on at the same time. I do not think I can risk the danger of 
granting an adjournment and allowing the jury to scatter. The prosecution 
are hound to be ready with their case. I cannot grant the application 
Attorneys for H. H, the Nizam • Messrs. Sanderson and Co. 

Attorneys for the accused ; Messrs Morgan and Co. 

NOTES. 

.£A BiiUtlar ruling, was givc>u in I') Bnm , 789, and in conseiiuouce nf this deci<iion, 
clause (2) was added to sec 507, Oriimn.il Procedure Code 1898 J 


[123] PEJVY COUNCIL. 

The 11th November, l^Ul. 

PllESENOJ : 

Lorbs Watson, Hobiiouse, and Morris, Sir R. Codch and 

Lord Shand 

rianuraan Karaat .Plaintiff 

versus 

Hanunian Mandu ' and others.Defendants. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta. I 

Limitation Act (XV of 181 ?), Arts. GH and 91'—Money paid, suit to recover, 
upon failure of considejntwn —Consideration, failure of. 

A sale, which a member of a joiut-l.i.miIy (Mithila) had attempted to make, wont off 
upon the objection made by other no-sharers, but not before the purchase-money had been 
paid. It might have been that the agreement for sale w.ts not void from the ^ginning, but 
was only void upon objoction^bcing made , and if it was only voidable, the oonsideration did 
not fail at once at the time of the receipt of the purchase-money, so as to render it money 
had and received to the use of the payer within the me.iniug of Article 62 of Schedule II of 
Act XV of 1877. But it failed, at all events, when the purchaser being opposed found him¬ 
self unable to obtain posscasinn. He would have had a right to sue at that time to recover 
bis purchase-money upon a failure of consideration. And, therefore, the cage appeared to 
fall within Article 97- It must fall either within that Article or within Article 62. 

Appeal from a decree (I4th .Tune 1K87) of the High Court (I. L. R., 15 Oal., 
51) affirming a decree (22nd March 1886} of the Subordinate Judge of 
Bhagalpur 

The plaintiff sued on 4th March 1885 to recover from the defendants, as 
joint-survivors, according to the Mithila law, agreeing on this point with the 
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Mitakshara, of Dowluii Kandur, deceased in 1888. The claim was for 
Rs. 3,600 paid by the plaintiii' to the last named on the 1st August 1879, as 
the price of a two-annas-and-a-haif share in a mauza which the plaintiff had 
agreed to buy. 

The question now was whether the claim was barred by time ; with re¬ 
ference to when the consideration for this money had failed, possession not 
having been given , and the appellant £t24]| contended that the case was 
governed by article 97 of schedule II of Act XV of 1877, and not by article 62 
as has been held in the Court below. 

Dowlut Mandur and Ins, five sons, the latter now being the first five 
defendants, formed, together with the sons of the first three, a joint and un¬ 
divided family, of which Dowlut was the karta or manager. 

In that capacity he had obtained the mauza for the family ; and after the 
sale of the annas share the Culluclor of the district rejected, on the 22nd 
December 1880, an applicalinn for mutation on the record of the share into the 
purchaser's name. This he did on the opposition made by the family to the 
transfer. On the 16th March I8SI, Hanuraan Kamat sued.for possession, not 
asking, however, for a return of the purchase-money in case he should not be 
held entitled to have the sale completed. The first Court decreed the suit in 
his favour. But the District Court dismissed the suit on the 18th December 
1882. The latter Courfreferred to Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Foolbash Koer 
(3 B. L. R., F. B , ^1), as showing the inability of a member of a joint family 
to encumber joint property without the consent of his co-sharers, and was of 
opinion that this case fell within the same principle. 

This was affiimed, on the Otli iVIaroh 1884, by the High Court, which 
added, with reference to the death of Dowlut Mandur in 1883, that it had not 
been shown that lie had sued in oider to pay off antecedent personal debts. 

The present suit, for the recovery of the purchase-money and interest, 
was dismissed hy the Subordinate Judge, who held that in the suit of 1881 
the plaintiff should have demanded the return of the purchase-money as one of 
his remedies. And tint lie was now barred by the 13id section, Civil Proce¬ 
dure, 1882 

On the plaintiff’s appo-d to the High Court, a Division Bench (WILSON and 
O’Kinealv, JJ.) reversed tlie above, holding that the 43rd section in no way 
applied. But they dismisHed the suit on limitation, applying article 62. The 
purchase-nionev was nionov received to the plaintiff 's use The failure of the 
consideration was, iu their opinion, a failure from the hegmmug, though tins was 
n25jt not Mianifest at the time The judgment is reported iii I.L.R., 15 Cal., 51. 

Mr. R. V Dm/iw, for the appellant, argued that not the 6‘2nd, but the 97th 
article was applicable , and undei the latter, the suit was within time. The 
date of the failure of the consider,! tion was the date of the dismissal of Hanu- 
man’s suit for possession. Thus the suit was within three years. It was also 
submitted that Dowlut Mandur having died pending the appeal to the High 
Ipourt in the suit for possession, the liabilitv of his sons to pay a debt not 
incurred hy Inin jovany immoiMl purpose had arisen. 

No one apjieared for the respondents. Their Lordships’ judgment was 
delivered by 

Sir R. (Sbnoh. - -On the 1st August 1879 one Dowlut Mandur, the father of 
the respondents, sold to the appellant annas out of 8 annas of a certain pro¬ 
perty, and the considerat.ion was then paid b>| the appellant. On the Ist April 
1881, and after the death of Dowlut Mandur, the appellant filed a plaint, in which 
he stated tliat after the purchase he had applied to the Collector for registration 
of his name in respect of the annas which bad been so sold to him; that 
his application was opposed on the part of two of the members of the joint 
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family of which Dowlut Mandur was the head; and that in oonseguenoe of 
that opposition the Court rejected his petition for registration of his name on 
the 22nd December 1880; and treating that as giving him a cause of action 
for a suit to recover possession, he asked in the plaint that possession might 
be given to him. The Subordinate Judge of Bhagalpur decreed the suit; the 
District Judge dismissed it; and on appeal by the appellant to the High 
Court that Court dismissed the appeal. On the 4th March 1885 the appellant 
commenced a suit for the recovery of his purchase-money and interest. The 
Second Subordinate Judge of Bhagalpur dismissed this suit on the ground that 
it was barred by section 43 of the Civil Procedure Code. The High Court, on 
appeal from the Subordinate Judge, held the suit to be baired by the Law of 
Limitation, apparently under the 62nd Article of the second schedule to the 
Limitation Act. There are two articles in that schedule which it has 
been said may be applicable to the present case. [126] The 62nd article 
provides that, in a suit for money had and received, the period of limitation 
runs from the time of the money being received. The 97th article applies to 
a suit to recover money upon an existing consideration which afterwards fails, 
and it is said that the period of limitation is to date from the time when the 
consideration failed. Their Lordships are of opinion that the case must fall 
either within Article 62 or Article 97. If there never was any consideration, 
then the price paid hy the appellant was money had and received to his 
account by Dowlut Mandur. But their Lordships are ^inclined to think 
that the sale was not necessarily void, but was only voidable if objection 
were taken to it by the other members of the joint family. If so, the considera¬ 
tion did not fail at once, but only from the time when the appellant endea¬ 
voured to obtain possession of the property, and being opposed, found himself 
unable to obtain possession There was then, at all events, a failure of 
consideration, and he would have had a rignt to sue at that time, to recover back 
his purchase-money #.pon a failure of consideration , and, therefore, the case 
appears to them to be within the enactments of Article 97. 

It appears to their Lordships unnecessaty to give any opinion upon the 
other question which was decided by the High Court and the Subordinate 
Court, the High Court differing from the latter, namely, whether the appellant 
ought, m his suit brought in 1881, to have included a claim to recover back the 
purchase-money. It may be a question of some difficulty in a case of this 
kind as to what is the effect of section 43 of the Civil Procedui-e Code Their 
Lordships consider it is unnecessary for them to give any opinion upon that, 
and they abstain from doing so. Upon the question of limitation they are of 
opinion that the decree of the High Court ought to be affirmed, and the appeal 
dismissed; and they will humbly advise Her Majesty to that effect. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the appellant: Messrs. T. L. Wtlsm tt Co. 

0. B. 

NOTES. 4 

Cl. 'MONET HAD AND RECEIVED 

Tko general nature oi aotious for ' money had and received ' is fully discussed by 
MOOKBBJBJS, jr. in (1905) S2 Cal., 527. 

In (1892) 2 M. L J., 34, such a suit, on the failure of contract of salens regarded as 
one for restitution and not oompensation. Mr. Justice ChaNDAVABKAH was of opinion in 
(1902) 26 Bom., 750 that the question of remedies under the Transfer of Property Act might 
be different from what was declared in this case. 

II. LIMITATION- 

1. Where there' is failure of consideration ab intfto, then the cause of action arises 
immediately (1918) 19 C W. N. 102 (lease) ; (1913) 14 M.L.T. 624 ; (1901) 25 Bom., 598; 
(1910) 36 Mad., 89 , (1909) 37 Cal., 67 (decree-holder and execution-purchaser); (1911) 14 
O.O., 716. 
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2. Where there was an existing conaideratioa and the failure of consideration arises upon 
the endeavour to obtain possession, the cause of action is complete when there was failure 
to get possession .—(1902) 26 Bom., 760 ; (1902) 29 Cal., 257 

3. Where the sale is voidable, at the option of third parties and possession is taken under 
it, the cause of action arises when the right to possession is disturbed —19 Gal., 123 ; 11 
All., 47,87 Bom , 588 ; 30 Mad., 316; 18 Mad , 173 , 24 Mad., 27 , 10 I. C. 486 (Cal.>. 

4. The same is tht case where the possession is taken under an imperfect title (1914) 
23 I.C., 570 (Mad.). 

5. It has beci^ pointed oui in (1912) 40 Gal., 1K7 that both articles 62 and 97 contem¬ 
plate suits only as between the contracting parties and not as against third parties; to 
such suits Art. 120 would apply. 

6 . In (1909) 10 G L.J., 558 it Viras held that if the sale had taken place on a fraudulent 
representation of ownership, the element of fraud would affect the question of applicability 
of Art. 62 , tnough there might b‘> failure of consideration ab imtto 

7. In discussing the scope of Art. 97, BHASHYAM Ayyanuak, J. refeired to this case 
by way of analogy, in (1903) 14 M L 3 . 4^3 at 460 ] 

Cl37j CRIMINAL RUfiE. 

The Irjth November, lif9l 
Present 

Sib W. Comer Pethkram, Kt., Chief .Justice, and Mr. .Justice Ghosb. 

.\nailida Chandra Bhufctacharjee.Petitioner 

versus 

Carr Stephen.Opposite Party." 

Code of Orimttuil Procedure (Act X of 1HH2), ss. Hi, 435, 439—Charter Act 

(‘44 and 40 V/ct , c 104), s. 15—Order prohibiting collection of rents — 
Temporaly orders in urgent cases ojf nuisance — Pot^rs of revision 
and superintendence of the High CouH. 

An order forbidding .i person who claimed an interest in certain properties from collect¬ 
ing any rent from the r.iiv.its on the properties, does not fall within .s 144 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. Such an erdor is therefore made without jurisdiction, and may be set 
aside under the High Oourt’s powers of revision and sup<>riiitondcnce conferred by s 4.39 of 
the Criminal Procedure Code and s 15 of the Charter Act. 

Chapter XL of the Code of Griiniiial Procedure refers to interference or dealing of some 
kind with the land itself or with something erected or standing upon it, and is directed to the 
prevention or direction by prompt order of some definite act on the p.irt of an individual so 
that injury or nuisance may not be caused. 

In this case a rule was granted by the High Court calling upon the District 
Magistrate of^Myrnensingh to show cause why an order passed by him on the 
15th September 1891, and purporting to be made undeivthe provisions of s, 144 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, should not be set aside. 

* Ananda Chandra Bhattacharjee in his petition to the High Court 
stated that one Dwarka Nath Chuokrabati died on the 5th January 1886, 
having two days previously executed his will, whereof he appointed his wife, 
Bama SundBri Dabya, the executrix, but no probate of the will had been 
taken out by her, that the said Dwarka, Nath Chuokrabati on the 22nd 
January 1885 granted an ijara lease of all his zemindari properties in 
favour of one Gour Mohun Chuokrabati for the term of ten years ; that the 
said ijaradar had all along been in possession of the ijara properties, and 

* Cr imi nal Rule No 469 of 1891, against the order passed by H. A. D. Phillips, Esq., 
Magistrate of Mymensingh, dated the 16th of September 1891. 
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[128] his title had always been recognized by Bama Sundari; that the ijaradar 
on the 4th Byaack 1296 granted a dar-ijara in respect of all the ijara properties 
to the petitioner, and the petitioner had since been in possession of the said 
properties by collecting the rents and prohts from theraiyats and tenants on the 
land, paying the dar-ijara rent in accordance with the terms of the dar-ijara 
pottah. * 

The )>etition further stated tnat on the 9th September 1891, the District 
Magistrate of Myinensingh on the application of Mr. Carr Stephen, the manager 
of Bama Bundari’s estate, issued a notice calling upon one Prasanna Kumar 
Chuckrabati to appear before him, and the said Prasanna Kumar Ghuokrabati 
appeai'ed and presented to the Magistrate a petition complaining of various 
illegal acts committed by the said Mr. Carr Stcjilien, and praying that he 
might be bound down to keep the peace. That the Magistrate after hearing both 
parties passed an order on the 15th September 1891, under section 144 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, prohibiting the petitioner Iron collecting the rents 
of the properties held by him under dar-ijara. 

The order of the Magistrate proceeded upon the grounds (luicr aim, that 
by a decree of the Privy Council, dated the IHtli July 1891, the will of the 
deceased Dwarka Nath Chuckrabati was declared to be genuine, that under 
that will Bama Sundari was entitled to a 4 annaF share in the estate of the 
testator on behalf qf her adopted minor son, Dejendra Nath Chuckrabati ; the 
remaining 12 annas of the said estate being owned by, Prasanna Kumar 
Chuckrabati, Satis Chuckrabati, and Jogesh Chuckrabati, lhat Bama Sundari 
was entitled to probate under the Privy Council decree and to collect 4 annas 
of the rents, and concluded as follovrs ■— 

“ But there is no serious denial of Bama Sundari’s right to collect 4 
atiuas. The only petition put in is that of the dar-ijaradai*, though the notice 
was issued to Prasanna Kumar Chuckrabati He and others who mav he 
opposing Bama SuiAari are sheltering themselves behind the dar-ijaradar. 

“ It remains, then, to see if this dar-ijara is hnnd fide. If it is, of course, 
it must run to the end of its term or two years longer. But I am clearly 
satisfied on the lessee’s own statement that he [129] is not the dar-ijaradar He 
is a mere puppet and creature He says his annual income is Ks 120, and he 
has probably over-estimated it He has given no security for the rent. He 
does not collect rents, and monev does not pass through his hands He 
remains in Kishoreganj, whei'e he is a talisildar in one of Prasanna Babu's 
mahals. He has never been sued for rent, nor has he sued any raiyat for rent. 
He says he owes Rs. 1,000 or Rs. 1,500. Ho is Prasanna Babu’s maternal 
uncle and a great friend of his. It seems Prasanna Babu is reallv getting the 
rents for Tara Sundari, one of Dwarka Nath’s widows, and her claim is quite 
inconsistent with the will. Farther, the lessee does not pay his servants, or 
rather the zemindari servants They are paid by Goluck Cliundra Bhattacharjee, 
Prasanna Babu’s naih. 

• ” It follows from the above that, so far as the Criminal Court is concerned, 

protection must be given to Bama Sundari 1 do not think it is necessary to 
institute proceedings under s. 107, Criminal Procedure Code, at present; but 
if after this order any persons attempt to collect rents otherwise than in Bama 
Sundan’s behalf, they will be proceeded against in due course of law. 

" The dar-ijaradar is the only person put forward to oppose Bama Sundari’s 
petition. Therefore he is the only person against whom I shall pass an 
injunction under section 144 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

"Ananda Chandra Bhattacharjee is hereby directed, under section 144, 
Criminal Procedure Code, to abstain from collecting rents from* the raiyats in 
respect of the 4-anna share to whidii Bama Sundari ig entitled under the will 
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and the Privy Council decision. He is directed to abstain from any interference 
with the raiyats or from molesting or intimidating them in any way. This 
direction is made as likely to prevent riots, affrays, and disturbances of the 
peace, and also as likely to prevent obstruction, annoyance and injury toBama 
Sundari and the officers employed bv her in the collection of rents. The direc¬ 
tion is made against the said Ananda Chandra Bhaltacharjee, as he is not a 
bond fide dar-ijaradar, and has not in reality been acting as such, and to permit 
him to collect rents would in reality be to reverse the Privy Council decision , 
that is, it would authorize collections to he made on behalf of Tara Sundari, 
who lost the case in the Privy Council.” 

[130] The rule was granted upon the ground tliat the acta from which 
the petition<>r was ordered to abstain were not acts coming within the meaning 
and intention of Chapter XT of the Criminal Procedure Code 

Babu Durga Mohtin Das appeared in support of the rule. 

Babu Iswnr Ohunder Chwkerhuttu appeared to shew cause. 

The authorities cited appear from the judgment. 

The judgment of the High Court (Pethebam, C J . and Chose, J.) was 
delivered by 

Pethepam, C.J. —This was a rule which was obtained for the purpose of 
revising an order of the District Magistrate of Mymens^gh, dated the 16th 
September in this«year, and which, on its lace, professed to be made under 
8 . 144 of the Code of Criminal Piocedure. 

The order was an order forbidding a person who claimed an interest in 
certain properties from collecting any rent from the raiyats on the properties; 
and the onlv question winch it appears to us necessary to decide is whether 
such an order can he made under tliat section at all. 

The section aj)pears in the chapter which is headed ‘^Temporary Orders 
in Urgent Cases of Nuisances,” and reading the whole chapter we think it clear 
that it relates to interference or dealing of some kind with the land itself or wuth 
something erected or standing upon it; and the section is directed to the pre¬ 
vention or direction by pronijit order of some definite act on the part of an 
individual so that injury or nuisance may not be caused. Sections 146 and 146, 
which are in the next chapter, deal with the jiossossion of property, and are 
sections which n)a\ he appropriately referred to where it is desired to prevent 
interference by one party with the collection of rent by another, and matters 
of that kind. 

On the whole, we think that such a case as the present, where the 
klagistrate is asked to interfere to prevent a person from collecting rents from 
the raiyats generally of anv property, does not fall within section 144 at all. 

But this matter is not new'. In the case of Abaijeswan Debt v. Stdheswart 
Debi (1. L R., 16 Cal., 80), a Division Bench of this Court took exactly 
flSl] the same view. In that case, which is absolutely on all fours with the 
present, this Court held that such a case as this was not wiihin s. 144. And 
that was also the view that was taken in the case of Prosunno Coomar 
Chatterjee v. The Empress (8 C L. R., 231). The Magistrate, Mr Rhftlips, 
while making the order complained against, has apparently ignored or lost sight 
of these decisions, which he was bound to have followed. 

The only other point which has been argued before us, and this is the 
point which has been most pressed, is that' this Court has no jurisdiction to 
interfere with this order at ail, on the ground that orders made under section 
144 are, by the last clause of section 486, exempted from the operatioi^ of 
that section. The first answer which can be made to that is, that the mere 
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statement that an order is made under section 144, if it is not such an order 
as is contemplated by the section, and could not be made under it, does not 
make it an order under that section, and consequently any Court having juris* 
diction to review orders under section 436 would not be prevented from doing 
so by the proviso to that section, because the order under review, though 
headed under section 144, was not in fact made under that section at all. 
See lie Krishna Mohun Bpsack (l C. L. R., 58). 

But there is another answer Under section 439, this Court has the 
general power of revision of all orders made by inferior Criminal Courts which 
come before it in any way whatsoever ; and it is clear that this Court, under 
clause 16 of the Charter, has a general power of superintendence, and under 
that power can send for any record which it may desire to see. In this 
particular case this Court did send for the record ; but as the Magistrate had 
already sent the record to the Bengal Government, the reoord*wa8 sent for 
from that Government, and it has now come to tliis Court in pursuance of that 
requisition, so that the record is now before the Court in a perfectly regular 
and proper way, and under section 489 this Court has cognizance of that 
record, and sees, upon the face of the record, that an illegality has been commit¬ 
ted, and that an order has been made which the Magistrate has no jurisdiction 
to make. 

We are further of opinion, that this Court has power to interfere under 
the Charter Act if the proceeding of the Magistrate is [13^3 ultra vires and 
could not be made under section 144. That this is sohas been accepted in this 
Court for a great mnny years, both under section 144 of the present Code and 
section 518 of the old Code. There is a whole curreqt of decision to that effect 
with which we agree I see Banee Madhub (Jhose v. Wooma Nath Boy Chou'dhry 
(21 W, R, (Cr.) 26), Chunder Cooninr Boy v. Omesh Chunder Mojoomdar 
(22 W. R., (Cr.) 78), Srer Nath Dult v. Unnoda Churn Dutt (23 W. R. (Cr.) 34), 
Shurut Chutulcr Banerjee v. Bama Churn Mookeip'e (4 C. L. R., 410), Bradley v. 
Jameson (I. L. R., 8 Gal, 580), Oopi Mohun Mullick v Taramom Chowdhrant 
(J. L. R , 5 Cal., 7), Empress v. Prayag Singh (1. L. R , 9 Cal., 103), Ahayes- 
wan Dehi v. Sidheswari Debt (I. L. R, 16 Cal., 80)]. The learned vakil 
for the opposite party before us has, however, relied upon a Full Bench decision 
of this Court in Be Chunder Nath Sen ll L. R , 2 Cal., 293), but that case was 
considered and explained in the case of Kttshnn Mohun By sack (1C. L. R., 
68), and in the case of Gopi Mohun Mullick v. Taramom Choivdhram (I. L. R., 
6 Cal., 7) which was a case decided by a Full Bench composed of 12 Judges of 
this Court. The rule will be made absolute. 

A. A. C. . Buie absolute. 


NOTES. 

[As regards ca.>.es of interfeicnco when there wae defect of jurisdiction, see also 33 Cal.. 
68 ; 27 Cal . 892,27 Cal , 259. 26 Cal . 188 ; 14 C.W N , 147 ; 24 Mad., 46 ; 2 C.W.N., 672 ; 
94 Bom., 627.] 


642 



PUBAN CHAND & 0 . V. BOY BADHA KISHEN [1891] I.L.R. 19 Ca). 188 

[19 Cal. 189 ] 

FULL BENCH. 

The 23rd November, 7891. 

Pbbsent: 

Sir W. Comer Pethebam, Kt.. Chief .Tustick, Mb. .Tdstice Pbinsep, 
Mb. Justice Piqot, Mb. Justice O’Kinealy, and 
Mb. Justice Chose. 

Puran Chand and others.Decree-holders 

versus 

Bov Badba Kishen...!.Judginont-Debtor.^ 

Mesne, profits, appbcation for ascertainment of — Limitation Act (XV 
of 1S77}, Arts. 17Hand 179—Code of Civil Procedure Act(XIV 
of 1882J. ss. 211. 212. 

Noitihor arbicle 178 nor article 179 of the Limitation Act applies to an application to 
aacertain the amount of mesne profits awarded by a decree in Cis%] accordance with the 
provisions of sections i^l or 213 of the Code of Civil Procedure 

This was a reference to a Full Bench by Petheham, C J., and Beverlby, J,, 
arming out of an order of the District Judge of Patna, who had dismissed the 
petition of the decree-holders for realization of mesne profits, on the ground 
that the claim was barred by limitation, the case being governed by the ruling 
in Anando Kishore Dass Baksht v. Ananda Kishore Bose (I L. B , 14 Cal., 60). 

The ORDER OF REFERENCE ran as follows — 

This is a second appeal under the following circumstances .— 

On the 3lst May 1884, the appellants obtained a decree fur possession of 
certain lands apparently with mesne profits. The decree is silent as to the 
period for which mesne profits are decreed , all that is said i.s: The amount 

of mesne profits shall be ascertained in tlie execution department.” 

On the 22nd June 1886, the decree-holder.^ applied for execution of the 
decree, and in pursuance of that application possession is said to have been 
delivered on 6th September 1886 

On the 27th May 1887, the decree-holders complained that possession had 
not been regularly made over to them, and possession was accordingly again 
delivered on the 17th August 1887. The costs of the suit were also realized. 

The applications of June 1886 and May 1887 had also contained a prayer 
that the mesne profits might be ascertained. Another application to this effect 
was made on the 3rd August 1889, but that appears to have been q^et by an 
objection that no mesne profits were awarded by the decree. That objection, 
however, was overruled, and on the lOtli .Tune and ngain on the 19th July 
1890, the decree-holders applied to have the mesne profits ascertained. 

On this last occasion the judgment-debtor, relying on the decision in 
A.nando Kishore Dass Bakshi v. Anando Kishore Bose (1. L. R., 14 Cal, 50), 
objected that the Etpplication was barred, uo1< having been made within three 
years from the date on which possession was given of the lands in suit. 

• Appeal from Order No. 123 of 1891, against the order of the District Judge of Patna, 
dated the 26th January 1891, reversing an order of Baba Karuna Das Bose, Subordinate 
Judge of that district, dated the Itith September 1890, 
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[134] The first Court overruled this objection, but its order has bean 
reversed by the District Judge of Patna, on the ground that possession of the 
lands was given on the 6th September 1886, and that, under the decision 
above referred to, the application of the 19th .luly 1890 was barred by Artide 
178, Schedule II of the Limitation Act. 

We are not prepared to assent to the coiTectness of the decision in Anando 
Ktshore Dass Bakshi v. Anando Kishore Bose (1. L B , 14 Oal., 50). The prin¬ 
ciple upon which that decision is based is that an application to ascertain the 
amount of mesne profits decreed is not an application to execute the decree, but an 
application to complete the decree, and that the period within which such an 
application must be made is prescribed by article 178, and that Article 179 will 
not apply. But, putting aside the question whether, in this view of the appli¬ 
cation, it would be incumbent on the depree-holder to make an application to 
complete the decree, we think that under the terms of the Code the application 
must he regarded as an application to execute the decree within the meaning 
of Article 179. Beading sections 211, 212, 230 ib) and 244 (a) and (b) of 
the Code together, we are of opinion that the intention of the Legislature was 
that an application to ascertain the amount of mesne profits awarded by a 
decree should be deemed to be an application in execution of>the decree, and 
therefore governed as regards limitation by the provisions of Article 179 of the 
Limitation Act. , 

We therefore refer the following question for the idecision of a Full 
Bench:— 

Whether an application to ascertain the amount of mesne profits awarded 
by a decree in accordance with tlie provisions of sections 211 or 212 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure is, as reganls limitation, to bo governed by .Article 178 
or by Article 179 of the Limitation Act ’’ 

If the decision of the Full Bench he that .4rticle 179 is applicable, this 
appeal must be allowed, and the order of the first Court restored with costs in 
all Courts; if, on the other hand, Article 178 is held to he applicable, we think 
that upon the Judge’s finding the appeal must be dismis^^od. 

[138] Bahu Uma Kah Mookerjee for the Appellants.--1 submit the view 
taken by the referring Judges is the correct view. The present application is 
clearlv an application to execute the decree and not to complete the decree, and 
Article 179 of the Limitation Act will therefore apply. Tlie decree is made 
under s 211 of the Code, and the question regarding the amount of the mesne 
profits has to be determined in execution as provided by section 244 (a) and ib). 
The case of Anando Kishore Dass Bakshi v. Anando Kishore Bose (I. L. B., 
14 Cal., 50) should bo overruled. 

Munshi Mahomed Yusuf (or the Respondents--Article 178 of the Limita¬ 
tion Act was intended to apply to a case of this kind. This application 
is not for the purpose of executing the decree, but is m conbinuance of the 
original suit in order to complete the decree— Bunsee Sinyh v. Mirza Nuzuf 
Ah Beg (22 W, B., 328), Wodoy Tara Ckowdhrain v. Syud Abduol Jubbar 
Chowdhry (24 W. B., 33f^)..Fuzeehm v. Synd Keramut Hossnn (21 W. B., 212). 

‘Baboo Uma Kali Mookerfee was heard in reply. 

The judgment of the Full Bench (Petheram, C.J , PRINSEP, PiGOT, 
0 ’KtEEALY and Ghose, JJ ) was as follows-— 

It appears that the appellants in this case obtained a decree on the Hist 
May 1884 for possession of certain lands, with a direction that the amount of 
mesne profits should he ascertained in execution of the decree. An application 
for execution was made on the 22nd .lune 1886 in regard* to the immoveable 
property. It was renewed on the 27th May 1887, and on the I7th of August 
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of that year, possession of the real property was delivered to the 
appellants. The costs of the suit were also realized. In the applications of 
June 1886 and May 1887, the appellants also asked that the mesne profits 
might be ascertained according to the direction in the decree. Another 
application to the same effect was mode on the 3rd August 1889 and was 
met by the objection that no mesne profits had been awarded by the decree. 
This objection was overruled, and, on the 19th .July 1890, the decree-holders 
applied to have the mesne profits ascertained. The judgment-debtor then object¬ 
ed that the application was barred, and, in support of that ob]ection, he cited 
[186} the case of Anando KisJwre. Dass BaksJu v. Aimndo Kishore Bone (I.L.B., 
14 Cal., 50), which decided that all applications of that nature fell within 
Article 178, Schedule If of the Limitation Act, and were barred if not made 
within three years from the delivery of possession of the lands decreed. This 
objection was overruled by the first Court, hut was given effect to in the Court 
of First Appeal. The appellants, dissatisfied with that decision, brought a 
second appeal in this Court, and the Judges of the Divisional Bench who heard 
the appeal, dissenting from the decision already referred to, referred the 
following question for the decision of a Full Bench ;—“ Whether an application 
to ascertain th^ amount of mesne profits awarded by a decree in accordance 
with the provisions of sections 211 or 212 of the Code of Civil - Procedure is, as 
regards limitation, to Ixj governed by Article 178 or by \rticle 179 of the 
Limitation Act ’’ ' 

Sections 211 a^d 212 of the present Procedure Code correspond to ss. 196 
and 197 of Act VIII of 1859 In order to determine tfie question referred to 
the Full Bench, we must first consider the form of the otder. No time is stated 
in the order as to the period for which mesne profits should be calculated ; but, 
in the subsequent applications for mesne profits made by the appellants, 
the order was always treated as an order for mesne profits from tlie date of suit 
to the date of obtaining possession. Tins view of the order may be supported by 
tbe judgment of their Lordships of the Privy Council in the case of Fakharud- 
din Mahomed Ahnan Chnodlny The Official Trustee of Bengal (L. R..8I., 
A., 197). We shall therefore take it, for the purposes of the decision of this case, 
that the moaning of the present ni-der regarding was:lut is that wasilut should be 
calottlated from the institution of the suit to the date of obtaining possession. 
The object of the Legislature in enacting section 211 appears to have been the 
prevention of unnecessat v litigation and multiplicity of suits, and for this purpose 
they empowered the (vourts to give, with the possession of the real property, such * 
wasilut as they thought the plaintifi would be entitled to by law The proceed¬ 
ings, therefore, in determining the amount of uusilut arc not proceedings in 
execution of a decree in regard to any fixed sum, but merely a continuation of 
the original suit and carried on in the same way as if a single suit were brought 
for mesne pro6bs by [137] itself This h is been the view accepted by this 
High Court in the oiisss of Fuzeelun v. Syiui Keramnt floHsein (21 W. R., 212), 
Bunsse Singh v. Mirza Niizuf Ah Beg (22 W B. y'd'lH), DildarHosseinv. 
Mujeedunmssa (I. L. R., 4 Cal., 629), and Anundo Kishoie Dass haksht v. 
Anundo Kishore Bose (I L. R., 14 Gal., 50). We must therefore take it as 
settled law, so far as tliis Court is concerned, that an order atid decree in*this 
case referring to mesne profits is in the nature of an interlocutory order, 
and that there is nothing that pan be executed under s. 255 of the Code 
until the actual amount of mesne profits lias been found and determined— 
Madha Prasad Siwih v. Lnl Sahah Rai 11 Li R , 13 All., 53 (65)j. 

Nor is the question, if any, and, if so what limitation applies to applioa 
tions to have tnesn# profits assessed, devoid of authority. In the case of Fu¬ 
zeelun V. Syud Keramul Hossein (21 W. R., 212), it was argued that applies 
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tioDB asking the Court to aaaess mesne profits were governed by section 20 of 
Act XIV of 1859 which was the Limitation Act then in force. That section 
ran as follows “ No* process of execution shall issue from any Court not 
established by Boyal Charter to enforce any judgment, decree, or order 
of such Court, unless some proceeding shall have been taken to enforce such 
judgment, decree, or order, or to keep the same in force within three years 
next preceding the application for such execution." 

That contention wai^ overruled, and it was decided that there was no bar 
to proceedings for assessment of mesne profits arising out of the Limitation Act. 
This decision was followed in the case of Bunsee Suigh v. Mma Nuzi/f Alt Beg 
(22 W. R., 338), and this latter decision was approved of m the case of Dildar 
Hoftsem v. Mujeedunnism (I L. R., 4 Cal., 629); and made applicable to decrees 
passed under section 197 of .\ct VIll of 1859 which corresponds to section 
212 of the present Code. Thus it is clear that the view which prevailed 
till the decision of the case of Anunclo Kishore Oass Bakshi v. Auutido Kt^hore 
Bose (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 60), was that proceedings under sections 196 and 197 
of Act VIII of 1859 were proceedings similar to those in a regular suit 
not governed bv the Limitation .\ct at all, although it had been argued 
that section <20 of that Act, which more or less corresponds Cf38} with 
Article 179 of the present Limitation .4ct, applied. The case of Anundo 
Ktshore Dass Bakshi v. Anutido Kishore Bose (I. L R , 14 Cal., 50) was one 
under the present Civil Procedure Code, and the Judges who decided it in no 
way dissented from the opinion of the previous Courts in so far as .\rticle 179 
of the Limitation Act was concerned , but, dissenting from the decision in the 
case of Baroda Simdari Dabia v Fergusson (11 C. L. R , 17), they decided that 
Article 178 of Schedule II of the Limitation Act applied to applications 
under section 211 of the Code. Article 178 runs as follows:—“Appli¬ 
cations for which no period of limitation is provided elsewhere in this schedule, 
or by the Code of Civil Procedure, section 230,—three years from the time 
when the right to apply accrues ” 

In the case of Gtwind Ghunde.r Goswatni v. Bungunmoney (I. L. R., 6 
Cal., 60) it was pointed out tliat where general words are used, those words 
must be constiued with some limitation , that the article was not intended to 
govern applications for tran'ifer of cases from one Court to another or to 
transfer a case to the bottom of the board, or to applications for change 
of attorneys or other applications of that nature. The same principle was laid 
down in the of Kylasa GounJan v. liamasami Ayyan (I. L R., 4 Mad., 
172) and Vithal Janardnn ” Vilhojirav Butlajiravil. L. R., 6 Bom., 586), in 
which it w'as held that to make the provisions of Article 178 applicable, the 
application must be of such a nature that the Court would not be bound to 
exercise the powers desired by the applicant without such an application being 
made. There are numerous sections in the Code which direct that for certain 
relief, an application must be made, but there is nothing in the Code compelling 
a person having the conduct of a pending suit to make formal applications from 
time to time, asking the Court to proceed to judgment. The form of procedure 
and the manner of dealing- with suits is amply provided for by the Code. In 
the present case, so far as wo can see, the Court was hound, on the oral appli¬ 
cations of the appellants’ pleader, indeed without any such application at 
all, to fix a date for the first hearing of the enquiry, and after hearing the 
parties and fixing such issues as might be necessary for the disposal 11893 
of the subject-matter in dispute, to proceed with it as if it were dealing 
with a case based on a plaint. Uixm the dates of the previous applications 
made for execution of the decree, and having regard to Rature of them, we 
think that the applications, were Article 178 or 179 applicable, would not have 
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been barred. But upon the question referred to us, we think the conclusion 
must be that neither Artide 178 nor Article 179 of. the Limitation Act is 
applicable, that the application is not barred, and that this appeal must be 
decreed with costs. 

A. A. C. Appeal decreed. 


NOTES. 

[An application for ascertainment al mesne-profits is an application m a pending suit 
and not a proceeding in execution of the decree and is not governed by Art. 182 .—13 All., 
53 ; 14 All . 631 ; 19 All., 296 ; 25 All., 385.26 All . 623 . ‘21 Cal., 550, -24 Cal., 173 ; 26 Cal., 
203 : 6 C.L.J.. 462 , -39 Cal., 220.16 C L.J.. 3 , 13 I C , 186 , ‘24 Boni., 149 , 24 Bom., 345. 

See also (1900) 28 Cal., 242 , as regards the efft'ct when mesne profits are allowed. 

Ah regards applications under the Transfer of l-Topertv Act, see. 89 and 90, see 23 Bom., 
644 ; 83 Cal , 807. J 

[ 19 Cal. 189 1 

FULL BENCH. 

The aSrd November, ISUl. 

. Present• * 

Sir vv. Comer Pethebam, Kt., Chief.1 cstice, Mr. .Iustice Phinsep, 
Mr. Justice Pioot, Mr. Justice O’Kinealy, anu Miv Justice Ghose. 

4sliutosh 'Bannerjce.Judgment-debtor (Appellant) 

versus 

Lukhimoni Debya .Decree-holder (Respondent).' 

Future maintenance, decree. de.claring riqht to— Maintenance mhseqriently 
falling due enforced in execution. 

Future maintenance awarded b> a decree when falling duo can nc recovered in execution 
of that decree without further suit 

On the 4th .lanuary 1889 one Lukhimoni Debya obtained a consent 
decree for maintenance against Ashutosh Banuerjee in the High Court. The 
decree was in the following terms: —" It is ordered and declared by consent 
of parties that the dectee of the lower Court be, and it hereby is, set aside, and. 
in lieu thereof, that the defendants 2 and 3 do pay, out of the estate of the late 
husband of the plaintiff, Rs. 2,000 on account of maintenance from September 
1882 to December 1885, with interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum from 
the date of the lower Court’s decree until payment; and it is further ordered and 
decreed, by and with the like consent, that the defendants 2 and 3 do pay to the 
plaintif}', out of the estate of the late husband of the plaintiff, which is now in their 
hands, Rs. 60 iwr month, on account of her maintenance from Ist January 1886, 
and onwards, during the lifetime of the said plaintiff " And the decree further 
declared the maintenance [1403 to be a charge upon certain specified proper¬ 
ties, and awarded to the plaintiff her costs in th« lower Court. 

In the year 1889, Lukhimoni Debva, the plaintiff, applied for execytion 
of this decree in the Court of the Subordinate Judge of Hooghly, and attached 
certain property of the judgment-debtor, but the proceedings terminated without 
any portion of the decree being realized. 

On the 19th September 1890 the decree-holder, Lukhimoni Debya, applied 
to execute the decree m respect of (amongst other items) the sum of Rs. 2,800, 
being maintenance at the rate of Rs. 50 per mensem from the 1st January 

* Pull Boiioh reference on, appeal from Order No. 91 of 1891, against the order of Babu 
Hemango Chunder Bose, Third Subordinate Judge of Hooghly, datedtho 28th February 1891, 
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1886 to the 31st August 1890. The judgment-debtor objected to this item on 
the ground that as regards future maintenance, the decree was merely declara¬ 
tory and could not be enforced without a further suit. The Subordinate Judge 
overruled the objection on the ground that the decree was a command to the 
judgment-debtor to pay the sum monthly from the Ist of January 1886 and 
onwards during the lifetime of the plaintiff and could be enforced without 
further suit. 

The judgment-debtor appealed to the High Court. 

On the hearing of the appealthe Court(P b'I’UEKAm, C..J ,and Bevebley.J.) 
referred the point decided by the lower Court to a Full Bench. 

The OHPER OP REFERENCE, after stating the facts above set out, was as 
follows:— 

“ In support of tlie order of the iowqr Court we have been refeired to the 
following reported cases :—Feat e-Hath Brohmo v. Juqgesstiree (15 W E., 128), 
Mansa Debt v. Jitean Lal{\ L. E., 9 All., 33), LuLshmioi linmehamlra Josht v. 
Satyahhamai)ai (I. Ij B , 2 Bom., 494), 1 ibhnu Shambhoii v Maitjamma 
(I. L. R., 9 Bom , 108), Smthayee v. Thanakapudayen ^4 Mad. H. G., 188), 
Muttm V. Virammal (J L. E., 10 Mad . 283) In these cases the Courts have 
held that a decree could be made directing the pavment of maintenance in future, 
and that such future maintenance could be recovered in execution of that decree, 
and they have don^^so on the assumption that such a decree is analogous to a 
decree for money payable bv instalments. f 

[141] ‘ ' In the case of Laksh aan Eamcfiandra Joslv v. StUyahhamabat 
ll. L. E., 2 Bom., 494 (497)] Westropp, C. J., remarked as follows .— 

‘ 1 may observe, however, that it is to be regretted that in the former suit, an order 
awarding to the plaintiff future maintenance, wn... not included in the decree. It is not desir* 
able that there should be several suits in lespect of the maintenance of one widow. The 
system of seeking or granting relief piecemeal, subjects both plaintiff and defendant to much 
unnecessary expense and trouble, and is only advaiitiigeoiis to the legal profession ; such a 
course ought to be discontinued so far as may legiiiruatjly lie done by the Civil Court.' 

And in the ease of Vishnu Shambhoy v. Manjamma [I. L H, 9 Bom., 108 
(110)], Sargent, C. J., said: - 

‘ We share in the regret cxp'as.sud by Sir M WESTitoJ’l’, C.J , that distinct orders 
directing the payment of future m.iiiitenauce should be too frequently, as in this case, 
omitted from deerras of this nature.' 

“ We are unable to assent to these decisions or to recogniise the analogy 
that has been relied on. In a decree for money pay able by instalments, the 
total amount to be recovered is actually decreed, although lor the convenience 
of the judgment-debtor the amount is ordered to he paid by instalments. 

" A decree which directs that a person shall receive maintenance in future 
at a certain rate is, in our opinion, no better than a declaratory decree; and is 
not a decree upon which that person can lecover the maintenance at any time 
merely by putting that decree in force, and without further suit. It seems to 
us tl^at the actual sum dueonust be ascertained and declared to be due before 
it can be recovered by procaSidings in execution. As well might it be said that 
a landlord could obtain a decree fixing a certain rent, and that if words were 
inserted in the decree>directing sileh rent to be paid in future, the rent oeuid be 
recovered in execution without further suit It is obvious that many questions 
may arise ioj^nswer to the clsim (as, for instance, in the case of a Hindu widow, 
whether she is still alive and leading a chaste life, and whether the amount is 
really due), which cannot conveniently be disposed of in the execution 
proceedings. 
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would also follow, if the cases referred to are right, that the maintenaace 
must always be paid through the Court, unless the tl423 judgment-debtor 
chooses to subject himself to the liability of having execution taken out against 
•him. 

" We accordingly refer the following question for the consideration and 
decision of a Full Bench: A decree having been made declaring a person’s 
right to maintenance at a certain rate, and directing the payment of such 
maintenance in future, can the maintenance, when doe, be recovered in 
execution of that decree without further suit ?” 

Babu SpiJiath Das (with him Babu Boido Nath Dutt ),—The question is 
whether the decree is declaratory, and as such can only he enfoced by a regular 
suit, or whether it maV be enforced by an application in the execution depart¬ 
ment I submit that the claim for nvuntenance is a recurring cause of action, 
and the decree is not sufficient to include dll future causes of action. The pre¬ 
sent decree is indefinite, Srikt ishna Tata (tharuir v. Singara Charmr (I. L. R., 
4 Mad , 219), and cannot include a command to pay a particular sum in a 
particular month, Vinayak imrit Deishpande y. Abaji Hathatrav (1. L. R., 12 
Bom., 416). ,The case of Sabhanatha v Lnkshtm (I. L. R , 7 Mad,, 80) and Ven- 
kannn v. Aitamma (I. L. R., 12 Mad., 1H3) are in my favour. In the case of 
a decree for payment .by instalments the entire sum is known and can be 
apportioned. 1 submit -Pcareenath Brohmo v Jvygessuree^15 W. R., 128) was 
wrongly decided ISection 210 of the Civil Procedure Code does not make any 
provision for the payment of money before it becomes due, as that section 
expressly says that no decree is to be altered except as therein provided, 
whereas in a maintenance case circumstances mav arise necessitating 
alteration , for instance, misconduct on the part of the widow. 

Dr. Bash Behan (those (with him Babu Nulnii Banjan Chattetji and Babu 
Bmiiesh Chunder Bose ).—The decree is not simply declaratory, but amounts to 
a command to pay a monthly sum and creates a periodically recurring right - 
Lakshmibdi Bapujt Oka v. Madhavrav Bapuji (^ka (I. L R., 12 Bom., 65). 
1 rely on the cases of Lakshmaa Bamchandra Joshi v. Satyabhamnbat (1. L. 
R., 2 Bom., 494) and Vishnu Shambhog v. Manjamma (I L. R., 9 Bom., 108) 
and the remarks of the learned Judges who tried tl43] those cases. The 
practice ol the Indian High Courts is in my favour 

Baboo Sr math Das in reply. ' 

The judgment of the Full Bench (PbTHEUAM, C.J , Prinsep, Pigot 
O’KinbaLiY and GhoSE, JJ.) was as follows :— 

In this case a reference has been made to the Full Bench by the Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice BeverJjEY sitting as a Divisional Bench of this Court, 
in connection with a decree obtained by the respondent, Srimati Lukhimoni 
Debya, against the appellant, Ashutosh Bannei^ee. It appears that Lukhi- 
moni had sued the appellant, Ashutosh, for maintenance. The litigation was 
carried up to the High Court, and, on the 4th January 1889, a decree 
was entered up by consent in the following terms:—‘‘It is ordered and declared 
by consent of parties that the decree of the lower Court be, and it hereBy is, 
8et<Aside, and, in lieu thereof, that the defendants Nos. 2 and 3 do pay, out 
of the estate of the late husband of the plaintiii, Bs„ 2,000 on account of 
maintenance from September 1882 to December 1885, with interest at the rate 
of 6 per cent, per annum from the date of the lower Court’s dec|^e until pay¬ 
ment ; and it is further ordered and decreed, by and with the like consent, that 
the d^endants Nos. 2 and 3 do pay to the plaintiff, out of the estate of the 
late husband of the plaintiff, which is now in their hands, Ks. 50 per month 
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onaocouQtof her maintenance from let January 1886, and onwarda, during 
the life-time of the said plaintiff." 

And here it seems proper to point out that apart from the decision of the 
question referred to us, there appears on the face of the record sufficient reasons' 
for upholding the decision of the lower Court. The decree was the decree of a 
Court possessing jurisdiction over the subject-matter of the suit and was made 
by consent of parties ; and, even if it were irregular, as the learned Judges of 
the Division Bench think, still, on the authority of P^sani v The Attorney- 
General for Gibraltar (L. R.,5 P, C., 516), Sadaxioa Pillat v. liamulmga Plltai 
(L. B., 2 I. A., 219), the appellant in this case having consented to the irregu¬ 
larity in the decree, is now precluded from raising any objection to its execution. 

ri'1'43 Some short time after tlie decree and in theT same year 1889, the 
lady applied for execution and attached, certain immoveable properties of the 
judgment-debtor. The judgment-debtor objected, and the execution proceed¬ 
ings seem to have been struck ott without any portion of the decree having 
been realised. No point seems to have been raised in the pleadings or in the 
decisions of the lower Courts in this case as to the effect of this order, and we 
must hold that it does not affect in any way the reference now before us. 

On the 19th September 1890, the decree-holder made another application 
for execution. The judgment-debtor objected on the ground that, so tar as the 
decree awarded future maintenance, it was merely declaratory and could not 
be enforced without a regular suit. This objection was ovdtruled by the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge, and against his decision the appellant appealed to this Court. 
In the grounds of appeal, he set forth the same objection which he had raised 
before the Subordinate Judge, namely, that upon a proper interpretation of the 
decree, the Court should have found that it was merely declaratory and gave 
no* further'’re1ief, and, therefore, upon a correct interpretation of it, the lady’s 
remedy was by a regular suit, not in execution of the decree 

The Judges who made this reference say that, in support of the order of 
the lower Court, they have been referred to the following reported cases;— 
Pmreetiath Brohnw v Juggessuree (16 W. R., 12H), Mansa Debt v. Jiwan Lai 
(1. L. B., 9 All., 113), L.akshman Mnmchandra Josht v. Sntyabhamabni (1 L. B., 
2 Bom., 494), Vuhnu Shambog v. Manjamma (1. L B., 9 Bom., 108), Shinthaye 
v. Thanakapudayen (4 Mad , H. C., 183), Miiitia v.Vnammal (1 L. R., 10 Mad., 
283), and they then proceed to say '—“ In these cases the Courts have held that 
a decree could be made directing the payment of maintenance in future, and that 
such future maintenance could be recovered m execution of that decree, and 
they have done so on the assumption that such a decree is analogous to a 
decree for money payable by instalmencs." 

From this opinion, however, they dissent, and, in order to have it finally 
decided, they have referred for the decision of a Full Bench the following 
question, namely, whether " a decree having [143] been made declaring a 
person's right to maintenance at a certain rate, and directing the payment of 
such maintenance in future, can the maintenance, when due, be recovered in 
execution of that decree wilihout further suit ’’’ 

From the number of cases mentioned by the Judges who made this 
reference, it appears that this form of decree has existed for a long time. -The 
case of Peareenath Brohmo v. Juggesnuree (16 W. B., 128) was decided in 1871, 
and in the case of Smthayee v. Thanakapudayen (4 Mad. H. C., 183) the 
Judges said^Ahat it had been the practice of the Courts for many years in the 
Presidency m Madras to make decrees for the payment of future maintenance 
to Hindu widows either by directing periodical payment of a fixed sum, or by 
setting apart a portion of the property and assigning the interest or proceeds 
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thereof to the widov? for her maintenance, and, in support of that assertion, 
the learned Judges referred to a case decided as far back as 1863. 

The records of our own Court enable us to trace the same form of decree 
back to a much earlier date Thus, in the case of Tohfa Dibta v. Ptrtkee 
Ckund Hai [3 S. D. (Sel. Bep.), 134] decided by the SudderDewany .\dalat in 
1822, no objection seems to have been taken to a decree directing a monthly 
payment, and in the case of Bitrsoondn Ooopta v. Nvhogobind Sam (6 S. D., 
422) decided by the Sudder Dewany Adalat on the 21st August 1850, main¬ 
tenance was awarded at the rate of Rs. 15 monthly. The same form of decree 
appears to have been followed in the case of Munsummat Beelas Munjaree v. 
Hursoondree (7 8 D , 653) decided on the 17th November 1861. Nor are 
these the only authorities in support of the procedure followed by all the High 
Courts. In the case of Ptrthe? Sinq}} v. Ham Raj Kooer (12 B. L R., 238) a 
decree was passed in 1869 by the Subordinate Judge of Agra, directing main¬ 
tenance at Rs. 150 a month, and providing both for arrears and future main¬ 
tenance, and this decree was upheld without objection by the High Court of 
the North-Western Provinces in 1870 and by their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in 1873. A still earlier case is [146] that of The Collectoj of Madura 
V. Moottoo liamahnga Sathupathg (12 Moo. J. A., 397), in which their 
Lordships of the Privy Council upheld a decree passed by the High Court of 
Madras in 1864, allowing maintenance at the rate of Rs. U),000 yearly to one 
lady, and Rs. 833^5-4 monthly to another. It seems to us impossible to say 
that a form of decree adopted by all the Courts of this country sanctioned by 
the decisions of their Lordships of the Privy Council, and which has never 
been successfully attacked, can now be considered irregular. Indeed so far 
from that being the case, it hears a striking resemblance to the form of decrees 
for maintenance given hy Courts of Equity in England. We are unable, 
therefore, to agree with the learned Judges who made this reference, in dis¬ 
senting from the series of authorities mentioned by tliem, and referred to in 
this judgment. 

Nor is the second portion of the proposition placed before us less free 
from doubt Not only do tlie cases referred to by the learned Judges show 
that it has been the universal practice, when relief is decreed in a suit of this 
nature, to grant that relief in execution of decree and not by a new suit, but 
the very pednt now referred was decided in the case of Snilhayce v Thanaka- 
pudagtn (4 Mad H. C , 183). In the present case the mode of execution is 
referi'ed to in sections 230, clause {b), and 255 of the Code We think, there¬ 
fore, that the question referred to the Full Bench must be answered in the 
affirmative, and that this appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

NOTES 

( As regarda when a dcciee is to be deemed declaratory only .ind wh'^n executory alao, 
see also (1HM5) ‘22 Cal , 903 . (1898) ‘2‘2 Bom , 2G7 . 14 A.L J., 38 , 24 I C. 801 ; 26 1 C 932 , 
15 1 C., 389 . (1893) 10 All., 179 . (1910) 38 Cal , 13.] 
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ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 23rd November, 1891 
Present. 

Mr. Justice Trevelyan 

A. B. Miller.Plaintiff 

vers lie 

The National Bank of India.Defendant." 

Mutual credit—11 and 12 Vic , c 21, v. 39--Liability of drawer before dis¬ 
honour—Dishonour of bill of exchange—VestiiiQ order — Insolvency- 
Costs of suit in too extensive claim where claim dented in toto. 

There is no debt due bj a drawer of a bill of exchange until dishonour 
• [1171 A mutual credit within xho meaning of section 89 of the luHolvent AcL must in 
its nature terminate in a debt 

This was a suit brought by the Official .Assignee to the estate of Leo Zander 
A Co. to recover from the defendant Bank a sum of Rs 19,848-6-7 forming 
part of a balance*of Bs 32,403-1-9 standing to the credit of the firm of Leo 
Zander & Co. in the hands of the defendant Bank on t^e date of the order 
vesting the firm’s estate in the Official Assignee. 

The firm of Leo Zander & Co., which consisted of Leo Zander and one 
Raoul Quillet, carried on business as buyers and shippers of jute, and were in 
the habit of consigning goods to constituents in England, drawing bills of 
lading in respect of such goods, and of drawing bills of exchange against the 
said goods upon their consignees for the value thereof. 

Between the 9th and 30th September 1889, the firm of Leo Zander & Co. 
made in the course of their business certain shipments of jute against which 
they drew 12 bills of exchange, amounting in the aggregate to £13,312-10-8. 
And under the terms of a certain letter of hypothecation given to the defendant 
Bank by the firm of Leo Zander & Co., the<«e bills were endorsed over to the 
Bank, together with the shipping documents relatmgto the goods against which 
the bills were drawn, and upon such negotiation the amount of the said bills 
were placed to the credit of Leo Zander A Co.'s floating current account. This 
letter of hypothecation bore date the 16th June 1886, and contained (amongst 
others) the following stipulation '—“On default being made in acceptance on 
presentment or in payment at maturity of any bill or bills of exciiange, or if 
the drawees or acceptors thereof suspend payment or become bankrupt or 

insolvent.we authorise you or any of ^mur managers or agents at any 

time hereafter without notice to, ot concurrence on the part of, any persons, and 
without waiting until the maturity of the said bills, to sell by public or private 
sale all or any part of the goods forming the collateral security, and to apply the 
net proceeds in or towards 'payment of the said bills with interest thereon ; the 
balance, if any, to be retained and applied by you towards or in liquidation of 
any other debt or liabilities of ours to you, including bills current, and sutfj^ot 
thereto, after ha^ng satisfied all or any claims you IH8] may have on us 
in respect of our obligations to you, the surplus, if any, we request yotPto 

account foi to the proper parties. In the event of the net proceeds 

of the goods being insufficient to pay the amount of the said bills. 

• Original Civil Sait No. 241 ol 1890, 
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we hereby authorize you or the holders thereof to draw on us for the amount 
of such defioiency, and we engage to honour such drafts on presentation ; it 
being understood tliat the account current rendered by you shall be acknow¬ 
ledged as sufficient proof of the amount due.The delivery to you of 

the above-mentioned collateral securities is not to prejudice any (tf your rights 
on the said bills in case of dishonour, nor shall any proceedings taken thereon, 
or giving time, or entering into any composition or other arrangement 
prejudicially affect your title to the said securities or remedies against us." 

On the 5th October 1889, the firm of Leo Zander & Oo. suspended payment, 
and on the 14th of that month filed their petition in insolvency, on which day 
an order was passed vesting the estate and effects of the firm in the Official 
Assignee. On this latter date a sum of Es. 32,403-1-9 stood to che firm’s 
credit in the books of the defendant Bank. 

On the 8th October 1889, three out of the 12 bills of exchange above men¬ 
tioned were dishonoured in Dundee and were protested for non-acceptance 
whilst other five of such 12 bills were dishonoured in Ixsndon and were protested 
on the 9th October 1889 , the amount of these bight bills being £8,420-2-5. 
The four remaining of such 12 bills, amounting in all to £4,832-10-3, which 
fell due in December 1889, were also dishonoured and protested, but after the 
date of the vesting order-; notice of such dishonour of these four bills being 
given by the London Branch of the National Bank of Indiif to the firm of Leo 
Zander A Go. on th(^ 31st .Tanuarv 1890. On the 9tli October the defendant 
Bank wrote and informed Messrs. Leo Zander A Co. that telegraphic advice 
had been received from [jondon as to all their bills having been refused accept¬ 
ance. This information was, however, taken by all parties as referring to 
the eight bills dishonoured on the 8th and 9th October. 

On the 17th October the Official Assignee wrote to the defendant Bank 
giving notice of the vesting order, and claiming all moneys [149] standing to 
the credit of the firm of Leo Zander A Oo in the Bank's books on the date of 
such order. 

On the 30th October the Bank wrote to the firm of Leo Zander A Co., 
enclosing a list of the bills which had he6n dishonoured and had been protested, 
such bills being, with one exception, the eight bills above referred to. These 
letters of the 9th and 30th October did not appear, however, to have been sent 
on to the Official Assignee. 

Under the terms of the letter of hypothecation granted by the firm of Leo 
Zander & Co. to the defendant Bank, the defendant Bank subsequently to the 
vesting order oausod the goods against which those 12 bills had been drawn 
to be sold, the net proceeds of the goods against which the eight bills, 
dishonoured before the vesting order, had been drawn amounting to £7,477-0-6; 
and the net proceeds of the goods against which the four bills, dishonoured 
after the vesting order, were drawn amounting to £4,429-12-2. The total amount 
therefore realized on the goods against which these 12 hills were drawn was 
£11,906-12-8, whilst the actual amount due on such bills was £13,312-^0-8. 
There was therefore a balance of £1,405-18-0 due to the defendant Bank on such 
biUs^ The defendant Bank therefore, after giving credit to the firm of Leo 
Zander & Co., for the net proceeds of these, sales, retained, out of the sum of 
Bs. 32,403-1-9 standing to the credit of the firm at the data of the vesting order, 
a sum of Bs. 19,848-6-7, the equivalent in rupees of the £1,405-18-0 due to them 
on the bills, and on the 24th February 1890 paid over Bs. 12,554-11-2, being 
Uie balance of the sum standing to the credit of the firm in their current 
account, to the Official Assignee. 


9 CAL.—70 
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The Official Assignee, however, claimed to be entitled to the whole of the 
balance of the current account as it existed at the date of the vesting order, 
and contended timt the Bank could only rank with other creditors in respect 
of any sums which they might have lost on the hills which had been 
dishonoured. 

Mr Jackson, Mr. Hill and Mr. Zorah for the Plaintiff, 

Mr. T. A. Apcar and Mr. Stokoe for the Defendant. 

Mr. Jackson. —The plaintiff is entitled to recover unless the Bank have a 
valid claim. What is the defendant’s case ? It is [150} not suggested that it 
is a set-off which is claimed ; they do not admit bhepurchaseof the bills ; there 
is no particular case set up in the written statement. {TREVELYAN, J.—-Ina 
case of this sort where there is no question as to the facts, the law must be 
raised but need not be pleaded. The only question is, was there a mutual 
credit ?j I am in ignorance as to the defendant’s case. I should like to hear 
their case before T deal with the law. No attempt has been made to set up 
any case with regard to the four hills. [TREVELYAN, J.—The observations 
of ByLES, .T., and MONTAGUE ^5mith, .J., in Naoroji v. Chartered Bank of India 
(L. R., 3 0. P , 144) are important.! Tlie cases are all set out in Bose v. Hart 
[2 Sm. L. G. (9th ed.), 324, 338,340; 8 Taunt, 4991, Chalmers on Bills, articles 
215, e,t seq. Naoroji v. Cluirtered Bank of India shows that the mutual credit 
must tend in ate in •a debt In the Insolvent Act'mutual credit'are the words 
used. All the cases show that from the nature of things a^'rautual credit must 
have a natural tendency to terminate in a debt. So the mutual credit section 
has no application to this case. The possibdity of a debt arising is not 
sufficient. Tliat distinguishes the case from Nnoroji's case. There is a clear 
distinction between out-and-out sales .tnd negotiations, see Alsager v. Currie 
(12 M. A- W , 751) If the hills weie advanced upon by the Bank, then there 
would he a credit given by the Hank, hub not so whore there is an out-and-out 
sale. I say the mutual credit section is inapplicable to tlie case. 1 reserve 
further observations till I hear tlie defendant’s case. 

Mr. Stokoe for the Defendant.— We have a claim both under section 39 of 
the Indian Insolvent Act, and also a lien The reason why a lien is not given 
in express terms is because the relation of a banker and customer has been lost 
sight of. No lien is necessary . we have a right to set off, and that is why no 
lien is given to a banker. .As to whether the transaction ih a sale or not, I say 
that on the facts of the case it is a matter of indifference so far as it affects the 
parties. Byles on Bills, p. 182, 15th ed., chap. XII, explains when a bill is to 
be considered as sold ; the real tost as to whether it is a sale within the 
meaning of ALsager v. Currie is, whether when the bills were taken over, the 
[iSlj transferor was without remedy against the transferree. The form of 
the bill IS not conclusive as to the sale being out-and-out, for the bills are to 
be read with the letter of the 16t'n .lune 1HH6. The words in paragraph 1 of 
the letter authorizing the firm to insure the goods and to add the premia and 
expenses of insurance to ^ihe hills admit a liability attaching to the Bank on 
these bills. The amount cbargeable against the firm is the amount of the 
hills.' This case is covered bv Alsager v. Currie : it is nearly on all fours with 
it as tu the facts, save that hero we have a security. Thu words of the staj^^^te 
under which A Isager v. Currie is decided, are virtually the same as the Insolvent 
Act; the facts with regard to the bills are similar to those in Alsager v Currie ; 
they had not been accepted, and had not become due. 

Whitehead v. Walker ("9 M. & W., 506), shows that on dishonour by a 
refusal of acceptance there at once arises a right of ^tion by the holder; and 
what is recoverable is the amount of the bill; it was decid^ there that the 
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holder had not a separate cause of action for non-payment. A cause of action 
against the endorser arose in tiie present case on non-acceptance; that fact 
does away with the question whether it was a transaction terminating in a 
debt, as far ns the eight bills are concerned , moreover, it had resulted in a 
debt at the time. 

The Bank’s claim came under s. .‘19 of tlie Insolvent Act. The 
position of affairs between the 1-tank and thn insolvents at the date of the insol¬ 
vency was that the Bank had possession of Rs ^12,000 odd, und iiad a claim 
on the eight bills for over a lakh. The set-off in insolvencv is not a matter 
which may be applied, bqt it'is a principle which must he applied The fact 
that the Bank held security would not affect their right to set off—see Ex 
parte Harnett, in rc Deoeze (L R,, 5) Oli. ,^pp , 293) ; McKnimm v. Aimstrong 
Uyotheri, LL. R., 2 App. Cas., 5-tl (o3y)J. With regard to the eight bills, either 
each bill separately is to he applied against tlio goods against which it is 
specifically drawn — and in siicli case the Bank would have to account in each 
instance for the balance on that as one tiansaction—or the eight bills are to 
be added together, and the goods against which they were drawn, sold and 
placed against the total of the hills as one item If the fact that the 

Bank held security does not affect the light to set off, then on the 14th 
October we could set off the amount of Rs. 32,000, the balance in Zander's 
account, against the Rs. 1,22,000 they owed us, and this wo can d» under the 
mutual credit section; the result is tliat we have a claim on those bills for the 
difference of Rs. 92,000, that is, a claim against the eight bills, and thev must 
be treated as an aggregate at the time the mutual credit is given Then we have 
to account for the securities. these realizod more than Rs. 92,000, and the 
balance in our hands we are entitled to carry over to the discliarge of the 
four bills. 

Section 39 applies to the four bills I contend there is a liability before 
dishonour , the credit need not terminate in a debt previous to the in solvency— 
see Byles on Bills, p. 473,15th edition. Here up to the time of the insolvency 
there has been no acceptance. The effect of the mutual credit clause enables 
us to set off an aggregate sum \rhich is due to us , that aggregate is composed 
of a series of hills As to notice of dishonour, six letters wore forwarded on 
11th October from the Bank's London office, and reached Calcutta on the 
30th October, setting out the actual fact of dishonour on thebtli or 9th October 
The protests themselves were forwarded on the 22iid November. The I04th 
section of the Negotiable Instruments Act gives the rule as to when notice of * 
dishonoui of foreign hills is required. These bills are foreign lulls, and must be 
protested according to the law of the place wlioro thev were di.iwn. 

Mr. HiU .—There is no ease made out bringing the ca.se within fhe mutual 
credit section I Trevelyan, J —I think there was a debt .is far as the eight 
bills are concerned. As to the four hills, I think there aie lemarks in Almger 
V. Currie which show that there was a mutual credit witli regard to the four 
bills; hut I should like to hear you as to tliat.J No date ol dishonour has 
been given; and there was no credit within s. 39 If theie was a debt, 
could the Bank have sued on it at the time? J sa\ it could not, until notice of 
diabonour w'as given : and until notice of dishonour was gixeii, it could not bo 
asserted that a debt had arisen. Be(‘tioiu98 of tlie Negotiable Instruments 
Act is not applioable, assutnuig that there is np insolvency The contiacts relating 
to the eight bills covered seven other hills which were not dishonoured. Section 
94 lays down how notice of dishonour roust be given. It must give information 
that Llff3] a particular instrument has been dishonoured. The notice given here 
on the 3Qth October is " your bills ” are dishonoured; that is not a prosier notice 
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Therefore on the 14th October there was not a right which the Bank could have 
enforced by suit; Zander & Go. might have then said " here is your money, give 
usbaok our seourities.” There wasno debtin respect of which credit was given; the 
assurance that the bills would be accepted is not a thing which would naturally 
terminate in a debt. It is not every trust reposed in another which becomes a 
debt. It has been laid down in Jiose v. Hart (2 Bm. L. C., 324; 8 Taunt., 499), 
that every credit is not a debt. It is only credits which must in their nature 
turn into debts which fall within the mutual credit section. See Young v. 
Bank of Bengal (1 Moo. I. A., 87); Naoroji v. Chartered Bank of India [L. R,, 
3 0. P.. 444 (449), (451)1 ; Asiley v. Guemey (L. R., 4 C. P. 714), which is 
decided in accordance with Young v. Bank of Bengal*! shall show on A laager v. 
Currie that on the taking of the bills no credit was given ; credit was not given on 
notice of dishonour, as they never gave us notice till after the vesting order. 
Alaager v. Currie is in support of the position that credit is not given in respect of 
these bills. In India a probable claim is not necessarily a subject of set-oif, but 
in England it is. The case of Btarcy v. Barns (7 East, 435} is under a special 
section of an English statute. The Bank required three things before handing 
over the bills : (1) approved drawees ; (2) an assurance that the bills had been 
sold ; and (3) further securities. Can it be said, therefore, that credit was given 
to the drawer of the bills ? As to notice of dishonour, the object of the Insol¬ 
vent Act was to place the insolvent in the same position as regards his rights 
as he would have h^ had he not been an insolvent; that bping so, if notice of 
dishonour had not been set up on the 14th October, could the Bank have 
succeeded in a suit ? If the conclusions in Astley v. Guerney are correct, 
then those conclusions apply to the four bills. The Bank have no right to 
appropriate the Rs. 6,000, and also to keep the securities. There can be 
no right of set-off as regards the tour bills, and if there is a [134] right as 
regards the eight hills, it can only arise when the exact amount claimed to be 
set off is put before the Court, this has not been done. As to costs, I refer 
to Jeffreys v. Agra and Masterman's Bank (L. R., 2 Eq , 674) and JIiU v. 
South Staffordshire Itailuay Company iL. E., 18 Eq., 154 (171)J. 

ThevelYAN, J - -This case depends upon how far the defendant Bank 
can make use of the provisions of s. 39 of the Insolvent Act. 

Although the written s;iatement raises a question of banker's lien, no 
question of lien arises or has been argued before me. The determination of 
this case in no way depends upon any peculiar law incident to banking 

The Official Assignee of the Insolvent branch of this Court as assignee of 
the insolvent estate of Leo Zander and Company is suing to recover the balance 
of that firm’s current account with the defendant Bank at the time of the 
vesting order. 

The Bank contends that it is entitled to set off the amount of 12 bills 
drawn in their favour by the insolvents, and not accepted by the persons on 
whom they were drawn. Of these 12 bills, 8 were dishonoured by non- 
acceptance before the date of the vesting order. The remaining four were 
dishonoured after that datq. There is no conffict of fact in this case. These 
bills were all drawn against shipments of jute made to England, which were 
hypothecated to the Bank in terms of an agreement made between the 
and Messrs. Leg Zander and Company on the 16th of June 1886. 

The jute jias been sold by the Bank. 

The Bank has given the drawers of the bills credit for the proceeds of the 
jute, has set off' against their current account the difference between the 
amount of the bills and the net proceeds of the jute, and has paid thelremainder 
of the amount to the plaintiff. The plaintiff’ claims to> be^entitled^to the>whole 
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of the balance of the current account as it existed at the date of the vesting 
order, and contends that the Bank should only rank with the other creditors in 
respect of what they have lost on the bills. 

The plaintiff contends that these bills having been sold in the open market 
to the Bank, are on a different footing to what they [iSS] would have been 
if they bad been discounted in the ordinary course of business by the Bank. 
There is no doubt that the practice followed by Messrs. Leo Zander and 
Company was that when they wanted to raise money on their bills, they got 
their brokers to go round to the Calcutta Banks and get the best exchange they 
could for them. Sometimes, the bills were sold to the defendant Bank, and 
sometimes to other Banks. 

Apart from the bills there was no loan. It was not as the banker of 
Messrs Leo Zander and Company "that these transactions were entered into, 
and 1 think it clear that the Bank’s remedies depended only on their position 
as holders of the bills, and was not affected by the accident that the firm had 
an account with them. 

In reality, I think the fact that the bills were dealt with in the way I have 
described makes no difference in the result of this case. 

The determination of the questions in this case depends upon the construc¬ 
tion of 8. 39 of the Insolyqnt Act. That section is as follows*:— 

" When there j^as been mutual credit given to the insolvent an^ any other 
person or persons, one debt or demand may be set against the other." 

The case as to the eight bills and that as to the four others stand on a 
different footing. 

The eight bills had at the time of the vesting order been dishonoured by 
non-acceptance and had been protested. 

Mr. Hill for the plaintiff' admits that if ut the time of the insolvency there 
was an existing debt, there could be no doubt that the case would come under 
s. 39. If there was a debt it would follow that there was a credit from, 
at any rate, the moment when the ilebt came into existence. But he contends 
that the absence of notice of dishonour has prevented a debt coming into 
existence. By s. 30 of the Negotiable Instruments Act the drawer of a bill 
of exchange is bound in case of dishonour by the drawee or acceptor thereof to 
compensate the holder, provided due notice of dishonour has been given to or 
received by the drawer as provided by the Act. 

By 8. 94 of the same Act notice of dishonour may he in any form, but 
it must inform the party to whom it is given, either [1S6J in express terms or 
by reasonable intendment, that the instrument has been dishonoured, and in 
what way, and he will be held liable thereon. Three of the bills were dis¬ 
honoured in Dundee on the 8th October, the remaining five were dishonoured in 
London on the 9th October. 

On the 9th October the Bank wrote to the firm of Leo Zander and 
Company as follows 

" Odlcutta, 9th October 1889. 

“ Messbs. Leo Zander & Co. • 

^AB Sirs, 

“ We beg to inform you that we have this morning received telegraphic 
advice from our Head Office that all your bills have been refused*acceptance. 

" Yours faithfully. 

" (Sd.) W. H. Beddy, 

“ for Manager, 
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“ We presume our Head Office refer to the bills which arrived in London 
this week." 

Mr. Hill says that this included some other hills. It may have done so, but 
taking the whole letter together, I think not only that it included these bills, but 
that Messrs. Leo Zander must have taken it to include these hills. Mr. Quillet 
does not deny it. There is no evidence before me that it could have referred 
to anything but the eight bills. The remaining four bills could not have 
arrived in England. On the 30th October, which would be on the arrival of the 
first mail from London after the dishonour of the hills, the Bank wrote as 
follows • — 

“ Calcutta ~30th October lf<89. 

“ Messrs Leo Zander 4 Co , (in liquidation). 

Dear Sirs, 


We hand you herewith six letters addressed to vou by our London 
Office, dated 11th instant, advising that your bills of exchange, referred to 
overleaf, were refused acceptance and have been protested in consequence. 
The relative protests are in our hands. 

" Yours faithfully. 


(Sd 


[187] Memo. 


Bill on P. W. Wallace ... 


Commercial Bill of Scotland 


Credit Lyonnaise 


.1 A Toomey, 

^ " Manaqer” 


f £1,260 17 10 
, .. 1.274 11 1 

I ,.1,263 7 10 
I „ 940 14 8 

I ,. 300 6 9 

„ 925 18 7 
I „ 1,232 2 10 

' „ 1,232 2 10 

„ 1,248 4 3 


Tn the meantime Messrs. Leo Zander had become insolvent, and this letter 
ought to have been sent to the Official Assignee It does not appear that it 
'was sent to him I think that under the circumstances this notice of 
dishonojur was sufficient. No answer was sent to it, and I have no doubt 
whatever hut that Mes.srs Leo Zander and Company knew what it meant 
and were not in the smallest degree misled by it. 

I think there can be no question that, so far as these eight bills are con¬ 
cerned, there was an existing debt, and the Bank was entitled to set off their 
loss on these eight transactions against thq current account. 

The case as to the remaining four bills is a different one. I don't think 
that there is any doubt but that the law in India is on this question the same 
as v9as the law in England at the time that the Indian Insolvent Act was 
passed. I do not think that in this respect, that is, with regard to the lioMity 
of a drawer of a bill before that bill is presented for acceptance, the Negotiable 
Instruments ^ct has altered the law. Section 37 of that Act provides that 
the drawer of a hill of exchange is liable thereon as principal debtor, and that 
the other parties thereto are liable thereon as sureties for the drawer. This 
only, I think, refers to their respective liabilities, and is enacted for the purpose 
of only distinguishing those liabilities. It does not give any new right of 
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aotion. It must be read with the earlier section (section 30) which provides 
for the liability of a drawer; until dishonour he has no liability and there is 
no debt. 

Having regard to the position of the drawer, can it be said that, before 
the bill is presented for acceptance, there is a credit within the meaning 
of the Insolvent Act ? ‘I think not. The leading [138] case of Boae v Hart 
(2 Smith’s L C., 7th ed., 296 , 9th ed , 324) shows that the credit must in its 
nature terminate in a debt, or as Byles, J , puts it in Naoiojt v. Chaitered 
Bank of India (L. R., 3 G. P., 451), " Mutual credits 1 conceive to mean simply 
reciprocal demands which must naturally terminate in a debt.” There is 
no demand or de)}t until dishonour The dishonour is not the natural result 
of the drawing. The drawer only undertakes to pay the amount of the bill in 
case of dishonour either by non-acceptance or non-payment. 

The Cases show that at least there must he a credit which would naturally 
result in a debt. There is authority to show that there must be a credit which 
must result in a debt--ho it the one or the other. I think it is clear that, as 
far as the last four bills aro concerned, the Bank is not entitled to the benefit 
of s. 39 of the Insolvent Act. It is to he noticed that there is nothing in the 
Indian Act to permit everything provable being set off. 

There remains another question. Mr. Stokoe appears for tlie Bank and 
contends that it is e^ititled to set oil the whole amount of tHe eight bills against 
the amount of the current account, and then to realize their securities and set 
off the amount against the rest of the debt. I do not agree with this conten¬ 
tion. In the first place, I do not think that such a course would bo in accord¬ 
ance with the contract. The agreement, which must he taken as being made 
with regard to each hill, gives the Bank power in default of acceptance or pay¬ 
ment to sell the particular goods and apply the balance to the amount of the 
particular bill; in the event of surplus it may he applied to other debts, and it 
is only in such event that it can he so applied. There was an agreement to 
carry the proceeds of the securities to the floating account. If what Mr. Stokoe 
contends for were to he allowed, the result would be that more than what was 
contracted for would be applied to the other bills, instead of the surplus after 
applying the particular hill to the particular security. Much more, namely, the 
whole amount of the security, would he applied. This is, I think, going 
beyond the contract. In the second place, 1 do not think that the Bank could 
be in a better position after the insolvency than they would have been if no 
vesting order had been made. 

[139] If no vesting order had been made, the Bank would have been bound by 
the contract, and if they realized their securities would only apply the proceeds 
in terms of that contract. In the third place, all that the Bank can set off 
under s. 39 is their debt. If they choose to realize their security, the 
debt is not the amount of the origit^l bill, but the residue after the amount of 
the security has been applied towards payment. The result of these findings 
is as follows:— 

The amount of the account current at the time of the vesting ordef was 
403*1-0. Of this the Bank has paid the Official Assignee Bs. 12,654-11-2. 
This leaves a balance of Es. 19,848-6-7, for which this suit has been brought. 
The amount of the eight bills which were* dishonoured before the date of the 
vesting order is £8,420-2-5. The net amount realized by sale of the goods 
hypothecated against the eight bills was £7,477-0-6. Deducting this from 
£8,420-2-5 leaves £943-1-11, which at Is. 5d. per rupee, which is taken as 
the rate of exchange, is equivalent to Bs. 13,314-14-9. Deducting this sum from 
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Bs. 19,848-6-7 leaves Bs. 6,533-7-10, for which there mnst be a decree with 
interest at 6 per cent, on decree and costs on scale No. 2. 

Decree for plaintijf. 

Attorney for Plaintiff: Messrs. Dignam, Bobtnson and Sparkea. 

Attorney for Defendant: Mr. M. Camel. 

T.A.P. - 

NOTB8. 

[ As regards ubtiee of dishonur, see (1896) 20 Bom., 133 

As regards the necessity of dishonour, this case was dinented from bv Wallis J., in 
(1909) 33 Mad.. 53.] 
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PBIVY COUNCIL. 


The 6th and Qlsi November, 1691. 

Present: 

Lords Watson, Hobhouse. and Morris, Sir Richard 
Couch and Lord Shand. 


.Tagat]it Singh.Plaintiff 

veraiia 

• Barab]it Singh.Defendant. 


[On appeal from the Court of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh.J 

Execution—Smtfor poi.ses.sion of land ascertained after decree — Limitation, 
commencement of twelve years'—Claim in pait included in fonner 
dismissed suit —Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), 
as. 13, 42, and 43—Reference to pleadings and 
judgment to explain decree — Mesne profits 
, —Act XIX of 1866, s. 111. 

That a claim has been luoladed in a previous suit, without its having been directly and 
substantially put in issue .siid decided, does not upon the dismissal of that suit preclude a 
subsequent suit upon it. 

[160] A consent decree of 1873 decided that alluvial land belonged to the plaintiff's village 
Sipah. The area was judicially determined in 1B7C on a map of 1874, but actual possession 
was not obtained from the defendant, who owned villages on the opposite side of the river. 
The deor^-holder in 1877 included a claim lor part of the same land in a suit for an accretion 
to another of his riparian villages, Khasapur, and the latter suit was wholly dismissed. 

To got possession of the land decreed in 1873 be then brought rent-suits against two 
tenants upon it, the defendant intervening uuder's. Ill of the Oudh Bent .4ct, 1866. Both 
the rent-suits were dismissed and, according to the right reserved in the latter section, the 
plaintiff, to establish his title in a competent Court, brought the present suit, inolu^ng in 
it the land which he had made part of his claim iq^tfae dismissed suit of 1877. 

Held, first as to limitation, that the twelve years, bar must be calculated from 1876, the 
date of the judicial ascertainment of the land decreed. Becondly, on the question whotiier 
the dismissal of the suit of 1877 precluded further suit for that part of the Ituid which had 
been included in it, held, that it did not, and that s. 13 of the Civil Procedure Code was 
inapplicable. The pleadings and judgment in the suit of 1877 were referred to, showinff^at 
what belonged to Sipah had not been in issue, and that nothing respecting it had been heard 
or decided. Thirdly, held, aa to the rest of the land claimec^in tins suit, that there was no 
baron account of its omission from the suit of 1877. 

As to mesne profits, it would have been open to the High Court to direct an enquiry 
under s. 213 of the Civil Procedure Code. • 
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Appeal from a decree (]8tb 6ctober 1886} of the Judicial Commissioner 
modifying a decree (Ist March 1886) of the District Judge of Lucknow. 

The principal questions on this appeal were—first, as to whether the suit 
was barred by limitation, Act XY of 1877, Schedule IT, Article 142 or 144 ; 
secondly, whether the claim for 2,226 bighas, part of the land sued for, was 
barrod under s. 1.^, Civil Procedure Code, as res judicata, it having been 
included in a former suit, dismissed, against the same defendant, thirdly, 
whether the claim for the rest of the laud sued for was barred by the rule 
against splitting claims under as. 42 and 43, Civil Procedure. 

The minor Baja of Eapurthala, owner of an estate in the Baraitoh 
district which included the villages Sipah and Khasapur on the north bank 
of the Gogra, brought this suit, by Koer Havnani Singh, his guardian, against 
the Baja Sarabjit Singh, [f6l3 talukdar of Bamnagar in the Bara Banki 
district, on tlie south bank; that taluk including villages Durgapur, Sissounda, 
Deoriya, and Para. The Gogra heie divides the districts, and the above sets 
of villages are opposite to one another. The plaintilT claimed possession of 
2,679 bighas valued at Bs. 12,340 as being in village Sipah, on the north side 
of the deep stream channel opposite to the defendant's villages. His title was 
under a decree of 3rd Februarv 1873. Mesne profits Bs. 5,626 were also 
sued for. 

The defence was, 6rst, that under the decree of 1873*no actual possession 
had been given, ani8 that the suit in 1886 was barred by time. Secondly, that 
by reason of the dismissal on 2nd April 1878 of a suit instituted on 16th 
January 1877, in the time of the present plaintitT’s father, to recover part of 
what had been decreed in 1873 as belonging to Bipah, it followed that under 
the 13th section. Civil Procedure, so much of the present claim as related 
to that part was barred. At the hearing the defendant insisted that as to the 
rest of the claim he had a defence under the 42nd and 43rd sections, inasmuch 
as, according to his contention, tlii^ ought also to have been included in the suit 
of 1877. 

The substance of the decree of 1873, and all the subsequent proceedings 
that are material, appear in their Lordships’ judgment; the origin of the dispute 
having been a change in the channel of the deep stream of the Gogra. With 
reference to what appears in the judgment of the .ludicial Commissioner, it may 
be mentioned that Kharram Bae, in whose name the suit of 1877 was brought, 
was manager of the Oudh estates of the Kapurthala Baj, aqd that the decree 
of 1873 was obtained by the preceding manager, Dewan Banna Mai. Also 
that, in 1882, the Kapurthala manager, resorting, in order to obtain possession, 
to the Bevenue Courts, instituted in that year two rent-suits against alleged 
tenants on parts of the land now sudd for, and that in those suits the present 
defendant, the talukdar of Bamnagor, intervened under section 111 of the Oudh 
Bent Act, XIX of 1868, and successfully contended before the Deputy Commis¬ 
sioner of Bara Banki, who dismissed the suits, that though the holdings in dis¬ 
pute fell within the boundaries of Sipah, the rents in question had been received 
L192] by Baja Sarabjit, as owner in good faith. The Bevenue Court held that 
the matter was appropriate for a civil suit, and the appellate authority w'as of 
the ^ me opinion. Hence this suit. 

The District Judge dismissed the suit. He held that, though not barred by 
limitation, it was barred as to the 1,226 bi^ias, as res judicata, those bighas 
having been included by the plaintiff, the holder of tho decree of 1873, in 
his subsequent suit of 1877. He applied section 13, Civil Procedure; and as 
to the remainder of the claim, he held it barred by the rule against splitting 
claims, sections 42 and 43. 
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The Judicial Coiumissioner, on an appeal by the plaintiff, was of the same 
opinion, except to the last matter. As to this he reversed the decree of the 
first Court, decreeing possession of all but the 2,226 bighas. He refused mesne 
profits, for the reason given in the following extract from his judgment:— 

'* Omitting all arguments which go behind the decree of 3rd February 187Si 
and the execution proceedings, I4th January 1874, and the map 16th June 
1874, the defendant’s chief pleas are that lie has had adverse possession 
for more than 12 years, that the suit is barred as res jvdtcata (referring to the 
Deputy Commissioner’s order of 2nd April 1878), and that the land in question 
has gradually accreted to his, defendant's, villages. 

“ I have already said that I consider it is wholly beyond the scope of the 
Court's functions to discuss the propriety or otherwise of the orders passed in 
1873, 1874, and in 1876 (27th June 1871 is the date of the dakhalnama signed 
by the plaintiff). The practical questions for the Courts are—(1) can the lands 
then given to the plaintiff be now ascertained (2) Has the plaintiff by any 
notion on his part debarred himself from obtaining further relief from the 
Civil Courts, in I'espect of any of such lands, and, if so, in respect to what 
lands is he so debarred ? In reply to the first question 1 think there is no sort 
of doubt that notwithstanding the fact that since this long litigation commenced 
the main channel of the Clogra has shifted considerably to the north, 
nevertheless the lands given to the plaintiff in 1874 and detailed in the map 
of .Tune 1874 are capable of identification. A comparison of the map in the 
record of 1878, of the District Judge’s Court, with the map in the case decided 
on 28th April 1884, and the map, dated 16th ,Iune 1874, will [ifiSj 
sufficiently explain, to a person conversant with surveying, what the land was 
which was given to plaintiff in 1873-74 and its present locality. 

" As bo the second question, 1 agree with the lower Court that the decision 
of the Judge in Kharratn Rae’s case bars the piesent claim as far as regards 
1,226 bighas uf that claim. For those 1,226 bighas were comprised in the claim 
made in that suit, .and that claim \mis decided on the merits and was wholly 
dismissed. The mere fact tli.it the plaintiff' then claimed it on an incorrect 
allegation that it was an accretion oi his village of Khasapur seems to me 
immateiial. The material point is that he claimed possession of it and his 
claim was disallowed. 

“ Nor can I allow tlie contention that the present minor Raja ought not to 
be bound b> Kharram Rae’s Hction. It seems to have been the ordinary prao- 
tioe of the Maharaia of Kapurthala to bring suits relating to the Kapurthala 
estate in bis agent s name, and in the very case before us the plaintiff is seek¬ 
ing to benefit by .a decision (3rd Febiniary 1873) given in a case so brought on 
behalf of the Kapurthala estates by a mahager, Dewan Banna Mai. Tn fact 
the vorv foundation of the present claim is the decree given in that case. So 
in the 1878 case, Khurram Rao,*the ostonaihle plaintiff, was acting for the 
Kapurthala e.states as much in the minor’s time as in that of the minor's father. 

" For these reasons I.am of opinion that section 13, Civil Procedure, bars 
the pgresent suit as regards'1,226 bighas. 

"The lower Court has held that the suit as regards the rest of the land 
claimed is barred by sections 42, and 43, Civil Procedure. The grounds fo" •‘bis 
conclusion are not clear to me. The lower Court has assumed that plaintiff 
has never bad more than formal possession over any part of the decreed land. 
Bat 1 do not find proof on the record to this effect. The defendant himself 
frequently limits himself to a declaration that plaintiff is not in possession of all 
the land claimed, and the plaintiff on several ocoasions has framed his prayer 
that his possession he confirmed where it exists, and that possession be granted 
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where not existing. At the time that the 1,226 bighas were claimed by 
the plaintiff, there is no clear evidence proving in respect to what other plots 
the plaintiff was then dispossessed, and how and since what time. All 
these points had to be proved distinctly before ,it could be rightly 

decided that the plaintiff at the time he sued for the 1,226 bighas 
bad also a cause of action for other plots and had failed to sue 
on such causes of action. Again, seeing that the plaintiff' had obtained 
formal possession from the Civil Court in 1K76, any person remaining on 
the land so given to the plaintiff' witliout his permission was a mere trespasser, 
and until the plaintiff had demanded his lent from such person, there was 
nothing to show that payment would have been retubed. Until such refusal 
to pay rent oocuired, the plaintiff himself alleges tliat he had no clear cause of 
action against the said tenant and his abettors. 1 think this contention is 
valid. For these reasons I disapprove of the finding of tlie lower Court that 
this suit IS barred by seotionb 42 and 43. 

" Nor do I think that the suit is barred by reason of the adverse posBee- 
sion of defendant for more than 12 years. And this for two reasons;— 

" First, because though there are vague, often conflicting, statements as 
te the length of time that the defendant has by his tenants hold possession of 
portions of his land, there IS nothing definite or preeibo eitlier as to particular 
plots, or tenants, or periods. And again, ui .in v case, the iortnal possession given 
to the plaintiff in 1H76 ajipenrs to mo to clearly bring liit/l within limitation. 

“For these reasons I modify the judgment below and decree to the plaintiff 
the land sued for less 1,226 bighas, resjiocting wiiicli J hold that (under section 
13, Act KIV, 1882), the plaintiff's cl>iirii is liaried by the judgment of Colonel 
Chamier, Deputy Commissioner, Bara JJanki, dated 2nd April 1878. 

“ As to mesne profits, no evidence exists whatever to show that such are 
due ; and, moreover, the extraordinary bupiiieness for years exhibited by the 
plaintiff after the decree of 1873, disentitles him to any relief under this head." 

On the appellant's appealing from that part of the above judgment which 
was adverse to him, the respondent filed a cross-appeal, which afterw'ards was 
dismissed for want of prosecution. On this appeal — 

Mr R. V. Dni/iie, for the appellant, contended that the iudgment of 
the Appellate Court below, as to the partof the plaintiff‘s[16S3claim which was 
dismissed, and except so far as it reversed the decree ol the first Court, was 
wrong No question existed as to the whole of the land now bued for having 
been decreed in 1S73 in favour of the ]»laintifl"s father, his predecessor in 
title, as against the defendant, and there was no doubt tliat proprietary 
possession was at one time given, nominally, in the proceedings In 1878 the 
District Judge did not consider that he was dealing with, or dismissing, the 
claim to the 1,226 bighas no issue as to the title to them having been fixed, 
or disposed of, by him. It was a matter of mistake in identifying the land, 
that it was treated, in preferring rlie claim in 1877, as if it belonged to 
Khasapur; but as soon as it was discovered that the land belonged to Sipah, 
nothing further was put forward, or decided, about this portion of the claim. 
To render section 13, Civil Procedure, applicable,'an issue as to the ^1,226 
bighas should have been raised, and the ownership should have been directly 
ao^ubstantially put in issue The respondent could not, in this suit, dispute 
the title of this appellant to any of the lands comprised m the decroe of 1873, and 
demanded in the execution proceedings. There was no reason why the remainder 
of the claim should have been included in the suit of 1877 ; and sections 42 and 
48 did not apply- Dastly, the apjiellant should have bean declared ontitlod to 
mesne profits, and it was a case for the exercise of the power given by the 
212th or 244th sections. 
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The respondentf did not appear. 

Their Lordships’ jlid^niant, on the 2Xst November, was delivered by 

Lord Hobhousa.— The appellant is the Baja of Kapurthala, and the 
proprietor of estates <in Oudh on the banks of the Gogra river. The respondent 
is the Baja or Talukdar of Barnnagar, and the proprietor of estates on the other 
side of that river. There has been litigation between the two houses extending 
over many years. The present dispute commenced in the year 1871, when 
the appellant's father was living; but his death has not, except on one point 
not neoesBsary to decide or state now, affected the question. There have been 
suits and cross-suits, appeals and cross-appeals, petitions and cross-petitions, 
sometimes by agents and sometimes by principals, and the parties have inter¬ 
changed places on the record so often that it is confusing to speak of them in the 
Cl66j| character of plaintiffs or defendants. It will perhaps be clearer to call 
the appellant’s side Kapurthala and the respondent’s Bamhagar. 

In the month of December 1871, Kapurthala brought a suit against 
Barnnagar to assert bis title to a tract of land on the banks of the Gogra ; 
and in .January 1872 Bamnagai* brought a cross-suit against Kapurthala in 
respect of the same land. After a while the parties came to a compromise, 
which was expressed m a decree dated the 3rd February 1873, and pronounced 
by Colonel Ghamier, the then Deputy Commissiorer of Bara Banki, in whose 
Court Bamoagar’s cross-suit was pending. The terms of the compromise 
were to the following effect’—Part of tlie land in dispute vift.s to be attributed 
to Kapurthala’s village, Tappa Sipah. according to the Bevenue Survey map; 
another part was to be attributed to Bamiiagar's villages, Para and Deorya 
Tilkunia, according to the same map; the remainder was to be apportioned 
rateably to the villages above named. 

In December 1873 an order was made in the execution proceedings, 
ascertaining the acreage apportionable to each village, and it seems that 
Barnnagar was disappointed with the result, considered that he had been out¬ 
witted in the transaction, and began to offer opposition to the execution of 
the decree. In point of fact, he has successfully resisted its execution from 
that day to this—a state of things which appears to their Lordships to suggest 
grave doubts as to the eihoiencv of legal processes in Oudh. 

After this point the execution proceedings dragged slowly on. It is not 
necessary to detail them. A map was made and signed hy Colonel Chamier in 
June 1874. In April and June 1876 orders were made for possession, and on 
the 27tb June 1876 a receipt of possession was signed by Kapufthala’s agent, 
and the long dispute appeared to be finally decided on the Ist September 187 6, 
when Mr. Wood, then the Deputy Commissioner of Bara Banki, pronounced 
an order as follows :— 

“ .\fter hearing the objections of the pleaders on both sides, the Court 
decides that the decree must be executed according to the map prepared by 
Colonel Chamier, dated 16th June 1874, and the southern boundary of the 
disputed land will be that drawn in the above map. If either party consider 
that J[467l they have any''claim to lands thrown up by the river, they have 
their remedy by a regular suit. 

“ This Court cannot go contrary to the map prepared by Colonel Chaeziar. 
The parties have been informed of this order, and as the decree, from the 
report of the Extra Assistant Commissioner, has now been executed, the papers 
will be consigned to the records." 

A controversy then arose respecting alluvial land, which Kapurthala 
alleged to belong to another of his villages called Khasapur. In one erf the 
execution proceedings, a petition of the 27th June 1876, a statement was madb 
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on behalf of Kaparthala to the effect that Ehasapur land had by error been 
mixed up with Tappa Sipah land. Probably Deputy Commissioner Wood was 
referring to that scatement when be spoke of a regular suit being brought for 
Isjids thrown up by the river. However that may be, Kapurthala did, on the 
16th of January 1877, bring a fresh suit, the proceedings in which must be 
accurately stated, because the main question now to be decided is whether the 
decree does not exclude a large portion of thu relief sought in the suit now under 
appeal. 

The claim made is for possession oi 3,921 highas 18 biawas in village 
Khasapur, on the basis of ancient possession, by cancelment of possession 
wrongfully'taken by the defendant since the month of June 1876. The record 
does not show what issues were settled, which is a defect, because the judgment 
of the Court is framed by reference to them. But the language of the judgment 
shows clearly enough to wliat they must have been confined. The case was 
heard on the 2nd April 1878 before Colonel Chamier, who was again Deputy 
Commissioner of Bara Banki. In {living judgment he said ;— 

“ The jilaint sot forth that the land belonged to Khasapur, but after 
a survey of the land the plaintiff discovered that he must abandon this 
contention, inasmuch as ho holds land between Khasapur and the land in 
suit, under a decree in a former suit, when it was assigned to Tappa 

Sipah, another of his villages.It is quite clear from the map, the 

correctness of whiclj has not been impugned by either pai^y, that the plaintiff 
has no business south of i he (lOgva under his [168} ownership of the village 
of Khasapur. The fact appears to be that there is some doubt as to the exact 
land decreed to Tappa Sipah, and therefore tlie defendant applied for an amin 
to point it out, but the plaintiff asked that it might be postponed until this suit 
might be determined. But be that as it ma;^, the plaintiff cannot complete bis 
possession under the Tappa Sipah decree by tacking on land to Khasapur.” 

After these observations the learned .Judge proceeds to state his findings 
on the several issues. The material ones are : — 

" On the second issue I find that this suit cannot be maintained for land 
alleged to belong to Ehasapur when land decreed to Tappa Sipah intervenes. 

“ On the third issue I find by an examination of the present map A with 
the maps of the Revenue Survey, that the greater portion of land marked B in 
red is the exact site of defendant's villages Durgapur and Sissounda, and 
therefore it would bo manifestly impossible to decree the land shown in green 
to the plaintiff. In my opinion the claim is without any fair foundation. 

The plaintiff should take steps to have the land defined which has been 
decreed to him under Tappa Sipali. and this judgment of course will not affect 
any of that land.” 

And on these findings he dismissed the plaint. 

Kapurthala appealed to the Commissioner of Lucknow, Colonel Beid, who 
on the 20th June 1878 dismissed the appeal. In so doing he made the following 
observations: — 

“ The facts appear to be as set forth by the District Judge in his judgqaent, 
xnd I agree with him that the claim, as laid, is quite untenable. 

J»But the District Judge himself remarks that there is some doubt as to 
the exact land decreed to proprietor Sipah, and I am therefore of opinion that, 
on an assign (probably a misprint for application) to that effect being made by 
P. H. appellant, the District Judge should, proceed to the spot and satisfy 
h mself by local inquiry, in presence of the parties, that bis decree has been 
proper, land has been assigned to Tappa Sipah exactly in accordance with hia 
decree." 
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After this Kapurthala (who indeed was a little child, but their Lordships 
speak of the sots of principals and agents as all due to L169J the principals) 
addressed himself to the Sisyphean task of executing the decree of the 
3rd February 1873. On the 11th October 1878 he addressed the Deputy 
Commisioner, praying “ that proceedings may be taken as directed by the 
Commissioner of Lucknow in his order, dated 20th June 1878. A clear deter¬ 
mination of boundaries will probably put a stop to all litigations.” It is 
apparently to this application that the order which stands next in the record 
relates. It was made by the Deputy Commissioner, Colonel Ghamier, on the 
3rd March 1879, and is as follows:— 

” This is another file which Mr. Harington has not touched during his 
three months' incumbency. It is impossible now to take it up this season. It 
seems to me that, before the Raja of iCapurthala can expect the Court to 
ascertain whether or no a decree passed years ago was accurately executed or 
not, he should state the section of Act X, 1877, under which he applies, and he 
should present an accurate map of the land showing what he is entitled to 
under the decree, and what he does not hold. 

Papers to be filed.” 

Their Lordships cannot refrain from observing tliat this appears them 
a very unsatisfactory way of dealing with such a business , tlie land to which 
Kapurthala was entitled under the compromise was not ascertained and put 
beyond the reach of dispute till September 1876. In the suilt of 1877 it appeared 
that there were still some doubts as to the exact land, and in the final judg¬ 
ment given in that suit, on the 2Uth June 1<S78, it was intimated to Kapurthala 
by the Commissioner, Colonel Reid, that on his application the District Judge 
should proceed to the spot, and satisfy hin^self that land lias been assigned 
to Tappa Sipah in accordance with his decree. The District Judge and 
the Deputy Commissioner appear to be one and the same oflioer. In October 
1878 Kapurthala asks the Deputy Commissioner to do what Colonel 
Reid said he ought to do. And then, after five months’ delav, not imputed 
to Kapurthala but to Mr. Harington, he is told that his decree was 
passed years ago, and that, before anything can be done, he should state under 
what section he applies, and present an accurate map of the land showing 
what he is entitle to, and what ho does not hold. Now, when Kapurthala 
made this application, the land had been filially and efieotually ascertained 
[170] barely more than two years. The Court was in possession of the map of 
1874 (Colonel Chamier's own map), which the Courts had taken as conclusive. 
The execution sections of the Code, if unknown lo the Deputy Commissioner, 
could have l3een referred to at once. What Kapurthala was entitled to was 
the land awarded him by the decision resting on the map of 1874. What ho 
had not got in actual possession was the matter to be ascertained by the Deputy 
Commissioner or his ofiicers, and was in fact ascertained by his successor in 
the course of a day's visit to the spot. 

It is not very surprising that, after this repulse in the Civil Court, Kapur- 
thabk should have triecl whether he could get assistance from the Revenue 
Court. On the '26th January 1880 he procured an order for the erection of 
boundary marks, according to the decree of February 1873. Rananagar 
appe<iled, but though his appeal was dismissed, nothing efieotual was doneAill 
the 2nd February 1881, when Mr. Forbes, Deputy Commissioner, visited the 
spot, ascertained the boundary line adjudged under the decree, and ordered 
^Uars to be erected. At the same time he found that the adjudged land, 
within certain lines which he laid down on a map, was in the possession of 
Ramnagar, who strongly urged' bis right to refiiain in possession until ousted 
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in due execution of the Civil Courir decree, end denied the right of the Revenue 
authorities to lay down boundaries except on the basis of actual possession. 
The boundaries, however, were laid down on the 11th August 1881, as appears 
from an order of that date. 

Kapurthala’s next step was to bring rent-suits against tenants who paid 
their rent to Bamnagar. He got decrees on the 19th June 1882 from the 
Extra Assistant Commissioner, against the tenants, and notwithstanding the 
intervention of Bamnagar. But ou appeal it was decided that the question 
was not within the competence of a Revenue Court, hut should appropriately 
be decided in a Civil Court. This decision was upheld by the Judicial 
Commissioner, who by order, dated the 14th October 1BH2, dismissed Kapur- 
thala’s appeal, saying, " I quite agree with the Deputy Commissioner , if the 
appellant has any claim to tlie land, he should sue Raja Sarabjit Singh in the 
Civil Courts.” 

It appears to their Lordships that tiiose decisions were right, but their 
effect was to throw Kapurthala hack again upon the Civil Courts After 

two failures, owing to want of proper formalities, and much loss of time in 
consequence, the plaint in thepi’esent suit was presented and received on 
the 5th February 1886. It claims 2,679 bighas 11 hiswas of land under the 
decree of February 1873. 

The first question, going to the entire suit, is whether it is barred by time. 
Both of the Courts below’ have decided this point in favour'of Kapurthala, and 
their Lordships ooi^cur with them It is time that the compromise which is 
the foundation of the claim dates from February 1873, but the land which 
accrued to Kapurthala under the compromise was not ascertained till the 
proceedings in 1876. Therefore, without considering the effect of any of the 
subsequent litigation, June 1876 is the very earliest time at which a right to 
recover the land in suit accrued to Kapurthala, and that is less than 12 years 
before the reception of the plaint. 

The Deputy Commissioner, Colonel Newberry, dismissed the suit with 
costs. As to 1,226 bighas 6 hiswas, he considered that the dispute had been 
previously decided in the suit of 1877 by the decree of the 2nd April 1878. 
As to the rest of the lands claimed he held that the case fell within the sections 
of Civil Procedure Code (42 and 43) which relate to the splitting of claims. 

On appeal by Kapurthala the Judicial Coiiiraissioner affirmed the decree, 
so far as it relates to the 1,226 bighas 6 hiswas comprised in the suit of 1877. 
But as to the rest of the claim he varied the decree, and decided for Kapurthala. 
In the latter part of the Judicial Commissioner’s decree their Lordships entirely 
concur, and as there is no appeal from it by Bamnagar, they need not.further 
examine that part of the case. Bat Kapurthala now appeals from the rest of 
the decree, and the question is whether it can be maintained. 

Both the learned Judges grounded their opinion on the fact that the tract 
of land claimed in 1877, being 3,921 bighas, included the 1,226 bighas belong¬ 
ing to Tappa Sipah, and that the claim was dismissed That, they say, is 
conclusive. The Judicial Commissioner says the mere fact that Kapurthala 
claimed it as belonging to Khasapur is immaterial. And as to the direction 
given by the Courts to have the Tappa Sipah lands defined, the Deputy [1783 
Cqpnoissioner says it is the decree which contains the formal adjudication, and 
itis not possible to amplify the decree from the judgment. But the fact that 
Kapurthala in 1877 claimed the whole tract as belonging to Khasapur, and 
that, when part was found not to belong to Khasapur but to another 
of his villages, he was left to recover it in another way, may be very material. 
And when a decree simply dismisses a suit, it is necessary to look at the pleid- 
ings and judgment to see what were the points actually heard and decid^. 
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Section 18 of the Oivil Procedure Code does not enact that no property 
comprised in a suit which is dismissed shall be the subject of furtheriitigattoa 
between the parties. What it does enact is that no Court shall try any suit 
in which the matter directly and substantially in issue has been directly and 
substantially in issue in a former suit, and lias been heard and finally decided. 
Was then the title toTappa Sipah lands put in issue by the suit of lb77, and 
was it heard and finally decided against Kapurthala 

The proceedings have been stated above at some length. Their Lordships 
will recapitulate them. Kapurthala claimed a large area as belonging to Khasa* 
pur. Whether land belonging to Tappa Sipah was included in that area by mistake, 
or in the hope of getting some advantage in the other dispute, does not appear. 
It must be remembered that far the greater portion of these disputed lands is 
still uncultivated and jungle. Anyhow,* the fact was discovered by a sur¬ 
vey fpside in the suit of 1877 ; it appeared that doubts had been raised as to 
the position ol the land decreed to Tappa Bipah; Bamnagar asked for an amin to 
point it out, but Kapurtliala preferred to have the suit decided first. The 
decision is that the land not belonging to Tappa Sipah belonged to two of 
Bamnagar’s villages, rather more, .apparently, than two-thirds of the whole. But 
it is clear that the moment land was shown to belong to Tappa Sipah, it was 
considered as out of the suit. Both Courts treat it so, and both Courts direct 
Kapurthala to get the Tappa Sipah land ascertained. Their Lordships cannot 
see what matter respecting Tappa Sipah was in issue between the parties, or 
what was heard or decided. It seems to have been the express intention of both 
Courts to decide nothing about [173] Tappa Sipah. Yet, according to the 
view now put forward, the moment tliat this suit was dismissed Kapurthala 
was deprived of all right to recover those 1,226 bighas, and was incompetent to 
take the proceedings which the Courts contemplated. 

The only remaining point is that of mesne profits. The Deputy Com¬ 
missioner says there is no proof. There is some proof, because the rent-suits 
show that Bamnagar was receiving rent for some of the land. But it is quite 
competent for the Court to direct an inquiry under s. 212 of the Code. 
Bamnagar has for a number of years kept Kapurthala out of property which 
clearly belonged to him, and it would be a denial of justice not to make him 
account for the profits The .Tudicial Commissioner says that Kapurthala 
ought not to have any mesne profits, because of his extraordinary supineness 
for years. To their Lordships it seems that Kapurthala has been 
constantly endeavouring, through great discouragements, and sometimes 
by mistaken proceedings, but witli no great intervals of time, ever 
since Feb ruary 1873, to get the land which he was entitled io under that decree, 
and that Bamnagar has been thwarting him by every device in his power, 
with a success which is very lamentable, and that, even if supineness could be 
properly treated as equal to a bar by lapse of time, there is in this case no 
supineness which affords a reason for leaving Bamnagar to enjoy the fruits of 
his illegal and wilful holding on to land not his own. 

* Their Lordships are of opinion that both the decrees below should be 
discharged, and that a decree should be made for the plaintiff for posB«Ba\pn, 
according to the prayer of his plaint, and for mesne profits, with an inquiry-as 
to the amount. Whether this decree will be more fruitful in results' than 
former ones have been their Lordships cannot tell, hut it is to be hoped that 
the Oudh Government will see its way to give suitors what the Courts of law 
award to them. The plaintiff should also have the costs of suit in the first 
Court, and of the appeal before the Judicial Commissioner, and the costs ol 
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fehis appeal. Their Lordships will humbly adyise Her Majesty in aooordanoe 
with this opinion. 

Appeal allowed : inquiry as to mesne profits directed. 
Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. Barrow and Rogers. 
a B. 


« NOTES. 

C Reference may be mado to the pleadingR to aseortiiin whether a given point was res 
judwata .—24 Cal , 604,21 Mad., 344,5 C L J. .it 624. 1 0. L. J., 337,31 Cal., 95. 

. As regards res judicata of matters nut m issue directly etc., see also 36 Cal., 961; 9 
C. W. N.. 679,25 Bom., 115.] 


[174] PRIVY COUNCIL. 

. The 11th November, 1891. 

Present: 

Lords Watson, Hobhouse and Morris, Sir R. Couch, and Lord Shand. 


Parbab Bahadur Singh.Appellant 

versus • 

Chit[{kl Singh and others .Respondents. 


[On appeal from the Court of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh.] 

Account between debtor and creditor—Special directions as to sums borrowed 
by an agent tn collusion with creditor—Restriction of the principal’s 
liability to those debts only which icere shown to have 
been jujit—Burden of proof. 

Fraud and undue influence having been found, with the result that a decree cancelled 
transfers executed in favour of a creditor by a talukdar whose manager had received in 
his name money forming the consideration for the transfers, an account was directed to bo 
taken of the sums actually duo and payable b> the principal. Directions were gnen for the 
payment, not of all the money received from the creditor bv the manager, but only of sums 
(a) shown to have been lent by the creditor to the principal himself personally, and of those 
(hj received by the manager ou behalf of the principal in the course of a prudent manage¬ 
ment. The burden of proof lay on the creditor of showing that any particular advance fell 
within the class- (b) , and where the advance having been received by the manager, had been 
partly used m payment of Government revenue, duo on tbo estate mauagod by him ; held 
that the Court below bad rightly presumed that the rents should have covered the revenue due ; 
and this presumption having to be met, it was for the creditor to bring proof to overcome it. 

Appeals from two decrees (3rd December 1887) of the Judicial Commis- 
Bioner of Oudh, varying two orders (1st March 1887) of the District Judge of 
Bai Bareilly. 

These consolidated appeals, two cross-appeals having tClso been filed but 
not DKSecuted, related to the orders made by the District Judge in caurrying 
out (seotion 394, Civil Procedure) the directions contained in the order of Her 
Majesty, which followed the judgment at their Lordships, dated 24th Jana 
1884, in Ajit Singh v. Bisai Bahadur Singh, and the cross suit [(I. L. B., 11 
Oal., 61; L. R., 11 I. A., 211). Another suit brought by the Rani against 
Ajit Singh was barred by limitation ; see I. L. B., Id Gal., S8.] That judgment 
was given upon appeals in two suits, of which the first was instituted by the 
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predecessor in estate of the present appellant against Baja Bijai Bahadur Singh 
a talukdar, of Oadh, and his wife, Bani Janki Kunwar, she having been made a 
[ITS] defendant, as she alleged an assignment to her from her husband. The 
claim was for Bs. 1,37,441, due upon an hypothecation of a taluk by deed 
executed on the 19th June 1878, to secuie repayment of the aggregate amount 
of several loans. 

The second suit was brought by Bijai and his wife against Baja Ajit Singh 
for the recovery of possession, together with mesne profits, of certain property 
comprised in a sale deed of 26th May 1879, and for cancellation of the deed, 
on the ground of fraud, undue influence and want of consideration, said to 
have been attendant in the transaction. The decision of 24th June 1884, on 
those appeals, affirmed the finding of the Courts in India, the Judicial 
Commissioner having concurred in the view of the District Judge, and in 
his findings as to the incapacity of Bijai, the advantage taken of his 
weakness by Ajit, and the collusion of the latter with Wahaj-ud-din, the 
untrustworthy manager of Bijai’s estate. The appeals of Ajit were dis¬ 
missed by the judgment of 24th Juno 1884, which affirmed the above. 
But, on the pross-appoal -of Bijai their Lordships were of opinion that 
the judgments below erred in making him responsible for all the advances 
made by Ajit, without considering how much of them had actually gone into 
the hands of Bijai himself, and what bad been spent by the manager. They 
were also of opinibn that Ajit could not claim against Bijai merely by showing 
that he had paid money to Wahaj-ud-din. lie must show, further, that 
his advances were really applied to the benefit of Bijai, or were properly 
borrowed in a due course ol management. As to these points they advised 
amendment of the decrees of the Judicial Commissioner, and that the suits 
should be remitted to India for the accounts to be taken on this latter 
basis. On the receipt of Her Majesty’s order, according to the above, the 
District Judge of Bai Bareilly, having appointed his munsarim to examine, 
under s. 394, Civil Procedure, the accounts, the munsarim reported, 
in the first suit, that Bs. 1,14,961 were due to Ajit Singh for principal 
and interest in respect of the hypothecation deed of the 19tb June 1878, 
and in the cross-suit he found that Bs. 41,650 was due for principal and 
interest in respect of the salS deed of the 26th May 1879, from which Bs. 
5,100 had to be deducted for mesne profits, leaving a balance of Bs. 36,550 
[176] due to Ajit. These reports were approved by the District Judge on the 
Ist March 1887, but were modified, unfavourably to the present appellant, by 
the Judicial Commissioner in the judgment now appealed from. 

The parties to the appeals, disposed of by the order of 1884, having died 
in the interval, they were represented by the present appellant and respondents. 
Three different persons—Baja Chitpal Singh, Bhuron Baksh Singh, and ZaiI 
Sheo Partab Singh (the first two claiming each as nearest sapindato Bijai, and 
the third as nearest sapinda of Bani Janki Kunwar)—were entered on the 
record of the proceedings. On these appeals, 

Mr. J. Graham, Q.C., and Mr. E. V, Doynt appeared for the Appellant and 
Oro^s-respondent, Partab Bahadur Singh. 

The Bespondents and Cross-appellants, Baja Chitpal Singh and othws, did 
not appear. * " 

For the appellant it was argued that the District Judge was ri^t in 
allowing, as borrowings consistent with prudent management, all monies 
borrowed, and applied, by Wahaj-ud-din, for payment of Government revenue; 
and that the Judicial Commissioner had no evidence faefm^ him that there 
were then rents in hand applicable to such payments. 
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The entice amount of Bs. 20,445, part of the consideration of the deed of 
sale of the 26th May 1879, of which sum the receipt was admitted by 
Bijai before the Begistrar, should have been allow jd. 

Counsel for the appellant having been heard, their Lordships’ jad^ment 
was delivered by 

Lopd Shand.— This case is the sequel, or, more properly, the second 
part, of a case which has ^already occupied their Lordships' attention (I.L.B., 
11 Cal., 61: L. B., 111. A., 211. Another suit lirought by the Kani against 
Ajit Singh was barred by limitation ; see I L. B , 15 Cal., 58). 

The creditor, Baja A]it, who is now represented by the appellant, sued 
his debtor Baja Bijai, now represented by Kaja Chitpal and others, for 
payment of certain sums which were stated to be vouched by a number 
of different securities. The Court Ibelow had given him a decree for a very 
considerable ll77j amount. As the result of the argument before their Lordships 
this decree was recalled, and the case was remitted with certain directions to 
the Court below ; and as a key to the meaning of these directions, it seems 
desirable to read the following passage in the judgment then delivered by this 
Board: “ It is true that there is no direct evidence in the record of a conspiracy 
between Ajit and Wahaj-ud-din ; but they acted together against the interest 
of this unfortunate talukdar," the talukdar being the defendant in the case. 
“ His agent inducei^ him to sign a number of bonds for sutns of money which 
have been found not to be necessary for the purposes of the estate , and Ajit, 
whose duty as a relative, a friend, and a neighbour of Bijai, a man of weak 
intellect, was to have warned Bijai against Ihu proceedings which were going 
on to his own ruin, so far from doing this, acts in concert with the unfaithful 
steward, and not only does he act in concert with him, but lie profits prin¬ 
cipally by their joint transactions.” 

That being the view which their Lordships then took of the relation be¬ 
tween the parties, they were unable to afilrm the judgment giving decree 
for the large sums to which reference has been made, and a remit was made 
to the Court below to take the following accounts - “ 1. An account of such 
sums advanced or paid by Baja Ajit Singh by way of consideration for the 
said deed of the 26th May 1879, as shall be proved to have been paid to and 
received by Baja Bijai }3ahadiir Singh personally 2. An account of such 
sums advanced or paid by Baja Ajit Singh by way of consideration for the 
same deed as Wahaj-ud-din would have been justified in borrowing in course 
of a prudent management of Raja Bijai Bahadur Singh’s estate. 3 An 
account of what is due upon such advances or payments for simple interest at 
8 per cent, from the date of each advance or payment to the time of 
repayment.” 

The two classes of advances then which were to he allowed were, first, 
advances which the creditor was able to prove had been paid to and received 
by Bijai Bahadur personally ; secondly, advances which the creditor was able 
to show Wahaj-ud-din, the manager,' would have been justified in borrowing 
in the course of a prudent management of his principal's estate That being 
80 , an [178] investigation has taken plaoe in the Court below, and the ques¬ 
tions which are now raised are really questions of accounting, but to some extent 
they raised questions of principle. Their I^ordships, as the result of full 
argument, have come to the conclusion that there is really no difficulty attendf 
ing the decision of the case, that the judgment of the Judicial Commissioner 
is sound, and that it has been put upon grounJs which their Lordships are 
prepared to affirm. 


571 



I.L.K. id Gal. 17d t>ARXAB BAJ^ADUfi SINGH V. 

The creditor, the plaintiff, has been allowed credit for all the sums which 
have been paid to and received by Baja Bijai Bahadur personally. It is said 
there is one sum which it has been proved was paid to him personally which 
has not been allowed. That will be spoken of immediately. But the main 
controversy has arisen upon the second branch of the remit, as to whether 
sums under that branch have been improperly disallowed. 

It will be necessary shortly to notice the items seriatim. The judgment 
of the Judicial Commissioner, so far as it is complained of, is to be found on 
page 40 of what is called record No. 3 , and the first item objected to is this :— 
A sum of Bs. 6,000, borrowed on the 2nd February 1877. The facts stated 
about it are these: “ Bond executed in favour of Bislieshar Singh and 
Sheo Dayal Singh, sertrants of Bajah Ajit Singh, registered at the instance 
of Wahaj-ud-din, who received the consideration before the Sub-Begistrar. 
The munsarim allowed Bs. 4,220-7-9, and disallowed the remainder, and the 
District Judge endorsed the munsarim's report. Bupees 4,221-7-9 were paid 
into the Partabgarh Tashil in payment of the (Tovornment revenue.” The 
learned Judge adds “ For such payment Wahaj-ud-din had no business to 
borrow money in February, just after the rents from the tenants had been 
realized. 

This item raises the legal question whothor, upon the facts admittedly 
proved, the plaintiff Js entitled to credit for this sum. The facts proved are 
these : in the first place the money was not paid to the dofbudant himself, but 
was paid to Wahaj-ud-din ; in the second place, it is shown that to the extent 
of Bs. 4,221, that money was applied in payment of Government revenue in 
connection with the estate. Is that sufiicient to entitle the plaintiff to credit? 
In order to settle that, it is necessary to have in view the terms of the remit, 
which have already been set out. It [179} appears to their Lordships to be quite 
clear that the onus of proving that any particular sum or advance faUs within the 
second heading of the remit lies on the creditor . and the only proof that is here 
advanced is that money did find its way into this manager's hands, whose 
management was distrusted by their Lordships in their former judgment; and 
secondly, that it was used partly by way of payment of revenue , but as to the 
necessity for resorting to boi rowing money for payment of revenue, or as to any 
state of facts that could justify that, so as to make it a loan obtained in the 
course of a prudent management of the estate, there is no evidence whatever. 
It must be assumed, in the first instance, that a manager having the whole 
rents of an estate to deal with would have the moans of at least meeting 
the necessarv payments of Government revenue, and if that presumption is 
to be met, the creditor must bring proof to overcome it. So far from there 
being evidence of that kind, as pointed out by the Judicial Commissioner, there 
is a great deal to show the contrary. He lefers to the fact that it had been 
shown that VVahaj-ud-din was an imprudent and dishonest manager, 
and that, according to his own deposition, he had been wasting the money of 
the estate in supporting a horde of relations, friends, and dependants, from the 
income of his master’s |>roperty. It appears to their Lordships to be quite 
clear,.therefore, that upon this item of the account, the mere circumstance 
that the money in part found its way in payment of Government revenue ^ no 
proof that there was a necessity for its so being used, or that this was done in 
the course of a prudent management. The judgment given on this item seems 
really to settle the mam points in the case, because the others generally fall 
under the same principle. 

The next item mentioned is Bupees 2120 borrowed by Wahaj-ud-din 
on a promissory note signed by himself”. As to that the Judicial Commissioner 
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says that there is “no proof whatever that he borrowed this money in the 
real interest of the estate." Counsel for the appellant pointed out, no 
doubt, that this sum was mentioned in one of the bonds which had bden 
grant^, but the fact of its being there mentioned was no evidence whatever 
that the money, although received by Wahaj-ud-din, had been borrowed in the 
interest of the estate, or in the course of a reasonable management. This 
item was not only disallowed bv [ISO] the munsarim in bis report, but also by 
the District Judge and by the Judicial Commissioner, and there is, therefore, a 
concurrent finding of fact by those two Judges, which their Lordships would 
not disturb—that there is no proof that the money was required for the 
purposes of a prudent management of tlie estate. 

The next item is ; —“ Es. 2,000 advanced on the 17bli February 1878 on a 
promissory note.” That money was^^tated liy tlie Judicial Commissioner to 
have been “realized by Waha]-ud-dm, w'ho devoted Es 1,000 to the payment 
of Government revenue," and was disallowed bv bim, also for the reason which 
he had previously given, and which their Lordships think sound These items 
dispose of the case so far as regards the main suit. 

In the cross suit there are only two items that have lieen brought under 
their Lordships’ notice. In regard to the first of these, item (h), a sum of 
Es. 11,773-10-0 their. Lordships think that it stands precisely in the same 
position as the other items already referred to, having merety this support to it, 
that it is proved thd* money went in payment of Government revenue. There 
is no proof whatever that it w^as lequired to be so used , or that there 
were no rents sufficient to have paid the whole of the Government revenue; 
and therefore this item is disposed of by what has been already said. 

There remains only the item (c), with respect to which it is said there is a 
speciality, to take it out of the rule with regard to the other items. What is said 
about it IS this. It is mentioned in the deed of the 26th May 1879, as having 
been received in cash by Raia Bijai Bahadur, but the Judicial Commissioner 
says in regard to it: "On looking over the evidence. 1 am satisfied in coming to 
the same conclusion as the District Judge as to Wahaj-ud-din being the real 
recipient of the whole of this money, amounting to Es. 20,4J:€^. lie can only 
satisfactorily account for Rs. 15,ol0-10-0 paid into the Government Treasury 
as revenue; hut, as I have said before, money should not have been borrowed 
on that account.” 

Now in regard to this item it iias boon submitted by the Counsel for the 
appellant that there is evidence to show that it was paid to Bqai Bahadur him¬ 
self, and what is relied on is simply a narrative in ono of the deeds, together 
with a statement by the Registrar that the correctness of what was stated 
in the deed [181] had boon affirmed by Bijai Bahadur. The question whether 
the money really was ever paid to Bijai Bahadur personally seems to have been 
made the subject of very careful investigation, in the first place before the 
munsarim, and again by the Judge of fiist instance, and finally by the Judicial 
Commissioner. What the mun^firim says about it is this. He presents a 
report to the Court in which be classifies the- moneys. He puts under, one 
schedule all the money that lie is satisfied was paid personally to Bijai Baha¬ 
dur ; HI the second schedule he puts the money that was not paid to Bijai 
Bahadur personally, but was paid toWahaj-ud-din, and tliat item of Es. 20.445 is 
entered in the second schedule, the reason given being this;—“As to non-receipt 
of money by Bijai Bahadur himself, see evidence of Registrar and finding of 
Court at page 267, Rs. 15,610- lO-O paid into treasury, as proved by Dakhila 
at page 63, remainder not proved beyond Wahaj-ud din’s account, which is 
untrustworthy.” Accordingly hs holds upon the evidence before him, having 
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gone into the whole matter, that, althoi^h no doubt Bs. 15,510’10-0 of this 
money found its way to the treasury, yet it was all money that was not paid to 
BilAi personally, but to Wahaj-ud-din. That report of the munsarim was 
approved of by the Judge of first instance, and by the Judicial Commissioner. 
There is therefore the concurrent finding of fact by those two Judges, that this 
money was paid to Wahaj-ud-din, and it must come under the principles to be 
applied to money so paid. It has not been proved that any part of it was 
expended in a course of prudent management of the estate by him, and accord¬ 
ingly it has been properly disallowed. 

On these grounds their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty to 
affirm the judgments of the Judicial Commissioner and dismiss the principal 
appeals. The cross appeals must stand dismissed for non-prosecution. Their 
Lordships make no order as to costs. 

Appeals dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant, and Crons-Bespondent, Baja Partab Bahadur 
Singh: Messrs. Lowford, Watei house, and Lawford. 

Solicitors for the Bespondents: Messrs. T. L. Wilson and Co. 

C. B. 


NOTES. 

t See also Boddu v. Ooli (1918) 18 1. C., 953 


[182] FULL BENCH. 

The 26th November, 1891, 

Present. 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Prinsbp, 
Mr. Justice Norris, Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Ghose. 


Dehendro Kumar Bundopadhya and others.Opposite Party 

versm 

Bhupendro Narain Butt and others.Petitioners. 


Bengal Tewmev Act \ VIII of 188r5}, s. 168-^ Incidents of tenancy, appli¬ 
cation to determine—Admission of tenancy, effect of. 

An application made nominally for the determination of the incidents of a tenancy, 
but aobstantially for the purpose of setting aside the lease under which the tenant came into 
possession, does not come within the scope of section 158 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

Per PETHEBAM, G. J., PBINBEP, PIGOT, AND Gf(|pSE, JJ.— An admission of a tenancy in 
order to give jurisdiction undSr section 168 does not bring the case within the meaning of the 
section, the object of the section being to enable the Court to ascertain what are the incidents 
of the existing arrangements between a landlord and his tenant and not to enable tbe*Oouirtf 
in effect, to make a new contract for parties between whom no contract was in existence *at 
and before the date of the application. 

Per NOBBIS, 3 .—The true construction of the application was a question for the 
determinrdaon of the Division Bench. 

* Full Bench on Miscellaneous Appeal No, 16 of 1891,.from the order of Babu Amrito 
Lai Ohatterji, First Subordinate Jud^ of th#34-Pargana8, dated the 99th September 1890. 
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This was an application to the lower Court on the part of the respondents, 
three of whom were brothers, and the fourth the son of a deceased step-brother, 
under section 158 of the Bengal Tenancy Act to have determined by the Court, 
under the provisions of that section, (a) the class to which the appellants 
belonged, that is, whether they were tenure-holders of a permanent character 
or not, and whether the rent payable by them was liable to enhancement or 
not during the continuance of their tenure; (b) the rent payable by them at 
the time of the application. 

The appellants (the opposite party in the lower Court) held the lands in 
suit, being part of Sunderbun lot No. 44 under a certain dur-mourust pottah, 
dated the 18th Assin 1284, purporting to have been granted by Bhupendro 
Narain Dutt, applicant No. 1, for himself, and as guardian of Jotendra Narain 
Dutt, applicant No. 4, who was a minor, and by one Bhobo Sundari Dasi, 
[188} the mother of Gyanundo Narain Dutt and Norendra Narain Dutt, the 
applicants Nos. 2 and 3, who were minors, Bhobo Sundari Dasi being the 
executrix of their father’s will. The respondents (the applicants in the Court 
below) contended that the pottah was obtained by misrepresentation, Bhobo 
Sundari Dasi having no right to grant a kaemz pottah, that they were not 
bound by it, and the appellants (the opposite party in the Court below) 
had therefore acquired no kaemi title to the lands under the pottah. They 
admitted that the opposite party were their tenants, but contended that the 
tenancy was of a non-permanent character. * 

The defence sel up was that the application was virtually one to set aside 
a mourust pottah, and as such not within the scope of section 158 of the Ben¬ 
gal Tenancy Act. The opposite party also pleaded limitation ; that there was 
no fraud or misrepresentation; that Bhobo Sundari Dasi had full authority un¬ 
der the will to grant the pottah ; that she as natural guardian of the minors 
was competent to make the grant for the benefit of the estate, and that the 
lease had been ratified by the minors upon their coming of age; and that 
the applicant No. 1 having granted the lease with the sanction of the District 
Judge, the lease was a valid one; and that they had spent a large sum of 
money in reclaiming the land. 

The Subordinate Judge, upon the authority of Bhupendro Natayan Dutt 
V. Nemye Chand Mondul (I. L. B., 15 Cal., 627), held that the applicants were 
entitled to have the validity of the lease enquired into and determined under 
section 158 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. He further held that the application 
was not barred by limitation; that the allegations of fraud and misrepresentation 
had not been made out; that the lease was binding as regards the shares of 
applicants Nos. 1 and 4 , that as regards the shares of the other two applicants 
the lease was invalid, their mother Bhobo Sundari alone having no power 
under their father’s will to grant such a lease; and that the acts relied on by 
the opposite party did not amount to any ratification of the lease. 

From this decision the opposite party appealed to the High Court. 

The Division Bench (PiOOT and Banerjee, JJ.), after hearing arguments 
on both sides, referred the case to a Full Bench. 

tl84] The order of reference was as follows :— 

. This is an appeal from an order made on an application under section 
168 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

The applicants who are three brothers, and the minor son of a deceased 
brother, represented by his certificated guardian, the applicant No, 1, in their 
application, amongst other things, set out— 

That the opposite party were in occupation of a portion of the lands of 
Sunderbun lot No, 44, belonging to t};ie applicants in equal shares, under an 
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alleged permanent lease granted by the applicant No. 1, for self and as guardian 
of his minor nephew, applicant No. 4, and by Bhobo Sundari, mother and 
guardian of applicants Nos. 2 and 3, who were then minors. 

That the said lease was invalid, as it was obtained by fraudulent mis¬ 
representation of facts, and as Bhobo Sundari had no power to grant any lease 
on behalf of applicants Nos. 2 and 3. 

That the opposite party had no permanent interest in the land occupied by 
them, but the applicants admitted that they were Tion-permanent tenants. 

That the opposite party had not come to any proper settlement of the land, 
though repeatedly called upon to do so. 

And the application concluded with asking the Court to determine— 

(a) the class to which the opposite party belonged, that is to say, whether 
they were permanent tenure-holders or not, and whether their rent 
was liable to enhancement during the continuance of their tenure; 
(h) the rent payable by them at the time of the application. 

The opposite party in their petition of objection urged that the application 
in this case was really a suit tor sotting aside tlioir lease, and did not come, 
within the scope of s 1>58 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, and that the right of the 
applicants Nos. 1, 2 and 3 to set aside the lease was barred by limitation, and 
on the merits of the«caso, they denied the charge of fraud and misrepresenta¬ 
tion, and alleged that the lease was obtained in good faith, and was for the 
benefit of the lessors ; that the grantors of [185} tlie lease had full authority to 
grant it; that applicants Nos. 2 and 3, after attaining majority, took rent from 
them and ratified the lease, and that tho;:^ had spent a large sura of money 
in reclaiming the land. 

The Court below has held that the applicants are entitled to have the valid¬ 
ity of the lease enquired into and determined by an apjilication under section 158 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act, that the application is not barred by limitation , that 
the allegations of fraud and misroprosentation have not been made out; 
that the lease is binding as regards the shares of appheant.s Nos. 1 and 4 , that 
as regards the shares of the other two applicants, the lease was invalid ; their 
mother Bhobo Sundari alone having no power under their father’s will to grant 
such a lease, and that the act.-i relied upon hy the opposite party did not amount 
to any ratification of the lease 

The first point urged in appeal against this decision, on behalf of the 
opposite party, is that an application like the present does not come within 
the scope of section 158 of the Bengal Tenancy ;\ct. 

In our opinion this contention appears to be well founded. It is admitted 
in this case that the opposite party oaiue upon the land under the lease now 
sought to be set aside, and that that lease was the solo origin of their tenancy. 
That being so, it would seem unreasonable that the law should allow an appli¬ 
cation like the present, which under colour of asking for the determination of 
the incidents of a tenancy, really seeks to set aside the transaction which was 
the origin of it. 

The real object of section 158 of the Bengal Tenancy Act appears to us 
to be to enable the landlord or the tenant to obtain a determination of t^e 
incidents of a tenancy, such as they are upon the existing state of things, and 
not of the incidents such as they would be if the state of things be altered in 
any way, even though the applicant be entitled to have it so altered. 

The lower Court's decision on this point is based on the case of Bhupendro 
Narayan DuU v. Nemye Chand Mondul ([. L. B., 15 Cal., 627). The learned 
Judges who decided that case observedThe only point on which the enquiry 
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under this section seems to differ from the H8#] trial of a regular suit 
under the Code of Civil Procedure is the omission on the part of the Legis¬ 
lature to provide for the levy of the usual Court-fee stamp on the institution of 
suits, and this omission, we must presume, was foreseen and intended.” If 
this view is correct, the Court below is right, and if the point adverted to was 
the only point of difference between a suit and an application under s. 158 of 
the Tenancy Act, the decision of the Court below would, at any rate, be unas¬ 
sailable in appeal, bv' reason of the provisions of a. .578 *’of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. But there appears to us to be another and a more important jioint 
of difference between a suit and an application under a. 158, and that is as 
regards the application of the law of limitation. If the present applicants 
brought a suit to set aside the lease, three of them would ho clearly barred by 
limitation, though coming before the Court as applicants they may not be so 
barred. The result, then, of our holding that the present application comes 
within the scope of a. 158 of the Tenancy Act will be that, though a certain 
relief is no longer obtainable in the ordinary way by a suit, such a suit being 
barred by limitation, the very same relief may be obtained if the party 
seeking it brings his case before the Court by way of an application. We 
are not prepared to hold that such a result was intended or foreseen by 
the Legislature. 

We think, therelore, that an application like the present does not come 
within the scope ^f s. 158 of the Tenancy Act. But as this view is in 
conflict with that taken by a Division Bench of this Court m the case referred 
to above, and as we are unable to distinguish that case from the one before us, 
we must refer the following question to a Full Bench — 

Whether an application made nominally for the determination of the 
incidents of a tenancy, but substantially for the purpose of setting aside the 
lease under which the tenant came into possession, is one that comes within the 
scope of 8. 158 of the Bengal Tenancy Act V 

Mr. Wuodroffe. —The decision in Bhupmdro Narayan Dntt v Nemye 
Ghand Mondnl (I. L. R., 15 Cal., 627) cannot be suppoi ted. The learned .Judges 
Cl8?] who tried that case felt cnnsulerable hesitation, and proceeded on the 
assumption that the only point upon which an inquiry under this section differed 
from a regular suit W'as the omission to provide for any Court fee stamp 
on the uavt of the Legislature. They overlooked the fact that a claim barred 
by limitation might nevertheless he presented under this section. In that case 
Mr. Evanft argued that, because of the similaiity between s. 168 and 
as. 101 to 108 of the Tenancy Act, it was to be inferred that a. 158 was 
intended to apply to isolated cases the provisions of the foregoing sections with 
regard to the record of rights in local areas, witli the difference that a local 
enquiry should only take place wlien deemed necessary by a revenue officer, 
and that the appeal to this Court should he in the nature of a first, and not a 
second appeal, and the High Court agreed in that view of the matter. I submit 
the view taken by the referring Judges is the right one. It could never have 
been intended that a suit which was virtually a suit for ejectment or for enhance¬ 
ment of rent should be brought under colour of the proceedings contemplated 
by 8. 158. An argument under s. 102 is not in pan mater id with 
one under s. 158. An investigation under g 101 may be made at 
the instance of the Local Government, no apnlication by either landlord or 


No decree to be reversed 
or modified for error or 
irregalantv not affuc'ting 
merits or jarisdiction. 


* [ Sec. 678 .—No decree hhiill bp reversed or sabstantially 
varied, nor shall any ca>Pe be remanded, in appeal, on account 
of any error, defect or irregularity, whether in the decision or 
in any order passed in the suit, or otherwise, not affoeting the 
merits of the case or the jurisdiction of the Court.] 
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tenant being necessary. Where there is already a contract, as in the present 
case, the Bevenue officer acting under s. 102 would not enquire if the 
pottah was genuine. He has only to record the existing state of things. The 
provisions of ss. 101 to 111 do not confer any power which would be 
binding to deal with disputed matters. Then there are special previsions in 
88. 184 and 185 with regard to limitation, but if an application of this 
kind could he made under s 158 there would be no limitation. It is 
hardly possible that the Legislature could have intended to introduce such a 
radical change. Section 111 provides that suits are not to be entertained 
pending the proceedings under the previous sections The proceedings here 
are oolr)urable. 

Mr. Bonnerjre .—We were entitled to treat them as tenants, and ask for a 
determination of the matters referred to in s. 158, as they are holding 
the land under us It is very difficult to say whether there is such a thing as a 
trespasser under the [188] Tenancy Act, and it was optional with us to treat 
them as tenants holding under a cultivating lease. If the applicants waive the 
wrong, it would not he open to the tenants to deny the tenancy, and such a 
case, I submit, comes within s. 158. Section 3, sub-section 3, defines 
' tenant.’ Section 89 sa^s nothing about notice being necessary. ‘ Raiyat’ is 
defined in s. 5, clauses (2) and (4). I submit that s. 158 deals with 
all classeB of raiyats and tenure-holders. The Tenancy Act has supplied two 
modes for the settlement of disputes between landlords and tenants, by ss lOl 
to 111, and by the section under consideration, the last being a summary 
procedure ‘ Payable ’ in s. 158 means whatever the tenant is hound to 
pay for the use and occupation of the land at the time of the enquiry ; and 
there is nothing to limit the scope of the enquiry. The lease had no binding 
eiiect upon us. The reference assumes the relationship of landlord and tenant, 
which is also appaient on the face of the petition The cases of Nityanund 
Ghosf V. Kisspn lushoie fW R., fJB64) (Act X), 821 and Latins Monce v. 
S(ma Mtmee Vabee (22 W. R., 334} show that there can be a tenancy h\ 
use and occupation of land. I submit the decision in Bhvpendro Narayun 
Dull V Nemye Chand Mondul (I. L. R., 15 Cal., 627} is good law. 

Dr. Mash Behan Ghose followed. 

Mr. Woodroffe in reply —There is no such person as a tonant-at-will under 
the Bengal Tenancy .Act, ss 42, 44, 45, 46 and 89. It is not open to a 
landlord to treat a trespasser us a tenant —Jalha v. Koylash Chunder Dey 
(10 W. R., 407). 

The opinion of the Full Bench was as follows — 

PetheFani,C.J. (Pkinsep, Pioot, and Ghose, J.I., mneumnq) --We agree 
with the referring Bench that the present application does not come within the 
scope of 8. 158 of the . Tenancy Act, and we think the application should 
have been rejdCted, and that the present appeal must be allow^ on that ground. 

Upon the statements contained in the petition as recited in the order of 
reference, it is, we think, clear that the petitioners assert* that no tenancy in 
fact existed between themselves and the opposite [1893 party at and before 
the date of the petition, and the admission of a tenancy, we think, merely 
amounts to an expression of willingness on their part that a tenancy should 
now he treated as existing, in order to give jurisdiction under s. 158, and so to 
enable them to remove the opposite party from the land. This admission 
does not, in our opinion, bring the case within the meaning of the section ; 
the object of which is to enable the Court to ascertain what are the incidents 
of the existing arrangements between a landlord and his tenant, and not 
to enable the Court in effect to make a new contract'for parties between whom 
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no contract: wai^ in existence at and before the date of the application. In the 
present case the petition alleges that the opposite party obtained possession of 
the land by fraud and still keeps illegal possession of it by force, and has 
always refused and still refuses to make or acknowledge any arrangement 
with the owner, except that under which he alleges that he obtained posses¬ 
sion, and which the present applicant says was vitiated by fraud. It is true 
that the fraud charged was only alleged to have been committed with respect to 
two of the applicants, that fraud has been negatived, and that the applicants 
in this proceeding founded their attack on the validity of the appellant’s lease, 
on the allegation that it had- been entered into by their mother and guardian 
without any power in that behalf But the petition does allege that the whole 
possession was obtained by fraud. It is evident that if these allegations are 
true, no binding arrangement existe(| between the parties with reference to this 
land, nor was any rent payable by the opposite party to the petitioner in 
respect of it at the time when the application was made, and although the 
application was no doubt entitled under the Act and made nominallv for the 
determination uf the incidents of a tenancy, it amounts on the face of it to a 
denial that any real tenancy existed of which the incidents could be ascertained, 
and that it was not in fact an application for that purpose at all, but was one 
lor the purpose of getting rid of the only contract under which the opposite 
party claimed any interest in the land. ^ 

We answer th^ question referred to us in the negative. 

The result will be that the appeal must be allowed and the application 
dismissed with all costs 

[tOOj Norris, J. —If the plaintiffs plaint or application is to be construed 
in accordance with the terms of the judgment of the Chief Justice, 1 agree in 
holding that it is not one that comes within the scope of s. of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act. 

What is the true construction of the plaint or application was, I think, a 
question for the determination of the Division Bencdi, and I express no opinion 
upon the point. 

A.A.C. Appeal decreed. 

NOTES 

[Tbis was followed ni (1901) 6 U. W. N , 59-2. See also (1892) ‘20 Cal., 240.] 
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CRIMINAL REFERENCE. 


The lath November, 1691. 

Present; 

Mr. -Tustice Norris and Mii. Justice Beverley 


Queon-Empress 

vcmm 

Buburum Karmari.Accused.' 
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Theft—Habttuallif receivitig stolen ptoperty—Evidence to 
justify conviction — Pe’nal Code, s. iVi. 

A petson cannot bo tiaid to be an ]i)ibita<il rocoivorol stnliMt ^ who iiiJi]' rocetvo the 
proceeds of a number of different robboix-^ from a number diffeient thieve-^ on the same 
day. In order to support .i conviuti ni under Motion 118 of the iViisl Code of beiiiR ati 
habitual receiver of stolon property, it must lie siiuwn that the propertv w.is received on 
different occasions and on different dates. 


The accused was charged with habitually receiving property which he 
knew or bad reasonjbo believe to be stolen proiierty, an offonce punishable under 
s. 413 of the Penal Code. He was tried on this ohar{*e bv the yessions 
Judge of Nadia and a Jury, and the trial resulted in the Jury unanimously 
acquitting him, with which verdict the Sessions Judge disagreed. 

The case came before the High Court on a reference liv the Sessions Judge 
under the provisions of s. 307 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

The facts ol the case, so far as are iiiateri.il for the purposes of this report, 
were as follows .— The stolen property found in the possession of the accused 
was alleged to be the result of some nine separate thefts extending over a period 
of two years, but there was [191J no evidence to show as to when the accused 
became possessed of any of the various articles, or tiiat they were received by 
him on different occasions The articles consisted of metal utensils, most of 


which the owners purported to identify, and in some of the cases the articles 
were alleged to have been st'^len within two months of the date on which they 
were found with the accused, and in one instance the theft took place only 
two days prior to their recovery. 

The Sessions Judge consideied the identity of the property had been amply 
proved by the respective owners, and that the circuiustances of the case justi¬ 
fied a presumption being made under s. 114i of the Evidence Act that the 
accused knew the articles were stolen and was bound to account for his posses¬ 
sion of them, which he had not done, and further, that under the provisions 
of s. 14 1 of the Evide nce Act, an inference could be diawn against the accused, 


* Crimioal Reference No. 17 of 1891, made b> (t K. Iieb, Esq , Officiating Sessionu 
Judge ol Nadia, dated the 2nd of October 1891. 

t [See. 114 The Court may presume the existence of any fact which it thinks likely to 

have happened, reg.urd being had to the common course of natural 
events, human conduct, and public and private business in their 
relation to the facts of the particular case,] 

1 [See. 14Facts showing the existence of any state of mind—such as intention, 
knowledge, good faith, n^ligence, rashness, ill-will or good-will 
towards any particular person, or showing the existence of any 
state of body or bodily feeling—^are relevant, when the existence 
of any such state of mind or body, or bodily feeing, is in 
issue or relevant. 

EatplafuUion .—A fact relevant as showing the existence of a relevant state of mind must 
show that it exists, not generally, but in reference to the particular matter in question.] 


Court may presume exist 
enoe of certain facts. 


Facts showmg existence 
of state of mind, or ol body 
or bodily feeling. 
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and that the Jury should have'at least convicted under s. 411 of the Penal 
Code, if not under s. 413. 

It appeared that no charge had been framed against the accused under 
S. 411. 

At the hearing of the reference 

Babu Ham Churn Mitter appeared for the Crown. 

Mr. HmE. Mendtes for the Accused. 

The judgment of the High Court (Noimis and Beveblby, JJ.) was as 
follows:— ^ 

In this case we chink that the prisoner must be acquitted and discharged. 
He was tried upon a charge framed under s. 413 of the Indian Penal Code 
of habitually dealing in stolen goods, and has been unaniniouslv acquitted 
by the Jury. 

The verv essence of that offence, as was pointed out l>y the learned Judges 
who set aside the former conviction of the prisoner, he liaving been previously 
tried and convicted, and directed him to be ro-tried, is the habitual, that is to 
say, constant, receipt of or dealing in goods which the prisoner knew or had 

reason to believe were stolen. 

« 

There is no evidence on the record to show that the goods which are 
alleged to have been stolen, assuming tiieni to have been stolen, and assuming 
that their identity has been satisfactorily established, were*received on different 
occasions. There il some evidence, Cf92] indeed, namelv, the prisoner's own 
admission, to show tliat the goods wore received from various persons. And 
not only is there no evidence on the record to show that the goods were received 
on different dates, but the Sub-Inspector of Police distinctly says in his 
evidence “ 1 could find no evidence as to when the accused became possessed 
,of each of the stolen utensils." 

We do not think that a man can he said to be habitually receiving stolen 
goods who mav receive the proceeds of a doien different robberies from a dozen 
different thieves on the same day,' but in addition to the receipt from different 
persona there must be a receipt on different occasions and on different dates. 

The prisoner was not charged, as he ought to have been, under s 411, and 
the Jurv could not have convicted him under that section. It is very much to 
be regretted that he was not charged under s. 411. It seems to be a consider¬ 
able oversight on the part of the OfEciating Sessions Judge not to have 
framed a charge under s. 411. But in the result the only course we 
can take is to confirm the verdict of the .lury and to acquit the prisoner, and 
considering that he has been in peril twice upou this charge, ive do not think 
there is any necessity for directing a re-trial 


H.T.H. 


Prisoner acquitted. 
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OEIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 14th March, lHUii. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Treveltan. 

In the Matter of Mutty Lall Ghose 

Speaflc Relief Act (I of s. 46—Election law—Municipal election— 

Heufial Act II nf isns, is 14, ii4, HI -Joint-family representatioe 
fur uotnu) pitriinneH — Franchise. 

Section 8] of BciiR.ll Ai-t II of IHSb does n )t nnpu'ats on the Chairman of the Maiiicipniity 
the duty of oxercHing .lui judicial ditscrctiuii or taking anv judicial action with regard to the 
list of caiididatci prepared under that section. 

£ 193 } This was a lulo obtained by one Pasupatmath Bose, calling upon 
the Giiairtnaii nt the Calcutta Municipality to show cause why the name of 
one Mutty L.U1 Ghose should not lie removed from the list of candidates for 
election as Gonimissioners, published under Bengal .^ct II of 1888. 

Pasupatmath Bose was one of eight candidates standing for election as a 
Municipal Comniissioner for Ward No. 1 in the town of Calcutta, there being 
seven othei persons ^amongst whom was Muttv Lall Ghose) standing for elec¬ 
tion for that ward, the day fixed for the election being the ^5th March 1892 

On the 8th March Pasupatmath Bose first became aware that Mutty Lall 
Ghose had sent m his n.ime to the Chairman of the Municipality as a candidate 
for election, and he thereupon wrote to tlie Chairman objecting to the name of 
IStutty Lall Ghose being placed on the list of candidates on the following 
grounds.— 

(1) That Muttv Lall Ghose was only an agent of a joint Hindu family 
alleged to he authoii/.tid bo vote on behalf of the joini; family. 

(2) That he wa>> not iiiniself persotiiilly qualified as a voter under any 
of the sections preceding s. 11 of Bengal Act II of 1882. 

(3) That lie was not properly authorized by the joint family purporting 
to confer on him authority to vote, inasmuch us all the members of the family 
had not concurred m conferring such authority. 

( 4 ) That the joint family, which was alleged to consist of lour members, 
had only tvvo votes, whereas the Act required that a person should at 
least have two votes on his own account to he entitled to election 

On the lUth March the Secretary of the Municipality, in reply to such 
letter containing the objections set out above, wrote, at the direction of the 
Chairman disallowing such objections, stating that, with regard bo objections 
I, 2, and 4, the Hindu joint family in question was qualified to vote, and 
therefore Mutty Lall Ghose was qualified to stand as a candidate, and that 
objection No. 3 at [IM] most would only affect any votes which might here^ 
after be recorded by Muttv Lall Ghose, but that such, objection would be taken 
to be one made under s 16 of the Government rules. 

On Monday, the 14bh March, Pasupatinath Bose applied for the rule.above 
mentioned under s 45 of the Specific Relief Act, and on such application 
Mr Bill contended that Mutty Lall Ghose was not qualified to be elected as a 
Commissioner, inasmuch as he was not himself qualified to vote under any of 
the sections of the Act preceding s. 14, be being merely the manager 
appointed to vote on behalf of a joint family under s. 24 ; citing the oases 
of Dr. Hajendra Lai Mittra and In the matter of the elechon of Muniotpal 
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Ccmmustoners for Ward No. 10, both decided by Nobris, J., and dated the 30th 
September 1882 and 30th March 1889, respectively,’ as authorities for such or 
similar rules under s. 45 of the Specihc Belief Act, the latter being a case in 
which the rule asked to expunge votes already recorded. Mr. Justice Trevelyan 
granted the rule above mentioned, making it returnable forthwith 

Mr. Pmh (with him Mr. Garth) to show cause.—The candidate should 
be represented. The Chairman has complied with s. 31, he hai no 
choice but to accept the candidate's name, and had no power to strike it off 
the list. Section 45 of the Specific Belief Act does not therefore apply. 

Mr. Hill in support of the rule. The Chairman is not a mere polling 
othcer; he is bound to see that persona are not put hefuie the public as candi¬ 
dates forelection who are ineligible, and the Court can compel him to do his duty. 
.\ person empowered to vote under s. 24 is not qualified to be elected under 
s. 14. In liajendra Lai Mittra’s case Mr. Justice NoKRlS, on the 30th 
September 1882, granted a similar rule, hut on a candidate and on the Chair¬ 
man, and held that though the member of tlie joint family through 
whom the rates and taxes were paid was Dr. Bajendri Liil, yet he was 
not qualified to become a candidate, he being merely the trustee or manager 
on behalf of the joint family of certain debottar propertv dedicated to an 
idol, and not having j>aid on his own account any rates oi taxes on account 
ri9d} of the property, and having no beneficial interest thf-rein , it being pos¬ 
sible that it miglib prejudice the position of other candidates if he was allowed 
to go to the poll, an injury being done to a person who has the franchise 
by the introduction of an ineligible candidate, and us the applicant had no 
other remedy. 

Tpevelyan, J, —This is an application under s 45 ol the Specific Belief 
.\ct. I granted a rule* this morning calling upon Mr Lee to show cause 
wliy the name of Mutty Lall Ghose should not be removed from the list 
of candidates for election as Commissioners, published under Bengal Act II of 
1888 There are two possible ‘defects in that rule which I need not now, 
however, take into consideration , first, tlie rule ought possibly to have gone to 
tlie Commissioners as a body instead of to the Chairman, and in the second 
place it might reasonably he objected that no effect could be given to the rule 
unless it were served upon the candidate also To do the latter now would 
lead to delay, and it is very necossaiv that the question should be decided at 
once There are of course, as Mr. Justice NoERlS pointed out in a case (l) in 

• Soo foot-notes 1 and ‘2, pp. (19 Cal.) 195—198 
(1) IN THE Matter op R-uendka Lal Mittra 
111 this matter a rule was obtained by one Gopal Lall Mittcr, oalliugiupoii the Chairman 
oi the (Jalcutta Municipality to show cause why the name of Dr R<i]eudra Lal Mittra should 
not be expunged from the list of eandidatos eligible for election as Muiiicipnl Commissioners. 
It w.ih argued on behalf of Gopal Lall flitter that Dr. Rajeudia Lal Mittra, who was merely 
the manager and trustee of certain debottar property, and who bad no beneficial interest 
himself in such properly, was ineligible as not falling within .ss. J1 or 19 of Bengal Act 
IV of 1876. It appear^ that the property formerly belonged to Kajah Petuniber Mittcr ; that 
the ^jab had dedicated such property to the worship of a family idol, appointing Dr. Rajendra 
Lal Mittra (who was one of his twelve grandsons) manager of this property ; direct¬ 
ing that any surplus, if any, after the expenses attending the worship had been provided 
for, should go over to other chanties The rates and taxes on this properly were paid by 
DrT Rajendra Lal Mittra as such manager. It did not appear that the 12 giandsons and their 
descendants liv^ together jointly as an undivided Hindu joint family, they being the sons 
ol different brothers of the Rajah It, however, appeared that under s. 12 of the Act 
eight of the surviving grandsons of the Rajah or thdir descendants wrote to the Ghariman of 
the Muncipality treeing to select Dr. Rajendra Lal Mittra as eligible for election, and that 
three of these ge^emen subsequently wrote to the Chairman askiug to have an etrot correct¬ 
ed, stating that the Doctor had been appointed manager by them of the whole estate by right 
of which he claimed to be elected, and that on the Chairman issuing a list of the names of 
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some respects similar to this difficulties in the way of a.ledge in deciding a 
question of this kind on such short notice. 

Cl96j The point in the case is this: Mutty Lall Ghose. who is also a candi¬ 
date, is on the revised list of voters of Ward No. 1 for the Municipal elections 
to be held to-morrow for himself and other co-sharers. He is not in the list 
separately. . . . . The portion of the Municipal Act which deals with 

persons qualified to be elected is to be found in section 14 of the Act. Now the 
right of a Hindu loint family to empower a person to vote on their behalf is 
given by a. 24, which does not precede s. 14. 

Therefore Mr. Hill contends that a person empowered to vote under 
s 24 is not a person qualified to be elected under s 14. T am bound to say 
there is great deal to be said with regard to that objection, but 1 do not think 
that it would he safe, unless it is absolutely necessarv for me to lav down, 
on such a short consideration, an absolute rule which miglit have a serious 
effect in the exercise of the franchise. 

I cannot, under s. 4ri of the Specific Relief Act, make any order unless, 
amongst other things, it is shown that the doing or the forbearing to do 
an act by anv por8o*h holding a public office, oi hv any corporation or inferior 
Court, IS clearU incumbent on [197] such person or Covfi't in his or its public 
character, or on such corporation in its corporate character. 

After a careful examination of the sections of the Municipal Act the 
counsel engaged in the case have failed, and 1 have alsQ failed, to find out that 
there is anything approaching to a duty incumbent upon Mr Lee to exercise 
any judicial discretion or judicial action with regard to tiie list of candi¬ 
dates. ft is true that Mr. Leo has written a letter in answer to the appli¬ 
cant’s letter, Imt this letter is written only by wav of civility and courtesy 
and as expressing an opinion. I think that before 1 can make the rule 
absolute, I must see that it was clearly incumbent on Mr. Lee to exclude 
Mutty Lall Ghose’s name from the list which is prepared under s 31 of 
the Municipal Act There is an obligation upon the Chairman to publish a list 
of all jiersons who are candidates for election If the Chairman declined to 
publish Mutt,’ Lall Ghose's name, the latter might have come to Court and 
said that it was clearly incumbent upon the Chairman to publish his 
name. There is no more obligation upon the Chairman than upon any of the 
Municipal Comtnissioners to determine the right of a candidate Looking 
carefully through the Act and the rules fiamed thereunder, I cannot find any 
trace of this obligation or duty anywhere, and no one engaged in the case has 
been able to show me that any such right or duty is given under the Act and 
rules. I must, therefore, discharge the rule with costs. ‘ 


Ihc several candidates for election, an application waeinade to hirn by Gopal LallMitter, call¬ 
ing on him to expunge the namn of Dr. Bajondra Lai from such list. The Chairnvn. after 
hearing both parties, refused to comply with the request, and that then-upon the rule atiove 
Bet out was obtained. Mr. Justice NORKIB, who heard the rule, held that Babu Gopal Lall 
Mitter had no remedy other than under b. 45 of the Spccifie Belief Act, under which 
Boction the nils had been obtained; and after finding that Dr, Bajendra Lai had himaelf no 
Ijenehcial interest in the property-for which he paid rates and taxes, hf being aimply the 
manager and trustue of such property, and holding that he was not qualified under 
B Li or 12 of the Act, directed that the Chairman should expunge the Doctor’s name from the 
list, of candidates eligible for election. 
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This order is, of course, without prejudice to auy question which may be 
raised after the election. 

T. P. Rule discharged. 

Attorney for Applicant: Babu M. M. Chowdhnj. 

Attorney for the Corporation • Messrs. Sanderson and C 'o. 

NOTES. 

[ For Himilar cases, see 2(5 M L, J., HIO . 27 M. L. .T , 227 , IT C. W. N , 129; 22 I. C. 
388 (Cal) ; 41 Gnl , 518 

S«ealso 22 Cal , 717 ; /i. v. Hiiideif lieristmi Bariiste? (1912) 3 K. B , 518 J 


[i93] (2) In thesmattkh of this election of Munich*al Commis¬ 
sioners FOR Ward No. 10, Calcutta. 

This rule was served upon the Chairiii.iii of the Municip.ilitv and upon one Bash Behan 
Dass, calling upon the Chairman to show cause vihy he should not forbear from counting 
certain votes given in favour gf Hash Behan 1 )ass b\ certain persons who were merely agents 
appointed to vote under sections 24 and 25 of Bengal Act 11 of IdBK 

It appeared that in the election of Municipal Commissioners for Ward No. 10, Gonesh 
Chunder Chuiidei stood nt the head of the P^dl, Hash Behan Dass second, with 207, and 
Surendra Nath Dass (th(‘ pi'i'son who oht.Miied the aboce rule) third, with 197 votes. 

It appeared that certain porsons who h.id \oted for Rash Behan IXtss had voted morel) 
as agents appointed undei sections 24 and 25 of the Act, and that such persons possessed none 
of the qualifications requirt'd by section 8 of the Act: and that such persons were neither 
members of the joint families nr members of the firms for which they were appointed to vote, 
but were strangers to such joint families or firms , ind it fiirthei appeared that if the votes 
recorded 1)V such agents in favour of Rash KehiriDtss were expunged, then the applicant 
Surendra Nath Dass would st.iiid sccon 1 on tlie p <11 It was, therefore, contended on his behalf 
that it was nut the intention of the Legislature that a str.ingor should bo a person entitled to 
vote for either a joint family or a firm , and further, that no person could be returned as exer¬ 
cising the franchise on behalf of a joint taniih or firm unleR.s he came within the provisions 
of s. 8. On the other sido it was contended that, l.licic was no provision in s. 24 or 25 
making it obligatory on the family or firm to noinin.itc a member of themselves to exercise 
the franchise on their behalf, 

Mr. Justice NOKBIfi, in deciding the questions raised, stated that he could not help think¬ 
ing that the Legislature inbtuided to provide that a familv, firm, company,or association should 
bo repres^ted bv one of their own members on whom they could rely and who would vote as 
they desired ; and that although tho omission so to provide appeared to be a grave defect in 
the Act, which the Legislature might well take into consideration, .still he could not introduce 
into sections 24 and 25 words which were not to be found in such sections, viz., “ such per¬ 
sons being a membef of such joint Hindu family, etc. and he therefore reluctontly came to 
the conclusion that be would not be justified in putting such an interpretation on the Act as 
would involve the addition in tbs Act of words which the Legislature had left out. 

Rule diaeharged. 


9 CAL.—74 
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KARAMUDDIN HOSAIN V. 


[199] APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 18th November, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Prinsbp and Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 

Karamuddin Hosain.(Defendant) Appellant 

versus 

Niamut Fateh cna and another.(Plaintiffs) Respondents.’^ 


Bmnmi purchase—Suit against a purchaser from the henamidar — CivU 

Procedure Code, s. HI 7. 

At a salo in cxooution of a decroo, in February' 1875, the plaintiff purchased certain 
property in the name of 3f, who w.*« recorded as the purchaser. In 1886, eleven years after 
the execution sale, M sold the proportv to f1, whose name was subsequentlv registered as 
owner, notwithstanding the plaintiff's objections. The plaintiff thereupon, in 1888, brought a 
suit against II for a declaration of his title to the property, on the grounds that it had originally 
been purchased on his behalf .it the (>xccutiou salo, and that he had boon in possession for 
more than 1‘2 years. 

Held, that the suit did not fall within soi'tion '117 of the Civil Procedure Code. Buhuns 
Kowur V. halln Buhomee hall (14 Moo. 1. A.. 490) relied on. 

The facts of this case are sufficiently set out in the judgment of the High 
Court. 

Babii Hash Behan Ghose and Munshi Seraj-u!-Islam for the Appellant. 

Mr, C. (fregory and Babu Snhgram Singh for the Resiwindents. 

The judgment of the Court (PRINSEP and Ameek AlI, .IJ.) was as 
follows ■— 

The plaintiff states that in February lH7b he, in the name of a third party, 
in execution of a decree purchased certain property, that he has since that 
time continuouslv lield possession of that property ; and that in 1886, that is to 
say, more than 11 years after the execution-sale, the henamidar has sold it to a 
third party, and that, in consequence of the henamidar’s name being borne on 
[800] the Government register, the purchaser from the henamidar has 
succeeded lu obtaining registration of his name, notwithstanding his (the 
plaintiff’s) objection. The plaintiff accordingly asks for a declaration that he 
is the lawful proprietor of this property by reason of the original purchase 
having been made on his behalf, and also bv reason of his having hold posses¬ 
sion thereof for more than 12 years before suit He also asks for a further 
declaration that the sale by his henamidar to the defendant No. 1 conferred 
no title. There is a further prayer that if a decree be given in favour of the 
plaintiff, an order for fegistration of his name be passed. It is unnecessary to 
notice this part of the case, as we apprehend that if the plaintiff should other¬ 
wise succeed, the revenue authorities will necessarily recognize the rights that 
will be declared by the Civil Courts 

Tlie Subordinate Judge dismissed the plaintiff’s suit, finding that the plain¬ 
tiff failed to prove his possession subsequent to the sale. The Subordinate Judge 
also held that the suit was barred under section 317, Civil Procedure Code. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1471 of 1890, against the decree of G.W. Place, 
Esq., Judge of Tirhut, dated the 16th of August 1890, reversing the decree of Babu Matadin, 
Bubordinatc Judge of Tirhut, dated the S9th of June 1890. 
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On appeal, this decision was set: aside by tbe District Judge, who held 
that s. 317 was no bar to the present suit because, after the sale in this 
case, there was an actual transfer and the plaintid got possession He further 
found that tbe execution-sale was not really a benami transaction, inasmuch as 
the plaintiff paid up certain sums of money to Monuliur Das, the person whose 
name was recorded as purchaser, and was allowed to take possession, although 
the nominal ownership remained with Monohur. He also found that the 
plaintiff proved his possession by a large mass of clocuineiitary evidence, while, 
on the other side, the defendant wholly failed to piove any possession what¬ 
ever in the disputed land. 

It would have been more satisfactory in this case if the District Judge had 
expressly found the continuous possession of the plaintifl for more than 
12 years such as was pleaded b\ him in his plaint That was, however, the 
plaintiff’s case in the lower Courc, and althougli the Judge's expression of 
opinion is somewhat ambiguous, we can have no reasonable doubt that his find¬ 
ing on this point amounted, and was intended to amount, to this. 

Caoij It has been contended before us, as in tbe lower Court, that section 
317 of the Civil Procedure Code bars this suit. We think, however, that this 
is not a suit strictly coming within the purview of that section The plaintiff 
sues rather on a title acquired by long possession, that title being in itself alone 
sufficient to constitute a statutory title explained by him tSb have it.s origin m 
the transfer of title fhade by Monohur Dass, in whose name the execution pur¬ 
chase was made, by allowing plaintiff to obtain and take possession. The 
case, in our opinion, falls within the judgment of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in the case of Biihuns Kowur v. Lalla liuhooree Lull (14 Moo. I. A., 
496), «nd specially within the terms of the passage at the bottom of page 527. 
Under such circumstances we think that s. 317 is not applicable to the 
present case so as to bar it, and that tliis apjieal must he dismissed with costs. 

C.D.P. . Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

£This was followed in (1897) 3‘i Bom , Cil'2 

.\b regards the question of separate suit, see also 23 All.. 178.] 
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119 Oal. 901 ] 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 7th April, 189‘4. 

Present ; 

Sir W, Comer Pktheram, Kt., Chief Justice 


Cohen and another.Flaintiil's 

versus 

Nursing Dass Auddj.Defendant’. 


(Jivil Procedure Code--Act XIV oj s. 80 —PiacUce - Writ 

« 

of 'iummons, service of. 

An aliidavit in support of service of .i writ of sumiiKni.-. under h. SOt ^if the Civil Procedure 
Code should show that proper eSorts have been iii.iide to find out when and where the 
defendant is hkelv to bo found. 

This was a suit brought by the trustees of a marriage settlement to 
recover a sum of mone^, forming part of the trust futidt>, lent by the plaintijBfg 
to the defendant on the security of a certain indenture of mortgage. The suit 
was undefended, and to prove Service of summons on the defendant, a 
joint affidavit of one T. C. Cohen and one Kiasen S’ngh was relied upon. 
This affidavit showed that Cohen knew and was well acquainted with the 
defendant [202] and his place of residence, situate at No. 1, Champatollah 2nd 
Lane, in Calcutta, and that he on the ist, Qnd, and 3rd days of March had 
accompanied the other deponent, Kiasen Singh, to the said dwelling-hoqse for 
the purpose of serving the defendant with the writ of summons, and that on 
the said several days respectively he was unable after duo enquiry to find the 
said defendant or any agent empowered to accept service of the said 
summons on his behalf, or any other person on whom the service of the said 
summons could be made; and that he pointed out tlie said house to the other 
deponent, Kisseu Singh, as being blie dwelling-house of the defendant in which 
he ordinarily resided and was on the said date residing, and that thereupon the 
said Kiasen Singh served the said writ by affixing a copy thereof and a true 
translation of the same on the outer door of the house. Kiasen Singh for 
himself affirmed that he in company with Cohen proceeded on the Lst, 2nd, 
and 3rd days of March to the house in question, which was pointed out to him 
by Cohen as the dwelling-house of the defendant, and that on the said 
several days he being unable to find the said defendant or any agent of his 
empowered to accept service, or any person on whom the summons could be 
served, served the said writ on the said defendant by affixing a copy thereof 
and true translation of the same to the outer door of the house, he having 
been informed by the said Cohen that the said house was the dwelling-house 
of the defendant in which he ordinarily resided and was on the said dates 
before referred to then residing. . 

• Suit No. 88 of 189«. 

t [ Sflc. 80 .—If the defendant or other pert>OQ refuses to sign the acknowledgineut, 

or if the serving-officer cannot find the defendenb, and there 
Procedure when defend- is no agent empowered to accept the service of the summons on 
ant refuses to accept his behalf, nor any other person on whom the service can be 
service, or cannot be found, made, the serving-offioer slwll affix a copy of the summons on 

the outer door of the house m which the defendant ordinarily 
resides and then return the original to the Court from which it issued, with a return endorsed 
thereon or annexed thereto stating that be has so affixed the copy and the circumstances 
under which he did so.I 
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r 

Mr. Sinha, who appeared for the plaintiffs, contended that the facts 
stated in the joint affidavit were sufficient, and that it had always been the 
practice of the Court on the Original Side to accept such affidavits as sufficient 
under s. 80 of the Code. 

Petfaeram, C.J. —Section 80 of the Code is intended for oases in which the 
writ should be affixed in the way required by that section after a proper attempt 
has been made to find the defendant. It is true that you may go to a man’s 
house and not find him, but that that is not attempting to find him. You 
should go to his house, make enquiries, and if necessary follow him. You should 
make enquiries to find out when he is likely to he at home, and go to the 
house at a time when he can be found Before service [303] like this 
can be effected it must be shown that proper efforts have been made to find 
out when and where the defendant is likely to he found—not eTs seems to be 
done in this country, to go to his hbuse m a perfunctoiy way, and because he 
has not been found there, to affix a copy of the suinraoiis on the outer door of 
his house. 1 think this affidavit is insufficient, and it is as well that persons 
should know that such service is not good service, and that suits should not ha 
tried as undefended suits on service sucii as lias been relied on in this case. 

A proper attempt must be made to find the defendant and serve him with the 
writ. 

Plaintiff’s Attorney : Mr. H. C. Chirk 
T. A. P. 


NOTES. 

[ See also (ISUG) IS All., “241 , (1906) 2 N L R.. dS . (1907) t> C. L J., 665 1 
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APPELLATE CIVfE. 

The 7th Auqmt, ISf/l. 

PRE.SENT • 

Mr. Justice Macpherson and Mr. Justkt. .Vmkbh Aui. 

Piran.(Defendant No. 1) Appellant 

verstifi 

Abdool Karim, Plaintiff, and others, Defendants.” 


Mahonirdan Lato — Wakf— Hajjadanashtn — Muiwali — Uinoi^ appoint¬ 
ment of, ns sajjadanashm. 

Ill order to ooiistitutu a wakf it is not nccossar} to use the word wakf. So long aa it 
appears that the intention of the donor is to aot apart any .spocidc property or the proceeds 
thereof for the maintenance* or support in perpetuity of a specific obycot or of a series of 
^objecits recoguized as pious by Mahumedan law, it amounts to a valid and binding dedi¬ 
cation. Jeioun Dass Snkoo v, Shah Kubeerooddeen (2 Moo. 1. A., 390) referred to. 

The respective duties of sajiadanaahtn and* muiwali discussed. The mode of appoint¬ 
ment at sajjadamshtn referred to. ' 

Semble .—A minor cannot be appointed the <tajjadamshtn of a durgah or shrine. 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. 9 of 1890, against the decree of B,ibu Dwarka Nath 
Mitter, Subordinate Judge o' Shahabad, dated the 19th of September 1889. 
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The plaintiff Abdool Karim, as the sajjadanashm of the durgah of Shah 
Budhan, instituted this suit for the recovery of possession with mesne profits, 
inter alia, of mauza Khundwa, Pargana Saseram, on tho ground that it was 
wakf property £204] dedicated to the durgah, and that his predecessor in office 
hod no right to alienate it. 

It appealed that the property in suit had been in the possession of the 
plaintiff 's family from the latter end of the last century. 

That under Regulation 11 of 1819 Government bad instituted an enquiry 
into tho titles of proprietors of land who professed to hold their properties free 
from Government revenue under grants from the former rulers , and that in the 
course of such an enquiry, held in the year 1836, the father of the plaintiff, 
Bahimuddm •Ahmed, who was at that time tho sajjadanashm of the durgah, 
was called upon to prove his title to hold the villages in his possession free from 
Government revenue He ulloged that the villages, including mauza Khundwa, 
had been otigmally granted as maddab maash for the support of the khankah 
of Shah Budhan. The documents produced by him in support of his allegation 
were found not to be genuine Tho property was resumed by Government, and 
after a temporary settlement with one Kadira, it was in 1839 permanently 
settled with llamida, the mother of the plaintiff, to whom, however, Rahim- 
uddin had previously purported to convey the same in lieu of her dower by 
a baintokdsa, dated the Ist March 1836 Hamida died in 1852, and the names 
of her two sons, Mahomed Abdur Ruzzack (deceased) rtnd Abdool Karim 
(plaintiff), and daughter, Wasia, were thereu)ion registered in the Collector’s 
records. 

It further appeared that by a taks>mnama or deed of partition dated the 
24th June 1855, Rahimuddin, while holding the office of sa/jadaHushia of the 
durgah of Shah Budhan, partitioned among his two sons Ahdur Ruzzack and 
Abdool Karim and his daughter Wasia all the family properties, consisting of 
properties which he stated were purchased by them and standing in their 
names, property which they had inherited from their mother Hamida, and 
property which belonged to him and stood in his name, expressly reserving 
mauza Khundwa and 22 houses of raiyats in Mahulla Budhan Ban tor the 
expenses of the durgah. Th.' portion of the deed material to this report ran 
as follows:— 

“ Therefore 1, of my own accord and free will and according to 
the request and consent of Mahomed Ahdur Ruzzack, Abdool Karim, sons, 
and Wasia, daughter, with the view of removing and £209] avoid¬ 
ing future mur.ual dispute and disturbance, divide amongst my heirs 
aforesaid all the properties owned and possessed by me, together with 
the purchased mauzas and the mauzas and tenants’ houses and dwelling- 
houses and Rasulbagh, &c., which are inherited by the abovenamed from their 
mother, with the exception of mauza Khundwa, pargana Saseram, and 22 
houses of raiyats situated in Mahulla Budhan Bari (details of which are inserted 
below) and [which are] set apart specifically for the expenses of the holy 
shrine [and which] 1 havd made over to the sajjadanashm of the durgah of 
Shah Budhan (may he rest in peace) according to the following specification 

[Here followed the shares given to each son and daughter].that* with. 

respect to mauza Khundwa and the 22 houses of raiyats made over [or apper¬ 
taining! to the said durgah, none of the heirs shall prefer any claim or make any 
dispute: that as divided by me the declarant they shall continue m possession 
and appropriation of their respective shares, so that the property may continue 
preserved in perpetuity. Therefore these few words are written as taksimnama 
tiiat they may be 'of use when required.” In the schedule annexed to the 
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deed the property set apart for the durgah was mentioned thus; - The whole 
16 annas of inauza Khnndwa and the 23 houses of raiyats appertaining to the 
holy durgah of the Huzrat Dewan Shah Budhan (may he rest in peace) shall 
remain in charge of the fajjadanashm" Abdur Ruzzack, the plaintiff Abdool 
Karim, their sister Bibi Wasia, and the hair of Mariam accepted the 
takstmnama and signified their acceptance by signing the deed. 

Rahimuddm died m 1856, and was succeeded in the office of sajjada- 
nashm by his eldest son Abdur Ruzzack, who by a kohala dated 23rd April 1859 
(I9th Ramzan 1275 H.S.) conveyed to his rnother-in-law, Ilasina, all the 
properties he had received .under the taksimnama, together with the property 
in suit. The plaintiff was an attesting witness to this deed. Five years later 
by a mukarran pottah dated 16th December 1864 (iGth Rajah 1281 H.S.), 
Hasina granted, or purported to gradt, a mukarrari of all these properties, at 
a yearly jama of Rs. 15, to her daughter Masihan, the wife of Abdur Ruzzack. 
There was a provision in the pottah that if Masihan failed to pay the lent, the 
mukarrari would not be liable to be cancelled, and that she [206] should 
continue as full proprietor. Hasina died in J 877 , and upon her death, Masihan 
was registered .is the owner of the properties conveyed by Abdur Ruzzack to 
Hasina in 1859. 

Abdur Ruzzack died on the 20th ,luly IHHH, and on the 9th .lanuavy 1889 
the plaintiff .\bdooi^Kanm instituted this suit against his*\vidow Masihan and 
others for the purposes above mentioned, alleging that for a great many vears 
there had existed at Saseram a durgah of Huziat Dewan Shah Budhan, who 
was a remote ancestor of the plaintiff, and that mauza Khundwa had been 
dedicated to meet the expenditure of the durgah , that the income of the 
mauza had always iieen under the control of the hajjadantxshin, and had been 
applied to meet tlie expenses on account of the %trs and the fakirs and other 
expenses of the durgah ; tliat it had always been the custom in the family of 
Huzrat Dewan Shah Budhan that .the eldest member should become sajjada- 
nashin, and upon the death of a sajjadanashtn the eldest of his surviving 
brothels or sons should he installed on the sajjada , that in accordance with 
this custom upon the death of his father Rahimuddm in 1855, the plaintifl'’8 
elder brother, Abdur Ruzzack, was appointed sajjndanashni , that three days 
after his death, which happened on the 20th July 1888, he, the plaintiff, was 
appointed saijadauashin , that he had ascertained that Abdur Ruzzack, in order 
to defraud his creditors, had procured the execution of certain deeds in favour of 
his mother-in-law Hasina, his wife Masihan (defendant No. 1) and others, 
purporting to convey to them the properties therein mentioned, which included 
the dedicated property, but that as a matter of fact Abdur Ruzzack continued 
in possession of them until the date of his death ; and that Ahdur Ruzzack had 
no right or power to alienate property dedicated to the durifah. Tlie plaintiff' 
submitted that the deeds were collusive, fraudulent and void. 

The contending defendant was Masihan. She denied that the plaintiff 
was the sajjadanashm of the durgah of Shah Budhan, and alleged that in 
conformity with the custom prevailing in the durgah, Abdur Ruzzack had in 
his lifetime appointed his daughter’s son Mahhub Alum as his successor, and i 
that Siahbub Alum was the sajjadanashtn She also denied that the property 
in suit was wakf, and submitted that, even if it was wakf property, the suit 
[207] would not lie, as the plaintiff had not complied with the provisions 
of 8, 539 of the Civil Procedure Code and s. 18 of Act XX of 1863. She 
further alleged that the kohala of 93rd April 1859 and the mukarrari 
pottah of 16th December 1864 were bond fide deeds and for valuable considera¬ 
tion ; that the plaintiff was an attesting witness to the kobala, that he was also 
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a consenting party to it, and had otherwise admitted its validity, and that he 
was therefore estopped from questioning it and the defendajit’s title; that the 
property in suit along with other properties had been conveyed by Bahimuddin to 
his wife by the deed oi hatsmoksa, dated 10th March 1836 , that by the taknm- 
nama of the 24th June 1H55, Bahimuddin did not dedicate the property in suit 
to the durgah, that he iiad no right or power to dedicate it, and m fact had never 
dedicated it: tliat upon the death of Bahimuddin the properties passed into the 
exclusive possession of Ahdur Buz;:ack, and that Abdur Buzzaok had conveyed 
them to his mothor-in-law llasina, who had granted a mukarrari of them to 
her the defendant. Slie also submitted that the suit was barred hy limitation. 

The material issues were the following :— 

(1) Is the suit barred by limitation ? 

(3) Whether the hearing of the suit is barred by s. 539 of the Civil 

Procedure Code and s 18 of Act XX of 1863, supposing the 
disputed properties to he icnkf properties. Ai-e they really valid 
u'akf or endowed i>ropertieB 

(4) Is the plaintiff the sajjadunashtfi of the durgah to which the 

disputed properties are said to appertain ? 

(5) Supposing the disputed properties were ivnkf, whether the previous 

sajjadana^hins could deal with them as if they were their private 
properties, and transfei them under the deeds set up bv the 
defendants ? 

(6) la the plaintiff estopped from questioning the validity of the title-deeds 

set up by the defendants ? 

(7) Were these documents fraudulent and collusive or whether they were 

executed bond fide, and whether the defendants have acquired a valid 
title under them ? 

[208} Masihan died during the pendency of the suit, and her daughter 
Piran (the appellant) was substituted in her place. 

The Subordinate Judge hold, upon the authority of iJrlroon Banoo Begum 
V. Nawah Svud Ashgur Ally Khan (15 H L R., 1G7), that section 18 of Act 
XX of 1863 did not applv to this case, inasmuch as the durgah of Shah 
Budhan had never been under the control of the Board of Revenue or of local 
agents under Regulation XTX of 1810, and had never been transferred to 
trustees under s. 4 of that Ac^ He also held that as the object of the suit was 
merely to recc-vrr trust property from an outsider, who had no concern in the 
management of the trust, it did nut fall within s. 539 of the Civil Proce¬ 
dure Code. Me was farther of opinion that this objection of the defendant also 
failed on the ground that she insisted that the pro].)ertv in suit was not wakf, 
but private property unconnected with any trust. He, therefore, decided the 
third issue in favour of the plaintiff. 

On the fourth issue he found that on the third day after the death of Abdur 
Buzzack, the last najjadanUskm, the plaintiff had been appointed to succeed 
him by the voice of the people and the fakirs of Saseram, and that since his 
^appointment he had been discharging the duties oi sajjadanashtn, and ths^t the 
plaintiff’s appointment had also been approved of by the Bih&r khanka with' 
which the durgah of Shah Budhan was said to be in some way connected. 
He also found that Abdur Buzzack, a few hours before his death, had gone 
through some sort of ceremony to indicate his desire that his daughter’s son, 
Mahbub Alum, should he the sajjadaiwshin after him, and that Mahbub Alum 
was a child of five years of age. He was of opinion • (upon the authority of 
Maonaughten’s Precedents, page 331, case IV, and Mr. Justice AmbbR ALI'S 
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Tagore Law Lectures, pages 256-257) that a minor could not be appointed 
sajjadanashtv, inasmuch as he was incompetent to make murids or disciples, to 
instruct and guide them, or to oibciato at religious ceremonies, and he could not 
appointa deputy to poiform the religious duties appertaining to the office of sajja- 
dananhin, and such an office could not remain in abeyance until he had attained 
maiority. He tlierefore came to the conclusion that the appointment of the 
plaintiff was not invalid, and C209J that wliatever might be the right of Mahhub 
Alum, who was not a party to the suit, the plaintiff as the de facto mjja- 
danashin was entitled to sue for the recovery <>1 the property dedicated to the 
durgah from a trespasser. 

With regard to the questions whether mauza Khundwa was property, 
whether the deeds sot up by the defendant were real or henamt, and whether 
the plaintiff was estopped from questioning them, he found that although the 
paru’nna, dated 1st Kaiab 1171 Fasfi, which Rahimuddin had sot up in 1835, in 
support of his claim that mau;:a Khundwa and the other villages in his posses¬ 
sion were rent-free properties, had been found by tlie Collootor to bo a spurious 
document, the fact remained that more tlian fifty years ago Rahimuddin, while 
holding the office of Hajjaditn/idini and while in possession of mauza Khundwa, 
had declared it to bo endowed projierty , and that on this very ground he had 
expressly excluded it by,the laksnnnama of 2-lth June 1855 from the partition 
which he had made of the family properties among his two sons and daughter , 
that the sons .^nd daughter had signed tlie taJcHnnntAna to signify their 
acceptance of it, a^d liad thereby agreed to abide hv it and never to claim the 
mauza as private property, but always to allow it to he held by the sajjadana- 
shin on behalf of the diuQah ; that Ahdur Ruzzack succeeded bis father as 
sajjadanaslun, and as nucIi was in possession of the mauza, that the defendant 
was in the same ]>osition as Ahdur Ruzzack and could not, therefore, claim the 
property on the strength of the kobala of 23rd April 1859 executed by Abdur 
Ruzz'ick in favour of Hasina, and the muknirari pottah of 16th December 
1864 granted by Hasina in favour of her daughter Masihan, and that although 
these two deeds had hi’cn executed, .Ahdur Ruzzack continued in possession of 
the mauza. The Huhordinato .ludge came to the conclusion that the kobala 
and innkarrari [lottali were more pajier transactions unsupported by any 
consideration, and that they did not give any title to the defendant. As 
regards the hiinnnka'},i, he was ol opinion that it was a sham or furzi trans¬ 
action, as, when the deed was executed. Government had resumed the property 
and settled it with a third party, and R.ihimuddin could not therefore have 
given a haimuln'io in favour of his wile Hamida of property [210] which did 
not belong to him , that Rahimuddin was the real owner, and that when he 
stated ni the iaksimnaptin that the mauza had been set apart for tlie expenses 
of the durgah, and had expri'ssed his int.ention that it siiould continue to be 
so, it heoamo wnkf, since intention was sufficient to constitute wakf. 

He held biiat the pliinbiff was not. estopped from quesbiouing the validity 
of the kohiili h\ Lhs uci'e fact t,h iL he had attested it as a witness, sinoa it 
had not been proved tli.it ho had any knowledge of its contents. 

The Subordinate Judge therefore held that mauza Khundwa was wakf. 

. Be also hold th.ib the suit was not barred by limitation, sinoa the kobala 
and mukarmrt pottali wore mere paper tfansaotions, and the suit had been 
instituted within a year after the death of Ahdur Ruzzack. which took place 
on 20th July 1888. 

Aooordinglv he gave the plaintiff a decree for possession with mesne profits 
of mauza Khundwa. 

The defendant Piran appealed to the High Court. 
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Moulvie Mahomed Ymttf (with him Mr. Gregory) for the Appellant.—^The 
Subordinate Judge is wrong in bolding that the property in suit is wakf. The 
taksimnama of 1855 does not constitute it such, because had Bahimuddin 
intended to create a wakf of mauza Kbundwa he would have used the word 
‘ wakf ’ in the deed when he reserved the property for the expenses of the 
durgah. In the fM>arse of the enquiry instituted by Government under Begula- 
tion II of 1819, Bahimuddin in the year 1835, while acting as sajjadanashin 
of the durgah, produced certain documents in support of his allegation that 
the villages in his possession including mauza Khundwa had been originally 
granted as madd'ib maash (exempted and rent-free) for the support of the 
khanktih of Shah Budiian. These documents were found to be forged 
documents. The Subordinate Judge was therefore in error in admitting 
them as evidence and in referring to them and giving any weight to them. 
He was not justified in his conclusions that the settlement of the lands with 
Hamida in 1839 did not in any way alter the mode in which the family had 
dealt with the proceeds of this mauza, and that although the property 
stood in the name of Hamida, the family had applied some portion at any 
[211] rate of its proceeds in support of the The feoimofeasa of 1836 

was not a colourable transaction entered into for the pui'pose of enabling 
Bahimuddin to obtain a settlement of the resumed lands in the name of his 
wife. It was a real transdction in favour of Hamida in lieu of her dower. 
The kobala of April 1859 and the miikarrart pottah of 1864 were not henami 
but real transactions. There is no evidence of prior decKcation. For these 
reasons the property is not wakf. 

But assuming that the property in suit is wakf, the plaintiff has no right 
to sue. In the first place the suit is barred by limitation, as Musihan and her 
mother were in adveise possession of the property for more than 12 years. 
Secondly, the plaintiff is not the lawful sajjadanashin, because his appointment 
was not made by the Kazi, as it ought to have been made in the absence of an 
appointment b> the last holder of the office, and because it was subsequent to 
the appointment of Mabbub Alum. See Baillie, ed. 1866, pp. 693-594 ; 
Fatawa-i-Alamgiri, vol. 2, p 508, and Moohummtid Sadik v. Moohvmmud Alt 
[1 Sel. Bep., (O. S.), 17]. Mahbub Alum is the lawful sajjadanashin, and the 
lower Court should have made him a party to the suit. Before the plaintiff 
can succeed he must establish the validitv of his title to be sajjadanashm just 
as if Mahbub Alum was a party to the suit. Under the Mahomedan law a 
mutwali has the power on his death-bed of nominating his successor,and in the 
exercise of this power Abduv Buzzack nominated Mahhub Alum sajjadanashin. 

This appointment is valid, see authorities above referred to. The word 
(Illasuth) refers to the valid discharge of the duties and not to the validity 
of the appointment; and as Mahbub Alum can discharge bis duties by a deputy, 
his appointment is valid. The appointment of a minor as mutwali is not 
invalid, but merely remains in abeyance until he attains majority. 

Mr. B. E. Twidale (with him Babu Saltgram Singh) for the Bespondents :— 

• 

On the question whether the plaintiff has a right to sue, it is clear that he 
was elected sajjadanashm, or the religious superior of the durgah by the 
popular voice and the fakirs: he was therefore the de facto sajj'adaruishtn" The 
fact that the former superior expressed a desire that his minor son should 
succeed him, even (2123 if true, might give the minor a right to sue on 
attaining majority, but meanwhile there must be some competent person who 
will continue to perform the religious duties attaching to the office, and who is 
better qualified than the man appointed by the popular voice. On the question 
as to whether the disputed property was bond wakf, the taksimnama of 
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24th June 1855, executed by Bahimuddin, and accepted by the other'side, is 
conclusive, as in that deed the disputed property was excluded from partition 
and kept apart as being wakf property. The Subordinate Judge has very 
carefully gone into the case, and his decision should be uphold. 

The judgment of the Court (Macphrksqn and Amker Ali, .IJ.) was 
delivered by 

Ameer All, J. —This appeal raises some important questions of Mahomedan 
law. It appears upon the evidence that the property, which forms the 
subject-matter of the present suit, has been m the possession of the plaintiff’s 
family from the latter end of the last century, that in the year 18B5 it was 
resumed by Government and settled in 18-19 with tlie plaintiff’s mother 
Ilamida. The proceeds of the property appear to have been applied in the 
maintenance of a shrine or durgah of a saint called Shah Budhan, from whom 
the plaintiff’s family seems to bo descended. In 1855 the father of the plaintiff, 
named, fiahimuddin, who at that time held the office of saijadanashm or 
curator of the shrine, made a division of all the family properties among bis 
two sons, Abdur Buxisack, now deceased, and the plaintiff, and a dauglitor, 
named Wasia, expressly reserving the property in suit tor the expenses of the 
durgah. Rahimuddin died in 1856 and was succeeded in the office by Abdur 
Buxxack, who, in the year 1859, conveyed to his mother-in-law, a lady of the 
name of Hasina, all the properties he bad received under the takaimnama 
together with the*property in suit. In 1864 Hasina granted or purported to 
grant a mukarrart of all these properties to her daughter Masihan, the wife 
of Abdur Buzsack Hasina died in 1877, and upon her death Masihan got 
herself registered as the owner of the properties conveyed by Abdur Buzzack 
to Hasina in 1859. Abdur Buzzack died in the year 1888. and the plaintiff 
brings t'his suit against Masihan to recover possession of the property in 
question on tiie ground that it is toakf, and that consequently Abdur 

Buzzack was not entitled to alienate it. \ud ho bases his right to sue upon 
the allogaCiion that after his brother’s death he was appointed s'tjjadanashin of 
the durgah, bo which the property is dedicated. 

The contending defendant in this cisa w is M-isiliin, tlie widow of Abdur 
Buzzack. and she in her written statement donu 1, inter aha, that the property 
was toakh or th-it the plaintiff had .iny title to maintain tins suit. She alleged 
that .Al)dur Buzzack before his deith nemiiiatel his d-'ugliber's son Mahbub 
Alum to the office of Hanadanashin, and that therefore plaintiff could not be 
appointed us alleged by him , and she also contended that his appointment was 
invalid. 

Upon this state of the pleidmgs several issues wore raised between the 
parties, but in the mam the case proceeded upon the following points ; — 

First. —Whether the property was wakf as alleged bv the plaintiff 

Second .—Whether the plaintiff was validly appointed as sajjadanashin, 
or in other words, was he entitled to maintain the present suit? 

Third .—Whether he was estopped from impugning the transaction between 
Abdur Buzzack and Hasina. 

, Fourth .—Whether the sale to H.isina was a rail or henactt transaction 

Masihan died during the pindency of the suit, and her daughter Piran has 
been substituted in her place. 

The lower Court has made a deoraj in fav.>ur of the plaintiff, holding that 
the property in suit is wakf, and that whatever raav be the rights of Mahbub 
Alum, the plaintiff as the de facto sajjadanashin and manager of the duargah 
is entitled to sue for a property wrongfully alienated by the late saijadanashin. 
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It also held that the deeds of 1859 and 1864 were f7enamt,*.and that the plain¬ 
tiff was not estopped from icnpngning those transactions. 

The defendant has appealed to this Court, and the learned pleader who 
appears for her contends in the first place that the Subordinate Judge was 
wrong in holding that the property in suit is wakf, for the deed of 1855 does 
not constitute it trakf, nor is there any evidence of prior dedication. He further 
contends that the Court below was lu error in referring to documents 

which in the year 1835 had been found to he fabricated. Now, what appears 
to have happened in that year is this. Under Hegulation JI of 1819, Govern¬ 
ment had instituted an enq^uiry into tiie tiitles of proprietors of land who 
professed to hold their properties free from revenue undei’ grants from the 
former rulers. And, in the course of this pnquiry, in 1835 Hahimuddin, who 
was the then sajjadayiaskni, was called upon to prove his title to hold the 
villages of which he was in possession free of v'^vcnue. He alleged that the 
villages including the village of Khundwu had been originally granted as tnad- 
dod rraash for the support of the khankah of Sliah Budhan. The documents 
produced by him in support of his allegation were declared not to be genuine. 
The property was resumed, and, after u temporary settlement with a Kadira, 
was permanently settled with Hamida, to whom Bahimuddin had purported 
to convey the same by a baimokasu in lieu of her dower. Hamida died in 1852 
or thereabouts, and the names of hci sons and daughter w^re thereupon regis¬ 
tered in the Collector's records instead of hers. In 1855, however, Bahiniu8din 
is found dealing with the property as appertaining to the tlurgah. The Subor¬ 
dinate Judge, looking to the declaration contained in the document of ]H5o with 
Bahimuddm’s statements in 1835, thinks that the settlement uf the lands in 
1839 with Hamida did not in any way alter the mode in which the family had 
dealt with the proceeds of mauza Khuiidwa. We do not think he was wrong 
in drawing from those facts the inference that, though tlie propeity stood in 
Hamida’s name, the family had applied, moie or less, the income derived 
therefrom for the support of the dmgak And tins inference seems to us to 
be warranted by the oral evidence on the record. But in the view we take of 
the document of 1855, we think it immaterial to consider whether such applica¬ 
tion of the proceeds amounts to proof of dedication or not In the taksim- 
nania in question. Bahimuddin admittedly deals with tlnee classes of property 
—(1) property which he savs was iiilieiited b> his children from their mother 
(Hamida), (2) property which stood in their names (being apparently property 
which he bad purcliased in their names), and (3) property which stood in his 
own name. And he divided all these properties among his sons and daughter 
Caifl] in the usual proportion, viz., cne-fitth to the daughter and two-fi(ths to 
each of the sons. Mauza Khundwa, the village in suit, is included in neither 
of these categories, and is express!) excluded from the partition, (f the 
hmmokam executed by Bahimuddin in 1836 in favour of Hamida represented 
a real transaction, and if the settlement in 1839 was taken by Hamida herself 
and not benami for Bahimuddin, the properties settled with her would, upon 
her death, have devolved upon her husband as well as her children. The Bub- 
ordinate Judge thinks, not without reason, that the baimokam of 1836 w'as a 
mere colourable transac.tion entered into for the purpose of enabling BaMmud« 
din to obtain a settlement of the resumed lands in the name of his wife. But 
whether that he so or not, upon the iivpothesis that it was a real transaction, 
the persons who were entitled to Hamida’s estate were Bahimuddin and his 
children. They chose to divide the rest of the family properties, treating 
Khundwa as standing upon a different basis from the others. The question, 
therefore, resolves itself to this, what was the effect of the reservation made by 
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the parties to the deed of 1856. The passage in that document relating to the 
property in suit runs thus— 

j CU4.I Jijjj tJL-aio *1 *1*'® 

j« I li S 8^'x* a5 

' l'j\cei)ting mauza Khundwa, pargana Saserain, and ‘22 houses of raiyais 
situated in Mahulla Budhan Bari {details ot whicli aic inserted below) and 
[which iiroi set apart specifically for the expenses of the Ijoly shrine 'and 
whicli I 1 have made over to the mjj ad anas Inn ol the (hnqah of Shah 
Budhan, Ac." 

That 18 , he divides all the iiroperties excepting the one lieroin mentioned. 

Towards tin* end of the document there ih an injunction on t.ho heirs ;— 

Ci»~t j 

[216J ‘ ' With respect to mauza Khundwa and the *22 liouses of raiyati> 
made over |or appertaining! to the said dittgah, none of the. heirs shall prefer 
any claim or make any dispute.” 

And in the schedule the propert\ is mentioned thus— ^ 

8^J|> S.sJijl'" 

■XmIj 8i>t*'^ l3^** 81“’ 

“ The whole 16 annas of ruauza Khundwa and 22 houses of raiqata apper¬ 
taining to the holy durgah of Huzrat Dewan Shah Budhan, Ac , shall remain 
in the charge ot the fittjjndanaskin.’' 

Does this amount to a dedication or not Moulvie MaJionicd Yii^uJ for the 
detendant contends tliat it does not Tie says that had liahimuddm intended 
to create a irukf; ho would have used the word vukf. Kow it is clear upon tlie 
authorities that in ordei to constitute a ri'ukf, it is not necessary to use the word 
nmkf. So tong as it appears that the intention ot the donor is to set apart any 
specific property or the proceeds thereoi for the maintenance or support in 
perpetuity of a specific object or of a series of objects lecognized as pious by 
the Mussulnmu law, it amounts to a valid and binding dedication (Fatawa-i- 
Alaiugiri, vol. 2, pages 460-161 ; Kazi Khan, vol .'t, page 7.‘1, and Rad- 
dul-Muhtar, quoted as Sham 1 , vol. 3, jiagefifJO) In the case oi Jemin Darnt 
iiahoo V. aluih Kube.^modde^n [2 Moo I. A. 390 (421)J, the PriVN Council, 
adopting the views of the Sudder Dewatii .\dawlut in the case of Mas&ummat 
Qadira v, Shah Kaheernoddoen Ahviiid {3 Kel. Rej), 407J, held as follows .— 

“ This decision is in accordance with the doctrine laid down in tlie Hidaya, 
Book XV, of wnkf or approjiriation, Hamilton’s Translation, vol. 11, page 334, 
where it is said, ‘ tnukf ’ in its primitive sense means ‘ detention ' In the 
language of the law (according to Haneeja) it signifies the nppropriation of any 
particular thing in such a way that the appropriator's right in it shall continue, 
and ttie advancage of it go to some charitable purpose in the manner of a loan. 
According to the two disoiiiles, ‘ wukf' signifies the appiopriation of a particular 
article iti such a manner as subjects it to the rules of divine property, whence the 
[2*7] appropriator's right in it is extinguished, and it becomes a property of 
God, by the advantage of it resulting to His creatures. The two disciples 
therefora hold appropriation to be absolute, though differing in this, that Ahoo 
Yoomf holds the appropriation to be absolute from the moment of its execution, 
whereas Mahomed holds it to be absolute only on the delivery of it to a mutwali 
(or procurator), and, consequently, that it cannot be disposed of by gift or sale, 
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and that inheritance also does not obtain with respect to it. Thus the term, 
‘wukf,’ in its literal sense, comprehends all that is mentioned both by Haneefa 
and by the two disciples. 

" Again (page 344), it is said, ‘ upon an appropriation becoming valid or 
absolute, the sale or transfer of the thing appropriated is unlawful according to 
all lawyers ’, the transfer is unlawful, because of a saying of the Prophet: 
‘Bestow the actual land itself in charity in such a manner that it shall no 
longer be saleable or inheritable.’ ” 

In the Fatawa-i-Alamgiri it is distinctly laid down that when a property 
is assigned for a pious purpose and is declared to beSinalienable and not subject 
to “the right of the heirs,” that amounts to a icukf, though the word wukfhe 
not used at all by the donor in making the assignment (Fatawa-i-A!amgiri, 
vol. 2, page 462). So also it is statpd in the Radd>ul-Muhtar that the 
setting apart of property permanently for the support of a pious object is 
sufficient to constitute a umkf. Having regard to the authorities, I am clearly 
of opinion that the declaration contained in the taksimnama constituted the 
'village of Khundwa, if it was not already dedicated to the durqah, a wukf in 
favour of the ihirgah. The fact that the entirety of that mauza came into 
the hands of Abdur Kuzzack when he succeeded his fatiier in the office of 
sajjadanasktn, without any claim on the part of the other heirs, shows to my 
mind that the family of Bahimuddin took the same view of the matter, and 
that Abdur Buzzack received the property and held it sajjadanashin of the 
durgah and not as private property. 

That being so, the next question is whether the plaintiff has any title to 
sue for its recovery from the hands of ijersons claiming [218] to iiold it under 
a conveyance from Abdur Buzzack. If it is a wukf proport^, Abdur Ruzzack 
had no power to alienate it. The lower Court has found upon the evidence 
that the conveyance in favour of Hasina was henami, and that the title to the 
properties purported to have been convoyed bo her thereunder never passed 
out of Abdur Buzzack. It seems to me unnecessary, however, for the 
determination of the piosont c.ise bo go into the question whether the trans¬ 
action was real or bemmi, for even if it he assumed that the transaction was real, 
as Abdur Bu/zack had no title to convey in Khundwa, the possession of the 
defendant is that of a mere trespasser. Limitation doos not run against the 
successor of Abdur Buzzack in the office of suDudanashin until after the death 
of Abdur Ruzzack [Jntvtm Dass Sahoo v. Shah Kuhi'eroodd-eeu (2 Moo. I. A., 
390 (421)], and the plaintiff, if he has the title which he alleges, would be 
entitled to recover the property from the defendant, whether the conveyance 
to Hasina was bcruimi or not. The defendant, however, has pleaded a jus tertti. 
She says, admitting that the property is wukf, plaintitf has no right to sue. for 
Mahbub Alum is the lawful sajjadaiuishtn. Mahbub Alum is no party co this 
suit. And the appellant urges that the Judge was in error in not making him 
a party It is not suggested that any application was made to the Judge to 
bring Mahbub Alum on the record. Having regard to the frame of the suit, it 
seems co me the plaintiff could not well have made Mahbub Alum a defendant 
without giving rise to serious objections. Mahbub Alum is not in possession 
of the durgah nor of the property in suit, and to have made him a defendtyit 
would have unneoossarilv complicated the issues. I think, therefore, there is 
no force in the appellant’s contention that Mahbub Alum, not being a defen¬ 
dant in the suit, the decree is erroneous. 

The plaintiff is admittedly in charge of the durgah, and is discharging the 
duties connected with the institution. Upon the evidence there is no doubt that 
he has been elected to the office by a large number of 'Mahomedans residing in the 
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locality. The Subordinate Judge upon these facts came to the conclusion 
C2i»3 that whatever may be the right of Mahbub Alnm, it was unnecessary to 
go into it, for the plaintiff as the de facto sajjadanashtn is entitled to recover 
the durgah property from the hands of a trespasser. The appellant, however, 
has^contended most strenuously in this Court that the plaintiff, before he can 
succeed, must establish the validity of his title as if Mahbub were a party to 
this suit. It is argued that under the Mahomedan law a rmitwaU has the 
power of nominating his successor on his death-bed, and that in the exercise 
of this power 4bdur Buzzack bad nominated Mahbub Alum as the next 
sajjadanashin ; that that appointment being lawful and valid, the subsequent 
nomination of the plaintiff, however made, was illegal And Baillie, edition 
186d, pages 593-594, Fatawa-i-Alamgiri, volume 2, page 508, and the case of 
Moohummud Sadtk v. Moohummud Alt (1 Sel. Rep., (O. S.), 37), have been 
referred to in support of this argument. There is no doubt that under the 
Mahomedan law, in the absence of any provision in the trust deed or of any 
evidence of usage, the last incumbent can, on his death-bed, nominate his 
successor, and that such nomination would bo valid without any judicial order. 
But in order that the nomination may be effective, it is necessary that the 
person so appointed should be adult and possessed of understanding. In the 
Fatawa-i-Alamgiri the rule is thus stated — 

. < ^ 

“ And it is a condition to the validity (of the appointment of a mulwah) 
that he should be adult and possessed of understanding, and thus it is stated 
in the Bahr-ur-Eaik.” 

Mr. Baillie in the first edition of the Digest did not give the meaning of 
this passage, but it appears in the second edition in the following words : — 

" But puberty and understanding are essential in all cases to a valid 
appointment.” 

Mahbub Alum is admittedly a mere child, but the learned pleader for the appel¬ 
lant contends tliat the word refers to the valid discharge of the duties, 
and not to the validity of tlie appointment, and as Mahbub Alum can discharge 
the duties of [220] the offence by a deputy, his appointment is not invalid But 
this contention is plainly opposed to the context as well as the phraseology of 
the ]>assage I have quoted. Besides, the office of muttoah is an office of 
personal trust, and a person who cannot di.schai’ge the duties of the trust 
personally, nor be responsible for their due discharge, cannot appoint a deputy. 
Tlie same condition is laid down in the Raddul Muhtar and the Fatawa-i-Kazi 
Khan that a minor cannot be appointed a mutwalt. The learned pleader, 
however, contends upon the authority of a passage in the Alamgiri, that the 
appointment of a minor mutwalt is not invalid, but remains in abeyance until 
he attains his majority. But that passage must be read with the previous 
condition which insists upon puberty as a sme qua non. As a matter of fact, 
however, it refers net to a case of express appointment, but to the devolution of 
the office by virtue of some provision in the trust deed or otherwise. For 
example, a wakfnama may provide that the towliiXt should be confined to the 
male descendants of the ivakf, or the members of a particular family, and it 
may happen that at some time the person on whom the office devolves by 
virtue of this provision is a minor. The law, therefore, provides that in such 
cases the Kazi should appoint some body to discharge the duties during the 
minority of the muiwali, who should get the office on attaining majority. 
But this is not the present case, and Abdur Buzzack had no power to appoint 
a minor to succeed him in the office. Besides, it seems to me, having regard 
to the nature of the office of sajjadanashin, that the appointment of a minor 


599 



I.L.R. 19 Cal. 231 


PIRAN V. 


would be opposed to the constitution of the thing. The sajjadanashin has 
certain spiritiual function*to perform. Ha is not only a mutwali, but also a 
spiritual preceptor. He is the curator of the durgah where his ancestor is 
buried, and in him is supposed to continue the spiritual line (silsilla). As is 
well known, these durgahs are the tombs of the celebrated dervtshes, who in 
their lifetime were I'egarded as saints. Borne of these men had established 
khaitkhas where they lived and their disciples congregated. Many of them 
never rose to the importance of a khankah, and when they died tlieir moiisolea 
became shrines or durgahs These dervishes professed esoteric doctrines and 
distinct systems of initiation. They were either sufis or the disciples of 
t22l3Mian Roushan Bayezid, who flourished about the time of Akhar, and 
who had founded an indejiendent esoteric brotherhood, in which the chief 
occupied a peculiarly distinctive position They called themselves/«A:irs on 
the hypothesis that they had abiured the world, and were humble servitors of 
God; by their followers thoy were honoured with the title of Shah or King. 
Herklot gives a detailed account of the different brotherhocjds and the rules 
of initiation in force among them. The preceptor is called the pir, the dis¬ 
ciple the murid. On the death of the pir liis successor assumes the privilege 
of initiating the disciples into the mysteries of dervtshnm or lufi'int. This 
privilege of initiation, cf making murids, of imparting to them spiritual know¬ 
ledge, is one of the functions which the ^aijadauashni performs or is supposeil 
to perform Ajiaiit from the question, therefore, whether a minor can or 
cannot he appointed as a matu ah, it seems to mo that Mahbuh Alum's 
nomination is opposed to the constitution of the office. The relationshin which 
exists between a ptr and his murids, as I understand the theory and practice of 
dervishism, is a spiritual and personal one And a deputy can hardly he 
supposed to impart the same efficacy to Ins ministrations as the p/r Inmself. 

For these reasons, I think that the norninatiofi of Mahbuh .4hun was 
not valid in law. Of course, this ilecision can have no binding effect against 
Mahbuh Alum, he hemg no party to this suit 

The plaintiff he was appointed to the office on the third day after 

his brother’s death hv a number of the disciples and certain other people, two 
of whom at least arc the srihddiinashius of other slirmes The learned pleader 
for the defendant contends that this appointment is invalid, and that m the 
absence of an appointment by the last holder of tlie office, the power of 
nomination deviilves on tlie Kazi. .A.nd in support of this contention he cites 
Baillie, page 594, and the case of M'lohummud Sndik v. Muohummud Ah 
fl Sol. Reo.. (O S ), 17). Neither tlie passage in Baillie, whicii declares that 
in case the icakif he dead and have left no executor, the power of nomination 
vests in the Kazi, nor the ruling in the case referred to, touches the present 
question. No doubt theret2223occur passages in the law books to the effect that 
the congregation cannot validly appoint a mutwab. But as 1 understand tiie 
principle,thosedicta refer to endowments of a public nature like a miis)td'i~jaman 
and similar institutions in which the public at large or the Mussulman public 
genoraliv are interested 'But when an institution is dedicated to the inhabitants 
of a particular locality or to a particular sect or fraternitv, the members of which 
are ascertainable, whatever might have been the case in ancie;>t tiqies, the 
modern Moslem jurists have recognized the validity of an appointment by the 
congregation. The Fatawa-i-Alamgiri, after stating the old views concerning 
such appointments, says--- 

Jli Ail 

* jki f>***^iAI 
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“ It is stated from Shaik-ul-Islam Abdul Hassan that all the mashaikhs 
(jurists) declare that if they (the congregation) do appoint a mutwali, it would 
be as valid as if the appointment was made with the permission of the Kazi." 

And in the Badd-ul-Muhtar it is stated that the modem Mahomedan 
lawyers recognize the validity of an appointment by the congregation. So also 
in the Wa]iz-ul-Muhtar. It is clear, therefore, that the election of the plaintiff 
is not invalid under the Mahomedan Law. Besides, it seems to me that the 
appointment of a sajjadanashin of a durgah must, to a large extent, be regulat¬ 
ed by the practice followed in the particular durgah or neighbouring durgahs. 

Herklot describes the custom in vogue in the durgahs existing in Southern 
India. And, so far as I am aware, that is consistent with the practice prevail¬ 
ing in other parts of India, viz,, that upon the death of the last incumbent, 
generally on the day of what is called the siuvi or teja ceremony (performed 
on the third day after his decease), the fakirs and murids of the durgah, 
assisted by the heads of neighbouring durgahs, instal a competent person on the 
guddi ; generally the fierson chosen is the son of the deceased or somebody 
nominated by him, for his nomination is supposed to carry the guarantee that 
the nominee knows the precepts which he is to communicate to the disciples. 
In some instances the nomination [283] takes the shape of a formal installa¬ 
tion by the electoral body, so to speak, during the life-tjpie of the incumbent 
But in every case <^e person installed is supposed to be competent to initiate 
the murids into the mysteries of the tarikat (tha holy path). In the present 
case the evidence is that in accordance with the general practice and the 
practice prevailing in the durgah in question, the plaintiff was appointed. And 
-I am of opinion that that appointment was valid, and the plaintiff has a title 
to maintain this suit. 

As regards the question of estoppel, 1 agree with the Subordinate Judge. 
Upon the evidence, I am by no means satished that tlie plaintiff attested the 
document in favour of Hasina, n'or is there any evidence pointing to the fact 
that the plaintiff knew, at the time he attested the other documents referred 
to in argument, that Abdul Buzzack liad purported to deal with Khundwa as 
his private property. 

For these reasons, I am of opinion that this appeal should be dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

C. D. P. 


H0TE8. 

I As to Shiat Law see (1903) 25 All. 416. 

As regards mutwalts and sajjadanashms sec (1893) 20 C, 810 ' (1898) 20 All., 482 ; (1900) 
27 Cal. 674 ; (1904) 6 Bom. L. R.. 1058; (1908) P. L. R., 78 ; (1908) P. R., 30. 

As regards the requirements for a valid wagf see (1892) 20 Gal 116. 

A minor cannot be a mutwali, (1908) 8 C. L. J., 196.] 


9 OAL.—-76 
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c le Gal. U8 2 

PEIVy COUNCIL. 


Tfie 12th and 13th November, 1891. 

Present: 

Lords Watson, Hobhouse, and Morris, Sir K. Couch and 

Lord Shand. 


Khoo Kwat Slew and others.Plaintitfs 

verms 

Wool Talk Hwat and others.Defendants. 


[On appeal frl^in the Court, of the Becorder of Rangoon.] 

Insolvency of trading partnership—Mortgage by trading partnership of all its 
assets, when solvent, for advances, present and future- Change of partners 

with continuance of mortgage liability—Validity of mortgage security. 

If a trader assigns all his property, except on some substantial oontomporaneous pay¬ 
ment, or substantial undertaking to make a subsequent payment, thatfs an act of insolvency, 
and is void against the creditors on his insolvency, simply because nothing is left wherewith 
to carry on the business , whereas, if he receives such assistance, something is left to carry 
on the business. 

(284] A trading partnership, before its insolvency, assigned by mortgage all its assets to 
a eroditor, who simultaneously made a substantial advance to the firm, agreeing to make 
future advances. 

Held, that the mortgage would have covered such assets of the then firm as were in exist¬ 
ence at the time of the insolvency, and would not have been void, as against the other 
creditors, and the Official Assignee, because tbe assistance w,vs substantial, and the then 
solvent firm was not left by the assignment without moans. 

Another question was raised upon the facts that, after the mortgage and before the 
insolvency, now partners entered the firm, and new stock-in-trado was brought m. The new 
partners were to be under tbe same liability to the secured creditors, the socunty continuing 
with respect to the new firm and the after-acquired stock, as it stood with respect to the 
old. Held, that this arrangement did dot invalidate the prior security, amounting, as it did, 
to a mere substitutiun of persons and goods at tbe time of the change. 

Also the incoming partners received substantial consideration *, for, although the obliga¬ 
tion, under tbe former agreement with the old firm, for the rest of the advanoM, not then 
mode, was remitted, a new obligation wa.s entered into that a sum of money should b« provid¬ 
ed, which was afterwards supplied. The incoming partners got the benefit of a suretyship 
which the mortgagees bad entered into for the former firm. These wore the considerations to 
the incoming partners at tbe time. As tbe original contract would have beeu, the new one 
was, valid against the Official Assignee. 

Appeal from a decree (24th April 1890) of the Becorder of Bangoon. r 

The plaintiffs, appellants, were members of the firm of Chen Hoe and 
Company, merchants in Bangoon. The defendants, respondents, Wooi Tmk 
Hwat, Khoo Bean Boot, Khoo Yin Inn and Khoo Hock Chie, under the style 
of Pinthong and Fnends, carried on businera as general dealers in Bangoon. 
The members of the partnership were subsequently changed, and the business 
(which had been bought in 1888 for Bs. 54,000) was carried on till tbe insol- 
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venoy of the firm in December 1889. The incoming partners were also defend¬ 
ants, respondents, viz., Khoo Cheng Wah and Baw Pang Lim. And by an 
order made on dth iVlarch 1890 the Official Assignee was added as a 
defendant. 

The principal questions related to an assignment by mortgage deed, made 
by the firm of Pinthong and Priends on the 11th March 1BB9, and were, 
whether this could be enforced as against [229jother creditors, represented by 
the Ofificial Assignee, and what effect was to be given to the substitution of new 
partners. 

Before the 11th March 1889 the plaintiff's had either advanced in cash to 
the firm, or had paid on its account, sums amounting to Rs. 55,000. The 
mortgage deed of that date recitpd that the mortgagees were liable for the 
mortgagors on promissory notes,.hundis, and other securities, and “hadagreed 
to lend money to them in like manner hereafter, <>n being secured in the 
manner hereinafter.” It also stated tiiat the mortgagees had agreed to secure 
the mortgagors to the amount of a lakh of rujiees against all payments which 
they might at any time he called upon to make, or might )>ecome liable for, 
both in respect of instruments already executed and those which they might 
execute. The deed than jissigned to the mortgagees all the stock-iD-trado,fixtures, 
utensils, and effects of the firm which then were or might at any time during 
the continuance of^he security bo brought upon or appertain to the premises 
of the firm, and the good-will of the business, together with all book-debts and 
trade outstandings. There was also given a right of entry upon failure to repay. 

On the 29th May 1889 the defendants, Khoo Bean Poot and Khoo Ym 
Inn, sold their 'shares to Khoo Cheng Choon and Khoo Cheng Wah, and the 
defendant Khoo Hook Chie sold his share to Saw Pang Lim. The incoming 
partners- were all defendants. The firm paid off Bs. 15,QUO of the amount then 
due. In July 1889 Wooi Taik, Hwat retired from the firm, but was re¬ 
admitted on the 7th September following, having bought the shares of Khoo 
Cheng Wah and Daw Pang Lim. In that month the plaintiffs paid Bs. 40,000 
on account of the firm to creditors, and after demanding this sum without 
obtaining payment, they claimed, but were refused, possession of the mortgaged 
assets. On the 11th September they filed their suit olaimiug, under the mortgage, 
possession of the stock and effects m the firm’s warehouse, held by Wooi Taik 
Hwat aud Khoo Cheng Choon, aud of the book-debts and trade outstandings, 
together with an injunotion restraining these two from interference, also claiming 
payment of any balance that might reniain after the proceeds of the sale of the 
above should have been credited. Cn the 12th December 1889 a receiver was 
appointed. Cn the 16tb of the same month [226] the firm of Pinthong and 
Friends w'as adjudicated ihsolvent on their petition to the Court of the Recorder 
in its inaolvencv jurisdiction, that upon their compliance with the provisions 
of the statute, relating to insolvent debtors in India, the 11th and 12th Vic., 
c. 21, they might have the benefit of it. Thereupon the Official Assignee was 
made a defendant in this suit. 

Four of the defendants filed their written answer, and three others, inolud- 
*mg the Official Assignee, filed none. The defence set up by the written state¬ 
ment was in substance that the plaintiffs-only held a mortgage over the stock 
of the firm, as it was constituted at the date of the transaction, but held no 
mortgage ove** the assets of the new firm, as it was constituted after the change 
of partners in May 1889. It was also a ground of defence that at the time of 
i^e mortgage of the 11th March 1889 the plaintifi's had agreed to lend money 
to Pinthong and Friends to the amount of a lakh, if required; and that when 


603 



19 Col. 287 


SHOO KWAt SIRW &C. t). 


the new partners came in the plaintiCFs agreed to postpone calling in a 
balance of Bs. 40,000 then due to them from Pinthong and Friends, but after¬ 
wards refused this accommodation, thus disentitling themselves to possession 
under the mortgage. 

At the hearing it was admitted that the incoming partners took with notice 
of the mortgage, and accepted what liability might arise^under it. The defence 
then made on behalf of the Official Assignee was the invalidity of the mortgage 
as against the creditors other than the plaintiffs. 

The Becorder dismissed the suit with costs, on the ground that the mortgage 
deed of the 11th March 1889 was void as against the general body of creditors, 
and the Official Assignee. There was, as he held, no agreement to make further 
advances on the mortgage, which assigned substantially all the property 
of the firm securing a past debt only, and not future advances coupled 
with it. The mortgage# therefore, necessarily had the efioct of withdrawing 
the firm’s property from being security for other creditors, and was therefore 
void as against the Official Assignee. lie cited Bohson on Bankruptcy, 6th 
edition, page 145, and thus referred to cases; — 

“ There are a number of authorities on the point; one in particular. 
Linden v. Sharp (6 Man. and G., 895), appears to me to be very much in 
t8273 point. There*a trader assigned his goods to a banker to secure £1,000, 
£864 being the amount due to the banker at the time. Although advances were 
actually made by the banker after the execution of the assignment on the faith 
of it, yet as there was no covenant in tlie deed that future advances should be 
made, so as to afford an inference that the security was given to enable the 
trader to carry on his trade, and as the deed placed it in the power of the 
banker to take possession at any time and to sell in default of payment on 
demand, ic was held an act of bankruptcy, altiiough possession was never taken 
by the banker under his security. In Smith v Cnnnan (2 El. and Bl., 35), 
the Exchequer Chamber held that a conveyance necessarily delaying a trader’s 
creditors is an act of bankruptcy, although it has not the effect of stopping his 
trade. In ex-parte Haiolcer in re Keely (L. B , 7 Ch. Ap., 214), an assignment 
of Ml a debtor’s property, except a pension, winch would not pass to the trustee 
in bankruptcy, and could not he taken in execution, was held to be an act of 
bankruptcy. In another case in the same volume, ex-parte Fisher in re Ash 
(L. B., 7 Ch. Ap., 686), there was an assignment of all the debtor’s property 
to secure a past debt, and a fresli advance which was made on a conditional 
promise, that if tiic fresh advance was not paid within ten days, the debtor 
would make the assignment; and it was held that, having regard to the 
conditional nature of the promise and the smallness of the fresh advance, the 
assignment was an act of bankruptcy and void as against the creditors. Mellish, 
L. J., said :—‘ We are of opinion that if we were to hold this bill of sale to be 
valid, we should practically abrogate the rule that the assignment of the whole 
of a debtor’s effects in consideration of a past debt is an act of bankruptcy, 
and should in every case enable a favoured creditor who can trust his debtor, 
to give him a bill of sale of all his property when required, to obtain payment 
of his debt in full to the prejudice of the other creditors.’ f 

" In ex-parte King tn re King (L. B., 2 Ch. Div., 266), JAMES, L. J., 
says :—‘ In each case, looking at all the circumstances, you have to-answer 
these questions- Does the assignment include all the property, or is there a 
substantial exception *? Is it wholly to secure a pre-existing debt ? And if 
there is a further advance, is it a substantial on^; or oply one £888] intended 
to give colour to a security which is ic reality made only for the purpose of 
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recovering a pre-existing debt. ‘Hellish, L. J., says ;—'The numerous cases 
on the subject have settled the law. The only difficulty is in the application 
of it. An assignment of all a debtor’s property for a past debt is an act of 
bankruptcy. A merely nominal exception of part of the property will not 
prevent this, but an exception of a substantial part will prevent it.' In ez- 
parte Ellis in re Ellts (L. R , 2 Oh. Div , 797), Mellish, L. J., said ;—‘The 
result of the authorities is that where a debtor assigns his whole property as a 
security for a past debt only, it is an act of bankruptcy, whatever the motives 
of the parties may have been. If there is a further advance it is not a question 
whether the further advance is great or small, but whether there was a bond 
fide intention of carrying on the business.’ The last case to which I think 
I need refer is cx-parte Chaplin in re Sinclair (L. R., 26 Ch. Div., 319), where 
Cotton, L. J., says:—‘ If persons will take from a man who is in difficulties 
a dised of this description, which has the effect of withdrawing, and is intended 
to withdraw, all the property of the debtor from the ' legal jirocoss which his 
crsditors have a right to enforce against him and bankrujitcy ensues, the deed 
is void under the bankruptcy law. It is fraudulent as well as void, whatever 
may have been the view of those who were engaged in the transaction that it 
might be the best thing for the debtor, or that it might afford an effectual way 
of paying the creditors."* 

• 

The plaintiff's Imving appealed, 

Mr II. IJ. Asquith, Q.C., and Mr. b. Mellor, for the appellants, argued that 
the Recorder had erred in holding the mortgage to be invalid as against the 
Official Assignee. It was valid, and was binding on the newly constituted firm 
and its property, was not a case of the withdrawal of all the assets of a 

trading firm from the reacli of the creditors of the firm other than those whom 
the latter had attempted to secure buch a security, for a past debt only, 
would be invalid ; but here the case was difiereiit, there having been a 
substantial payment by the mortgagee simultaneously with the assignment of 
all the mortgagors’ assets, and there having been also an undertaking to 
make future advances This [2293 had been done, with good faith on both 
sides , and the security had been given to secure both the then present, and 
the then contemplated, but subsequent advances, when they should have been 
made This had not been done with a view to future probable insolvency. 
On the contrary, the consideration, consisting of present and subsequent 
advances, was that the firm should be assisted and supported. This was done by 
the creditor, who having given this assistance was entitled to have the benefit 
of the security executed in his favour An assignment would hold good to 
bind what would be, at the date of it, as yet not existing stock-in-trade, also 
book debts afterwards to be entered and realized, provided always that they 
were specific property, such as could be made thesubiect of contract capable 
of specific performance. No subsequent act of the character of transfer of pos¬ 
session was necessary , the assignment in equity being complete as soon as the 
projaerty came into existence, the only question being one of its identification 
with the property described in the mortgage. Again, the judgment of the 
Court fielow, so far as it was based on the conclusion that there had been no 
agreement for further advances, was wrong.' This had arisen from the want of 
a clear distinction, which should have been made between the evidence relating 
to the agreement of the 11th March, and that relating to the agreement of the 
29th May 1889. On the latter date the incoming partners took over all the 
liabilities of the old firm of Tintbong and Friends to the plaintiffs; thus agreeing, 
in effect, with them that the assets of the new firm should remain as seourity 
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aooording to the terms of the mortgage of the 11th of March. Those of the 
respondents who afterwards joined the firm did so with notice of the mortgage ; 
and the assets of the old firm remained subject to the mortgage in the hands 
of the partners who came in. Neither the change of persons, nor the change of 
moveables charged, had any efi'eot to invalidate the mortgage as against the 
OfQcial Assignee. The issues should have distinguished the rights of the incoming 
partners from those of the Official Assignee. But it wai apparent enough that 
the mortgage was originally valid as against the old firm ; and when subse¬ 
quently extended, on the 29th May, at the incoming of the new partners, it was 
valid also as against the newly constituted firm, binding it, and its atseets ; and 
that the mortgage was first and last valid against the Official Assignee. 

[830] Mr. J. D. Mayne and Mr. J. Alderson Foote, for the respondent 
Puma Chunder Soin, the Official Assignee of the estate of Pinthong and Frie|^d8, 
argued that the mortgage was substantially an assignment of the firm’s property 
for a past debt, and that there had been no sufficient evidence of any agreement 
to make further advances after the 11th of March, or of the actual making 
of any such subsequent advance. So fai' as the new partners were concern¬ 
ed the debts wore past, and the obligations were pre-existing. If when these 
partners came in, on the 29tfa May, they had executed a mortgage like that of 
the 11th March, it would have been in consideration of previous advances and 
past debts. The arrangement carried out on the 29th Ma^ could not put the 
mortgage into any more effective state as regaided the new partners. What¬ 
ever the original arrangement between the plaintiffs and the old firm, the effect 
of the new arrangement was to rescind and determine the former mortgage, 
and to render it void as agaitisb creditors. There was no new obligation on the 
part of the mortgagees entered into on or after the 29th May 1889, and the 
debts at that date were all pre-existing. The stock-in-trade, brought in after that 
date, would not be subject to the original mortgage, nor was there any new 
arrangement whereby it would be rendered a security in the hands of the new 
partners. Beference was made, in regard to the rights of the Official Assignee, 
to ex parte Johnson m re Chapman (L. B., 26 Gh. Div., 338), ex parte Wilkinson 
tn re Berry (L. B., 22 Oh. Div., 788), ex parte Dann in re Parker (L. E., 17 Ch. 
Div., 26), ex parte Baring (1 Mer., 611), and other cases cited in "Williams 
on the Law in Bankruptcy,” fith edition, 1891, dealing with section 4 of the 
Act of 1883. Also section 23 of 11 and 12 Vic., c. 21, relating to insolvent 
debtors in India was referred to. 

It having lieon said, during the argument, that the law relating to the assign¬ 
ment of after-acquired property should be considered; and that, under the 
former rulings, a mere license to sense could not divest property, their Lordships 
referred to Holroyd v. Marshall (10 H. L. Ca., 191), where the title of mortgagees 
(upon a question whether as to machinery, added and substituted after the 
date of the mortgage, they had acquired the property) prevailed over that of the 
[8Si3 judgment-creditor. They also referred to the opinions expressed in the 
House cf Lords in Tailby v. The Official Becetver (L. B., 13 App. Gas., 523), 
where it was decided that an assignment, by way of security, of certain book- 
debts, not existing at the time of the assignment, was valid, so as to give the 
assignee a good title to them when they came into existence. * 

Mr. F Mellor was called upon to reply only as to the evidence relating to 
the future advances. At the end of the argument, their Lordships’ jadl^ent 
was delivered by 

fiOVd Hobhoaie. —The only question in tiiis case is whether the mortgage 
deed of the tlth March 1889, either originally, or as modified in May 1889, ii 
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valid against the assignee in insolvency of the mortgagors. It is better not to 
use the term " fraudulent ” in such a case, though that term has, by rather an 
unhappy use of language, been applied by Courts of equity to transactions 
which are not at all dishonest in their nature, but are only such as the law 
will not allow. In this case there is no suggestion from beginning to 
end of there being anything dishonest in the transaction. The sole question 
is as to its legal validity. ■ 

The well-known rule of law is that if a trader assigns all his property, 
except on some substantial cqntemporaneous payment, or some substantial 
undertaking to make payment in/ttfwo, that is an act of bankruptcy, and is 
void against the creditors and the assignee, simply because nothing is left with 
which to carry on his business, whereas if he receives substantial assistance 
son^ething is left to carry on the business. 

Prior to the mortgage of the 11th March 1889 the mortgagees had assisted 
the mortgagors, either by payments or by incurring liabilities on promissory 
notes for them, to the extent of Bs. 30,000. Ac the time of the mortgage 
more assistance was given. Their'Lordships take it to be clear beyond dispute, 
though it has been argued to the contrary at the Bar, that simultaneously 
with the mortgage the (defendants’ firm did receive, in the form of a joint 
promissory note signed by themselves, and by the plaintiffs, further assistance 
to the extent of Bs. ^5,000. They also received an undertaking for further 
accommodation, amounting in the whole [932} to a lakh of rupees. This 
promissory note, like at least one, if not more, of the former ones, was pay¬ 
able on demand, but there seems to have been some understanding—it does 
not appear exactly what—that it should not be presented until some later date. 
It was in fact presented in the month of September 1889. It was not taken 
up by the mortgagors, and it was taken up by the mortgagees. There was 
therefore substantially an advance of Bs. 25,000 simultaneously with the 
mortgage. The further accommodation to the extent of a lakh of rupees was 
not made, on account of a subsequent agreement which will be noticed presently. 

That being so, their Lordships consider that this deed must be held to be 
valid. They are not aware of any case in which a simultaneous advance of a 
large amount being made, and future support being promised of a large amount, 
the validity of such a deed has been seriously called in question. In this case 
the simultaneous advance was nearly as much as the pre-existing debt, and 
the undertaking to give future advances was considerably more. 

It has been argued for the assignee that the proper test is, whether it was 
the intention of the parties that the trader giving such a security should carry 
on his business. Their Lordships conceive that that question hardly arises 
except in those cases where the amount of additional assistance given at the 
time of the mortgage is so small as to create a doubt whether it is substantial; 
and then comes in the inquiry into the motives of the parties, whether they 
did really intend that the business should be carried on or not. It is impossible 
to raise such a question here, where the amount of simultaneous and future 
advance is very large. Even if their Lordships did enter into that question, 
Which fs one of honesty, the receiver’s accounts show that the firm was, as 
late as the 31st August 1889—in fact till the large amounts due on promissory 
QOtM were called for—a solvent firm. Striking out from the liabilities the debts 
due to the partners themselves, which of course cannot be taken into account 
for this purpose and the sum of Bs. 40,000 which was due to or was to be 
supplied by the mortgagees, it seems that at that date the firm would have had 
a surplus of something like Bs. 74,000. It was a solvent firm, and we have it 
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in evidence that it was doing C3S8] a large business, and it must have been 
the interest, and doubtless was the motive, of all the parties to keep on its legs 
a firm that was doing a business bringing in profit. 

Their Lordships have no doubt whatever about the validity of the mortgage 
deed of the llth March 1889. That would, at all events, cover such assets of 
the then firm as wore in existence at the time of the insolvency ; and the 
receiver's accounts again show that those assets were something substantial. 

But then it is argued that as regards the partners who came into the firm 
on the 29th May 1889, and as regards the new stock-in-trade which was 
brought into the business after that time, the mortgage deed cannot operate. 
First, it was said that there was no arrangement that it should operate on the 
future stock. But their Lordships consider it to be well established by the 
evidence that the arrangements made were of the nature which has been suc¬ 
cinctly stated by witnesses on both sides. The principal plaintiff says : “ I said 
that if an agreement was made ”—that is the agreement for incoming gart- 
ners—" they would have to pay Rs. 15,000,”—that was paid down—‘and 
Rs. 40,000 on due date.” Then he says. “It was secured by the document." 
What was secured ? The sum of Rs. 40,000 was secured. But this sum 
certainly would not have been secured if the goods of the old firm, which were 
being exhausted week by week, had been the only security for it, and the 
goods substituted fof them were not to form part of that security. The same 
witness afterwards says . ” When the incoming partners came into the firm 

it was understood that I should continue to guarantee the Rs. 40,000 until 
Bugwan Doss and the Chetty's notes became due ” One of the outgoing 
partners says, speaking of the incoming partner.^ • “ They undertook to pay 
all debts contracted by the firm”—that is the old firm—“ as well as what was 
due under the mortgage. The security of the mortgage was to continue, but no 
further advances were to be made. " ''It was also said that the 

amount due on Exhibit A was to be reduced to Rs. 10,000, and that there 
was to be no more iiccommodation, and the Rs. 40,000 was to be paid on 
due date or on demand. The stock was to continue as security.” 

On those passages it was argued that that merely meant that the mort¬ 
gage of the llth March IBiilO was to continue according to its C234i] legal 
operation as it was made, that is, its operation on the assets of the old 
firm. But such an interpretation would be making the parties enter into a non¬ 
sensical agreement. It is impossible to suppose that the incoming partners, 
who were to take all the benefit and the profits of the existing stock, the mort¬ 
gagees not enforcing their security against it which they could enforce, were 
not agreeing under these expressions, 'f those were the expressions used, or that 
the witnesses did not intend to state that they were agreeing, that the stock 
for the time being of the firm then constituted was to be the security to the mort¬ 
gagees. An incoming partner, and one of the defendants, Khoo Cheng Choon, says: 
" I said” to Khoo Kwat Siew, “ I would pay Rs. 15,000,”—that was done—“ and 
for the balance Rs. 40,000 you must stand guarantee. He agreed. If he hadn’t 
done so 1 wouldn’t have entered into the firm.” Therefore it seems that the 
incoming partner entered into the firm on the promise of the plaintiff Khoo Kwat 
Siew to guarantee these Rs. 40,000 which actually were paid. This statement of 
Khoo Cheng Choon leads to the same inference in the minds of their Lordship 
that they have drawn from the preceding evidence. In his cross-examination 
Khoo Cheng Choon says ; " When Taik Hwat,” — the senior partner,—" went 
out it was arranged that the security should continue.” Their Lordships 
interpret the meaning of this to be that the security should continue with 
respect to the new firm and the new stock, exactly as it stood with respect to 
the old firm and the old stock. 
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Then it is argued by Mr. Maym that if this new arrangement had been 
the first arrangement, and if we take the facts as they stood at the time when 
the new arrangement was made, all the debts then secured were past debts or 
existing liabilities, and so the security, the mortgage, would fall within the 
rule which makes void assignments of all a trader’s property. It is an inge¬ 
nious argument, but their Lordships cannot accede to it. In the first plane it 
is impossible to take the case as if the original arrangement did not exist. 
We find a valid mortgage existing o\or the assets of the firm, imm^iately 
before the arrangement of May 1889. New partners then came in, and the 
mortgagees’ assent has to he. obtained, because they could seriously embarrass, 
probably could break up the firm at any moment. The new [238] partners 
then have the benefit of the going concern, and they make the reasonable 
arrangement that the going new concern shall be under the same liabilities to 
the secured creditors as the goidg old concern It is impossible to say that 
such an arrangement as that would invalidate the prior valid security, because 
it amounts to a mere substitution of persons and goods at the time of the 
change. But further, it is not true that substantial consideration in payment 
did not pass to the incoming partners It is true that Bs. 15,000 of the debt 
was then paid off, and tliat the obligation of the mortgagees to provide accom¬ 
modation up to a lakh of rupees was then remitted, but there still remained 
their obligation to provide the Bs 40,000, which was actually provided in the 
succeeding month of September. • 

This obligation did not exist as between the moitgagees and the incoming 
partners till the arrangement of May 1889 was made. Then the incoming 
partners got the benefit of the suretyship into which the mortgagees had entered 
for the former partneiship 

Their Lordships therelore hold that, even if tins had been the original 
arrangement, it would have been supported by the passing of a substantial con¬ 
sideration to the incoming partners at the time of the arrangement. 

The result will be that the decree of the Recorder of Rangoon should be 
reversed, and that the plaintiffs should have a decree substantially in accordance 
with the plaint. Prohahly the property has undergone change during the progress 
of the suit, in a wav to vary the precise mode of relief. It will be right to 
declare that the indenture ol the llth ATaich 1889 is a lawful and valid 
instrument, and that hv virtue theieof the plaintiffs were, at the date of the 
insolvency of Pinthong and Friends, mortgagees ol all the stock-in-trade, fixtures, 
utensils, and effects then upon or in or appertaining to their premises in 
Merchant Street, and of the goodwill of their business, with all hook-debts end 
trade outstandings then payable to or recovet able hv the said firm. 

There is some further care requiied in framing the decree, because the 
suit was originally brought, and this appeal is brought, against all of the seven 
persons who, between the llth March 1889 and the date of suit, viz, the 
llth September 1889, were partners in the litm of Pinthong and Friends. 
None of those persons ha\e appeared heie, and their Lordships must act in their 
[236] absence. Three of these [Kiisons, Khoo Bean Poot, Khoo Hock Chie, 
and Khoo Yin liin, do not appeal to have made any defence, or to have caused 
, or ipourred any costs. The effect of the arrangement of May 1889 was to 
transfer the liability created hv the mortgage of March from the then outgoing 
partners to the incoming ones. The outgoing partners are the three defendants 
in question. Agiinst them there should'lie no costs. The other four, Wooi. 
Talk Hwat, Khoo Cheng Choon, Saw Pang Lim, and Khoo Cheng Wah, put 
in a written statement denying the validity of the mortgage. In March 1890 
the Official Assignee under the insolvency was added as a defendant, aivl 
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though the individual has been changed, the Official Assignee is a party to this 
appeal, and has appeared to maintain the Becorder's decree. Whether a 
decree against che insolvents will be of any value to the plaintiffs their Lord¬ 
ships cannot tell, but they think that the plaintiffs are entitled to it. All the 
remedies that the mortgage deed is calculated to give them they are entitled 
to against the persons who undertook the obligations, and against the Official 
Assignee on whom the mortgage property has devolved. The four defendants 
last mentioned and the present Official Assignee should be ordered to pay 
the costs of the suit and of this appeal. 

Their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty accordingly. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants: Messrs. Bramall and White. 

Solicitors for the Bespondent, the Official Assignee: Messrs. Prior, Church, 
and Adams. 

O.B. 

NOTES. 

[Soe (1902) 2(i Bom. 765 where thiR was followed ] 

[ 19 Cal. 286 ] 

„ PBIVY COUNCIL. 

The 10th November and liith December, IhUl. 

Present • 

Lord Watson, Lord Morris, Sir B. Couch, and Lord Shand. 

Behari Lai.Plaintiff 

versus 

Madho Lai Ahir Gayawal and another.Defendants. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 


Hindu widow’s estate — Life-estate of Hindu widow, surrender of — Accelera¬ 
tion of estate of heir requires absolute conveyance by Hindu widow — 

Ikrai imma by Hindu widow m favour of heir, when she retains 
possession of estate, effect of — Reversioners, rights of. 

A Hindu widow can accelerate the succession of the heir by conveying absolutely her 
life^tate to him, but it is essential that she should £2871 surrender her estate, so that the 
whole estate should become at once vested. 

A Hindu widow executed an ikramama m favour of her daughter’s son, then apparenUy 
the heir who would ultimately .succeed, but adding that she would retain possession for her 
own life. Held, that this could not operate to exclude the daughter, nor after her the son 
of another (deceased) daughter, not bom at the date. 

Appeal from a decree (12th August 1886) of the High Court, revering a* 
decree (23rd December 1882) of the Subordinate Judge of Gaya. 

This appeal was commenced by Behari Lai Meherwal Gayawal, who 
di^ in 1890, and was now represented by his widow Maina Dai. He brought 
this suit on the 7th January 1884 against the two respoadents, who were his 
mother and his first cousin, to obtain a declaration of his title to, and 
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possession of, the whole estate of his deceased maternal grandfather 
Damodhur Mahton, who died in 1845 without leaving a son. Damodhur 
left two daughters and a widow, their mother, Lachoo Dai, who died in 1878. 
The younger of the daughters, Phula Dai, died in 1852, leaving a son, 
Madho Lai, now one of the defendants. The other daughter, Bani Dai, was 
the mother of Behari Lai, and was a co-defendant with Madho. The only 
property of Damodhur proved, as the Courts found in this suit, to have belonged 
to him was land forming a mehal, named Pahra, in the Gaya district. The 
family belonged to a class of priests ofBciatiug at Gaya and known as Gayawal. 

Behari Lai alleged an exclusive right in himself to succeed to Damodhur’s 
estate, in virtue of an ikrarnama executed in his favour by his grandmother, 
the widow Lachoo Dai, in 1849, and the principal question on this appesd 
related to the effect of this docuftient. ^he Mitakshara law prevailed where 
the parties lived. Rani Dai came next to Lachoo in succession, for the estate 
of a daughter, during whose life, as it would appear, the plaintiff would have 
ranked only as an expectant heir in equal degree with his cousin Madho. But 
the plaint alleged that the ordinary law was not applicable, asserting that, by 
the custom of Gayawals at Gaya, the vrfdow of a Gayawal, such as Damodhur 
was, could absolutely transfer her deceased husband’s estate to a male of that 
C 288 ] class, whether an heir by law or not. This was with a view to provi¬ 
sion being made for the continuance of the worship amoag Gayawals. 

• 

Bani Dai did not oppose her son’s suit, only claiming that, if dispossessed 
she should have maintenance. Madho Lai, among other defences, denied the 
widow’s competence to make the gift of 1849, denying that the custom existed. 
In prior litigation in 1874 it had been held by the High Court that the ikrar¬ 
nama was only intended as testamentary. He alleged also that Lachoo, on 
the 9th January 1877, had executed a document, under which he had held, 
during the remainder of her life, one-half of the mehal, but that, on her death, 
Bani Dai had, as daughter and heiress of Damodhur, obtained a decree, dated 

4th September 1879, upon which he had given up possession to her 

« 

The First Court found that an ikrarnama in favour of Behari Lai had been 
executed on the I3tb September 1849 by Lachoo Dai, and decreed in favour of 
the plaintiff a declaration of his title, with possession and mesne profits. 

On an appeal to the High Court this decision waF' reversed by a Division 
Bench (Ghose and PORTEB, JJ.), and the suit was dismissed. The iudgment was 
that the alleged deed of gift did not operate, and was not intended to operate 
as a gift, between living persons, but was of a testamentary character and only 
declared that Behari Ijal was then the ultimate reversionary heir of Damodhur 
Mahton, and that he would, on Lachoo’s death, take the inheritance. This, 
according to Hindu law, was a disposition beyond the power of a widow to 
make. It was not a family arrangement; the consent of the daughters was 
not proved. Nor had any custom, authorizing the widow so to dispose of the 
estate, been proved. 

The Judges said that the first question was, what was the true construction 
, of the ikrarnama of the 13th September 1849 ? They referred to the former 
decision of the High Court upon the document in 1874, and concurred in the 
opinion then expressed, giving their reasons thus :— 

“ We think, considering the document as a whole, that what it purports to 
do is simply to declare that Behari Lai, who was then performing the Gayawal 
duties for the lady, was the ultimate [239] reversionary heir, and that as such 
upon her death, he would succeed to the estate. 
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" It does not purport to convey to him as the next reversionary heir even 
the widow's estate, much less the full estate left by Damodhur Mahton. The 
estate was to remain with the widow during her lifetime, as the heiress of her 
husband, and upon her death to go to Behari Lai. That being so, it was not 
a conveyance m prtB&enit, but was a testamentary disposition, to come into 
effect upon the death of the widow : and this she had clearly no right to do 
under the Hindu law, for it was not her own property she was dealing with, 
hut it was the property of her husband ; and also because her husband’s heirs, 
whoever might be such heirs whet, the succession should open out, would not 
be bound by any such disposition on her part.” 

With regard to the contention that tliere had been a valid gift inter vtuoi, 
and to a finding of the Bubordiniitc -Tudge that Lachoo Dai and this appellant 
were in possession of the said pro|ierty in ttv? lifetime of Lachoo Dai, they said 
that they were not “ quite prepared to come to the same conclusion,” and 
proceeded;— 

” But, however that, may he, it is clear oven upon the plaintiff’s case, as 
made by the evidence and as found hy the Lower Court, that there was no 
complete relinquibliment by Lachoo Dai of imr possession duiing her lifetime, 
and that she did not do all tiiat lav m her power to complete the gift That 
being so, no property could pass under the gift to the plaintiff.” 

They held for thebe reasons that - 

“There was no valid gift inter vivos by the lady, that tTiere was no inten¬ 
tion on her part that the ikrarnaina should opernte'in j/rcesenti, and that it 
was but a testamentary disposition to come into eth'c-t alter her death, and as 
such invalid as against the defendant.” 

On this appeal— 

Mr. J. Graham Q.C., and Mr. «/. //. A. Biansim, for the appellant, argued 
as the principal point, that the ettect of tlie ikrarnaina. was that the widow 
transferred Co Behari Lai her proprl(>tal^ rigiit The surrender of her estate 
by a Hindu mother to those who, at the Lime, were the heirs (and Behari Lai 
fulfilled this requirement) C940} vested in them, by acceloralion of their 
interests, the inheritance which they ivould take, if, at that time, she were to 
die. This was laid down in Nofeidoss Roy v. Moilhit Soondan Rurmonia 
{I. L. B., 5 Cal., 732). The grandmother did no m-u-e than extinguish her 
own estate; she did not profess to give possession. 

Mr. B. V. Doyne/toT the respondents, was not called ujion 

On the 12tli December their Lordsinps’ judgment was delivered by 

Lord Morris. —Damodhur Mahton was the owner of the immoveable 
property, the subject of this suit, he died in the year 184o, leaving his widow, 
Laqhoo Dai, and two daughters, Bam Dai and I’hula Dai, him surviving. The 
plaintiff Behari Lai is the son of Bani Dm hv her marriage with Gungabishen 
Meherwar; the defendant Madlio La) is the sun of Pbula Dai by her marriage 
with Sadasbib Abir; the .plaintiff and defendant are thus first cousins. 
On the death of Damodhur Mahton, his widow Lachoo Dai succeeded to the 
immoveable property as a Hindu widow under the Hindu law. On the 13th 
September 1H49 Lachoo Dai executed an ikrarnama of that date. Lachoo 
Dai died in 1878 Behari Lai has brought this suit against Madho Lai and 
Bani Dai, seeking to be declared entitled to the immoveable property loft by 
his grandfather Damodhur Mahton ; Bani Dai does not resist 4ihe plaintiff’s 
claim, and the question lies between Behari Lai and Mudho Lai. The case 
really depends on what is the construction of the ikrarnama. The material 
part of it is as follows: — 
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" Whereas 1, the declarant, and noy husband have two daughters by me, 
viz., Museum mat Bani Dai and Mussummat Bhola Dai. My husband died 
by the will of God (on the llch Pous 1253 Fusli), leaving me as heiress. All 
the mauzas of this district and zillah Tirhut, jatris, houses and household 
furniture, ready money, grain, ornaments set witli ()re(‘ious stones, plates, 
weapons, woollen stuff, silk, and male and female slaves left hy him are held 
by me, without the partnership and possession of any other individual. Whereas 
Mussummat Bhola Dai, my daughter, has got no son, and Mussummat 
Rani Dai, my daughter, has got a son, b> name Beliari Lai Meherwar, 
and consequently [2413 as 1 have no son, according to the Shastra the said 
Behan Lai Meherwar, my daughter’s son, is the heir of my liusband and 
mvself, and he has been performing the G^awal duties for the pitris of my 
husband and myself, who come from Txrhut and other places. Notwithstand¬ 
ing this, with a view to completion, I (witii the permission of inv husbandj do 
hereby declare and give in writing that all the mauzas Iving in this district and 
zillah Tirhut, houses, household furniture, leadv money, grain, ornaments, 
lewols, plates, weapons, woollen clothes, silk stuff, slave.s, and ]atris, especially 
Maharaja Ruder Narain Singh, Bahadur, the Raja of Darbhanga, and his 
relatives and descendants, and others loft by my husband, and owned and 
held hy me, and debts and dues of my husiiand and myself, belong to Behari 
Lai Muiierwar, aforesaid. I, the declarant, shall, till tlie end of my life, hold 
possession, as 1 have heretofore done, without the partnersRip and possession 
of any other individual, and shall perform acts of chaiitif' (shall receive my 
maintenance) After mv deatff, Behari Lai Meherwar sliall enter into possession 
and enjoy all the jirufit^ of all the mouzahs Iving in this district, and m the 
district of Tirhut, and all the properties moveable and immoveable, personal 
atul '>inn<ltufj m my own nanu’' (cash and household effects), etc, left by my 
husband and by me, to which no one sliall have any right, demand, or 
disjiute.” 

After the execution of the ikranlama the widow aiiplied to nave Beliari 
Jjal's name put on the Collector’s records„hut with herself as the registered 
owner. 

.At the time ol the execution of the ikrarnama Madho Lai was not horn, 
ao that the plaintiff was then the apparent reversionary heir, subject to the 
life'estate of ins grandinotlier Lachoo Dai ; it may be accepted that, according 
to Hindu law, the widow can accelerate the estate of the heir by conveying 
absolutely and destroying her life-estate. 

It was essentially necessary to withdraw her own life-estate, so that the 
whole estate should got vested at once in the grantee. The necessity of the 
removal of the obstacle of the life-estate is a jiractical check on the frequency 
of such conveyances. Now in the ikrarnama in question Lachoo Dai, so far 
from destroying her life-C2423estate, expressly says —“ 1 shall, till the end 
of my life, hold possession, as I have heretofore done, without the partnership 
and possession of any other individual,” and again she says “ after my death, 
Behari Lai Meherwar shall enter into possession, etc.” ' The object of Lachoo 
Dai w'as declare the rights of Behari Lai, who was performing the G>awal 
ceremonies, and obtaining the fees for her, she wished to leave, the management 
in his hands, but not to surrender her life-Bstate As to an alleged custom 
amongst Gyawals, that the widow could, overriding Hindu law, have an absolute 
and entire power over the immoveable estate of her husband, it is sufficient to 
sav that no such custom has been proved. Their Lordships will therefore 

* The words italicised are not in the onginal document. 
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humbly advise Her Majesty to affirm the judgment of the High Court, and 
dismiss the appeal with costs. Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant • Messrs. Watkins and Lattey. 

Solicitors for the Resnonddnt; Messrs. Jiarrow and Bagers. 

C. B. 


« NOTES. 

1 WIDOW’S ’SURRENDER' OF HER LIFE-ESTATE— 

(1) The motives of the widow »s to surrender aro immaterial:—31 Mad., 446. 

(2) A widow cannot enlai^e her life-estato into an absolute estate by relinquishment to 
the reversioner and retransfer ■—22 Cal., 364 ; 11 M L. J., .335 ; see also 23 M. L J., 368. 

(3) An absolute surrender is valid and accelerates the reversionary succession :—13 
C. W. N., 201: 10 Cal., 236 ; 7 Bom., L. B., 622 ; 8 M. L. T., 320 ; 40 Cal., 721; 28 
M. L. J., 1. 

(4) For the surrender to be eficotual, {a) it must be of the entirety of her interest — a 
mortgage for example, being ineffectual:—9 C. L. J.. 463 . 35 Cal , 1086 , 19 I. C., 273 ; 29 
All., 71: 4 M. L. J., 98 ; 19 Mad., .337. 

(b) and it must relate to the whole of the estate inherited —not merely to a itari 

m thereof 13 M, L. T., 468 : 21 Mad., 128; 31 Mad., 366 ; 31 Mad., 446; (1914) 

28 M L. J., 1 F B., 34 Bom , 165 : (1902) P.R., 17. 

In Calcutta, the hirmer condition alone was held sufficient in these cases, wherein it was 
held that a part might be surrendered all that this case required being that the entire 

interest m that part should be surrendered, 35 Cal , QSS ; 12 G W. N., 49 , 22 Cal., 354 ; 

2 I. C., 660 ; but see now (1913) 40 Cal., 721. 

(5) Although a partial alienation may be inefiectual os surrender, it may have validity 
os an alienatum v,%th the consent of reverstMters, The tendency of recent case-law has been 
to regard such consent as raising a rebuttable presumption of justifying circumstances, or 
alienee's belief in them . — (1913) 40 Oal., 781 F.B ; (1914; SB M.L.J. 1 F.B.; Btjoy Oopal v. 
Qvrvttdra (1914) IS 0 W.R., 678 P.C , but see also the latest Privy Council case of Har% 
Kish^ V. Kashi Pershad (1914) 19 G.W.N., 870; (IBOB) 11 Bom., L. B., 833. 

The leading case of (1807) 80 All IP.C. has given rise to considerable difficulty in 
ascertaining the law on this subject: it only dealt directly with the quantum of consent 
required.} • 


[ 19 Oal. SIS } 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 17ih November and Sth December, 1891. 

Present: 

Lobd Watson, Lord Morris. Sir R. Couch, and Lord Shand. 


Aga Ahmed lapahani.Plaintiff 

. versus 

Judith Emma Crisp.Defendant. 


fOn appeal from the Court of the Recorder of Rangoon.] , 

Promissory note- Bight of indemnification attendant upon suretyship—-Bight 
of endorser who pays a promissory note, or bill of exchange, to benefit 
of securities deposited — Agent's authority, extent of. 

The same rule is applicable to the endorser of a promissory note that applies to the 
endorser of a bill of exohange, that, if he pays the holder of it, h^i« entitled to thd bMHflt 
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of the seonritiea, given by the maker in ttie one ease, the aooeptor in the other, which the 
holder has in his hands at the time of the payment, and upon which he has no claim except 
for the note or bill. 

Duncan Fox and Co. v. North and South Wales Bank (L. R., 6 App. Cas., 1} referred to. 

Promissory notes made by an agent, acting for himself and fdr his principal, were 
secured by the deposit of title-deeds of property, IMS] belonging to the prmcipal, in the bands 
of a Bank which discounted the notes, and the latter were paid at maturity by an endorser. 

Held, that the endorser was entitled to a transfer of the deeds to him as security, without 
further assent from the owner. 

Held, also, that he was entitled tO' have them transferred to him on the ground that, as 
a fact, the agent, acting within the principal’s authority, bad agreed that, in consideration 
of his paying the amount of the notes to the holder, be should have this security, the Bank 
assenting. , 

Appeal from a decree (29th May 1890) of the Recorder of Rangoon. 

This suit was brought by the appellant, a merchant in Rangoon, against 
the respondent, -Judith Emma Crisp, a widow residing there, and against her 
son, James Favel Crisp, to recover Rs. 15,000 with Rs. 108 for interest; also 
to establisli an equitable mortgage to the plaintiff of land and buildings in 
Rangoon belonging to the respondent. The plaint stated that tlie son, fon 
himself, and as bis mother’^agent, made two promissory notes, dated 30th April 
1889, payable in three months to the plaintiff or order for Rs. 1*5,000, which notes 
were discounted by thd National Bank of India at that place. The title-deeds 
of property belonging to the^first defendant were deposited with the Bank to 
secure payment of the notes, which were renewed at due date, and, in the end, 
paid by the plaintiff. Against the first defendant a declaration was claimed 
that the plaintiff was entitled to a charge upon the property of which a sale, 
upon default, was asked for. The first defendant denied knowledge of the 
transaction, or that her son had acted with her authority. The second defend¬ 
ant denied that the whole sum claimed was due, but admitted that part would 
be found to he due from himself to the plaintiff on accounts being taken betiyyeen 
them, they having been, as he alleged, partners, and the money having been 
taken for their business. 

The question now was whether the appellant was entitled to the security 
of the title-deeds, as against the respondent, upon the state of facts given in 
their Lordships’ judgment. 

The Recorder dismissed the suit against the first defendant, making a 
decree against the second alone for the money claimed. In his judgment he 
referred to the assent which he found the first to have given to the pledge with 
the Bank, and her refusal to [244] agree to the transfer, as affecting her 
liability, concluding as follows:— 

" Now from the evidence it is, 1 think, clear that the first defendant knew 
that her deeds had been pledged to the Bank and that she assented to the pledge. 
But she denies that she assenced to them being pledged with the plaintiil. 
The second defendant also says that his mother did not know of the transaction. 
But of course I canuot act upon the evidence of a man who must either have 
committ^ a fraud by depositing the deeds without authority, or, if be had 
authority, must have perjured himself by si^earing that he had not. I con 
only, therefore, act upon the evidence of the first defendant. It is of a very 
unsatisfactory character, for she contradicted herself repeatedly, and as it 
was taken upon commission, 1 had no opportunity of observing her 
demeanour. As it stands however, 1 do not think I should be justified in 
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holding that she was aware of the transactions of the 3nd -of Au^ist. S'raad 
may be condoned or so acquiesced in that a pai^y ts barred his relief. But 
such party must have fail knowledge of all the facts in order to* condone the fraud 
—Moxon V. Payne f8 Ch. Ap., 881). 1 do not think tbatsuoh knowledge is 
brought home to the first defendant by the evidence in this case. The plaintiff'' 
knew that the property was the property of the first defendant, and that ft 
was being pledged to secure not her debt, but the debt of the second defendant. 
Yet having this knowledge he did not take the precaution of ascertaining 
whether the first defendant assented to the acts of the second defendant not 
acting as her agent, but dealing with her property for his own purpose If a 
man encounters a loss from the defective authority of the agent, it is properly 
attributable to his own fault, since he must know that he has no other security 
than his reliance upon the good faith and credit of the agent —Attwood v. 
Munntngs (7 B. & C., 278). Section I4l of the Contract Act, which was relied 
upon for the plaintiff, does not seem to me to apply to this case, as 
there ■was a new arrangement under which the plaintiff became the creditor. 

' I think, therefore, that the suit must he dismissed as against the first 
defendant, but without costs, as she is to blame for not taking steps to cancel 
the t249} power and recover the deeds. There will be a decree against the 
jgsecond defendant for the amount claimed with costs." 


Mr. J. D. AI(ii/ne and Mr. James Fox, for the Appellant, argued that the 
decree was wrong in dismissing the suit against the first defendant, now 
respondent. They submitted that J. F. Crisp, the son, against whom the decree 
» had been made, had been acting within the scope of his authority in the exer¬ 
cise of powers conferred upon him in the document of the l‘2th December 1888 
He had acted in his capacity of agent for the respondent in signing the pro- 
missorv notes, in depositing the deeds with the Bank, and ui agreeing with the 
plaintiff by letter of the 2nd August in th^ year that the deeds should be 
transferred to him. The Becorder had been right in finding that the respondent 
knew of the deposit of her deeds with the Bank, assenting to that part of the 
transaction. But he had not gone far enough, for he should have held that the 
plaintiff's rights when he paid the notes were not affected by the ftmt, even if 
it could be treated as a fact, that she had refused to give her assent to the 
transfer of thA securities. At all events, on the evidence, and the right con¬ 
struction of the second defendant's authority from his mother, he could transfer 
them to the plaintiff, who on payment by him, to the Bank, of the amount for 
which he was surety, b.^came immediately entitled to the benefit of all the 
securities fur iiayraentof the notes Uien m the possession of the Bank as creditor. 
Sections 140 * and 141 f of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, were referred to. 


Mr. R. Niville, Q.C., and Mr. Yarborough Anderson, for the Bespondent, 
contended that the suit as against her had been rightly dismissed. The loan 
made by the Bank on the promissory notes was not for her benefit, as the 
appellant knew, or must be taken to have known. The money was t^eh by 


* tSec. 140:—Where a gU4r<tateed debt hsH bcconie due, or default of the prinoipsl debtoi 
■Rialtia nf unrafv nr. nai- perform a guarinteod duty ha^ taken place, the aurety. unon 
menfor nerformanoo payment or performance of all that he is liable for. is invested 

'▼* with all the rights which the creditor had against the priuoipoi 
debtor ] 


t[Sec. 141:—A surety is entitled to the benefit of every seonrity, which the creditor hat 
against the pyiacipal debtor at the time .when the ooatriiet oi 
Surety's righ| to benefit suretyship is entered into, whether the surety knows of tb< 
of creditor's securities. existence of such security or not; and if the creditor loses, oi 

without the consent of the surew, parts with such seoarity, tlu 
surety is discharged to the extent of the value of the owurtty^ ‘ , 
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her BOD, who, as the evtdeDoe.8hbwed, had shared certain joint liabilities with 
the appellant. The power-of-attorney conferred no express authority on the 
second defendant,* to whom, in the Becorder’s decree, liability had rightly 
been restricted, to mortgage the deeds which the Bank could not hav& 
retained against the respondent, had she demanded them. The Bank, 
accordingly, was unable to transfer to another person, not possessing a title 
itself. The appellant, knowing to whom the deeds belonged, and knowing 
Caiei that the second defendant was acting under a power-of-attorney, ought 
to have made enquiry as to his actual authority. He had, upon the true con¬ 
struction of his power, no aoithority to enter into such an agreement as was 
expressed in the letter of the 2ud August, to deliver the deeds to the plaintiff. 
The rights of the respondent could nut be affected by the acts of her son as 
agent, when he was acting bevond th^ scope of his authority. In the course of 
the argument reference was made to Polak v. Everett (L. R., 1 Q. B. D., 669), 
as to interference with the rights of a surety, and his consequent discharge. 

Mr J. D. Mayiic was not called upon to reply. * 

On th<^ 5bh December tlieir Lordships judgment was delivered by 
Sir R. Couch. —The suit in this case was brought by the appellant against 
the respondent and .Tame» F. Crisp, her son, for Rs. 15,000, and Rs. 108-12-0 
for interest thereon, and for a declaration that the plaintiff is entitled to*a 
charge or lien upon tFie ftroporty mentioned in the plaint for or m respect 
of the amount that might be decreed m the suit, and also for a sale of the 
premises equitably rflorlgaged, in the event ol the defendants failing to pay the 
amount decreed. On the 12th December 1888, the respondent, Mrs. Crisp, 
executed a general power-of-attornoy, by which she constituted and ap¬ 
pointed her son, J F Gri.sp, her attorney and agent. The only parts of 
the power-of-iittorney winch it is necessary to state are the following pas¬ 
sages:—“And also to buy, sell, mortgage, let and lease, as the case may 
be, any iiouses or lands and to borrow and take loans of money in my name 
upon such terms and conditions as jie shall think proper . . . and generally to 
act for me in all matters and things touching or concerning all or any of my 
affairs as fully and effectually to all intents and purposes as if I were acting therein 
in person.” It was in evidence that Mrs. Crisp had two or three times before 
April' 1889 lent lier son money on his promissory note. About the end 
of April 1889 J. F Ciusp asked the Manager of the National Bank of India if 
he would advance money on his property. Crisp said it was his mother’s, and 
that he had power to deal with it The Manager said he v ould make the 
C8*7] advance if Crisp would give him a good name. Crisp then brought to 
the Manager two loint and several promissory notes, one for Rs. 10,000 and 
the other for Bs. 5,000, both dated the 80th April 1889, payable three months 
after date to the appellant or order, signed “ .1. F. Crisp ” and “ p.p. J. E Crisp, 
J. F. Crisp.” The Manager said he must have the title deeds as well, aud J. 
F, Crisp on the same day deposited witli the Manager the title-deeds of landed 
property in Phayre Street, Rangoon, belonging to Mrs. Crisp, being the pro¬ 
perty mentioned in tlie plaint, and the notes were discounted .7. F. Crisp had 
not asked his mother's consent to the deposit, but in the evidence she gave in 
the suit it appeared that, about the time of the loan, h(M^old her that he had 
signed 4wo promissory notes for his own use in her name, aud that to secure 
the amount borrowed he had pledged her deeds to the-Bank, and to that she 
made no objection ; and it is clear that she assented to the deposit with the 
Bank, but she said she objected to her son pledging the deeds .,with the appel¬ 
lant. The notes became due on the 2nd August, and on that day J. F. Crisp 
yrrote to the appellant the followinjj letter :— 

'j* “'Eangofm, 2nd August 1889. 


9 CAIi.—78 
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Dear Sir, 

" In consideration of yoor paying this day the fis. 15,000 due to the 
National Bank of India, Limited, I hereby agree to your keeping the papers 
of the Phayre Street property with you as security, and that I will have the 
same settled within three months from date, and pay you interest at 9 per 
cent, per annum.” 

Upon receiving this letter the appellant wrote a cheque for Rs. 15,000 in 
favour of the Bank, and sent it to Crisp, who took it to the Bank, and was 
told by the Head Clerk that they would deliver the documents after the cheque, 
which was on another Bank, had been passed. The next day, the 3rd August, 
the title-deeds were delivored to Crisp’s man. The Head Clerk said in his 
evidence that he thought the man was the appellant, and it may be inferred 
that it was intended to deliver the deeds, to him. The appellant afterwards 
applied to the Bank fur the deeds, and was told they had been delivered to 
Crisp's man. On the 5th August Crisp wrote to the appellant:- ■“ I am sorry 
to say that my mother objects to keep [2483 her papers with you pending the 
settlement of accounts existing between you and me," and the deeds remained 
in Crisp’s hands. 

The learned Recorder of Rangoon, from whose decision this appeal is 
brought, made a decree against .1 F. Crisp for the amount claimed, but as to 
Mrs. Crisp he held that, though she assented to tlfe pledge to the Bank, she 
did not assent to thb deeds being pledged with the apj^ellant, and he dismissed 
the suit as against her * 

It is a rule of equity that if the endorser of a bill of exchange pays the 
htlder of it, he is entitled to the benefit of the securities given by the acceptor 
vrhich the holder has in his hands at the time of the payment, and upon which 
he has no claim except for the bill itself (Duncan, Fox Co. v. North and 
South Wales Bank (L R., 6 App. Cas, 1). The same rule is applicable to 
the endorser of a promissory note. It is possible that there may be circum¬ 
stances which would create an exception to this rule, hut this case is not 
one. Therefore the appellant, when he paid the Rs. 15,000 to the Bank, 
became entitled to the benefit of the deposit of the title-deeds. No further 
assent by Mrs. Crisp was necessary to entitle him to it. But although in 
bis plaint ho stated the fact of the deposit with the Bank as a security for 
the repayment of the loan, be did not rest his claim upon this equity. He 
founded it upon the letter of the 2nd August, alleging that ho agreed to the 
proposal ID that letter, and gave the cheque for Rs. 15,000. In their Lord- 
ships' opinion Mrs. Crisp was bound by that letter, although she did not person¬ 
ally assent to the appellant keeping the title-deeds as security. When the 
notes became due the Bank might have sued her upon them, and have also taken 
proceedings to have the mortgaged proi^rty sold. The letter of the 2nd August 
was intended to prevent this, and the arrangement for continuing the security 
in ooDsideration of getting three months additional credit was, in the opinion 
of their Lordships, within the general authority given to J. F. Crisp by the 
words of the power-of-abtorney before quoted, " and generally to act for me, 
&o.” Their Lordships are’therefore of opinion that on both grounds the decree 
is erroneous in dismissing the suit as against Mrs. Crisp, and they will humbly 
advise Her Majesty to reverse it, and to make a decree [2493 against both 
defendants according to the prayer in the plaint, with costs. The respondent 
will pay the costs of this appeal. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. Hopgood and Dotoaon. 

Solicitor for the Respondent: kir. B. B. Heaton. 

0. B. . , 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 26th November, IHUl. 

Present: 

Lord Watson, Lord Morris, Sir R. Couch, and Lord Shand. 


Ramratan Sukal.Plaintiff 

verms 

Nandu and another.Defendants. 


[On appeal from the Courl* of the Judicial Commissioner of 
the Central Provinces. I 

Second apfieal not allowable on facts—Civil Procrdurc Code- Act KI'^ of 18S2, 
ss. 684, 686—Onus probandi—Hindu wulotv, execution of bond by— 

Appellate jurisdiction. 

No Court of Second Appeal can entertain an appeal upon any question as to the sound- 
uosH of findings of fact bv the Court of First Appeal; and if thcro is evidence to be considered, 
the decision of that Court, however unsatisfactory it might be, if examined, must stand final. 

The plaiutifi, to ntake good his claim against the estate of hia deceased dqjitor, relied 
upon a document purporting to have been signed by the latter’^, widow, since then also 
deceased. The Court of First Appeal, however, found that there had been no actual execution 
of the instrument by the widow, and dismissed the suit 

The burden of proving due execution by the widow lay upon the plaintiS, who relied 
upon it as binding the estate which she represented [a matter comuieiitcd on in Komeswar 
Pershad v. Run Batiadur Singh (1. L. B , 6 Cal., 843 ; L. R., 8 I. A , 8) j. After the decision 
of the second Court no further appeal on the question of fact was allowable 
Appeal from a decree (25th September 1H88J of the Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner affirming a decree ilDth Marcli lH88j of the Commissioner of the 
Narbada Division, wliich reversed a decree (6th June 1887) of the Extra 
Assistant Commissioner of Hoshangabad. 

This suit had passed through three Courts, the first having found the 
fact of the execution of a document on which thu claim rested. This 
finding was reversed by the Court of First Appeal, [‘■iSO] which dismissed the 
suit. The third Court reiected the plaintiff’s apjieal 

The plaintiff brought his suit against Jairam, alleging him to be the son 
of Khushal, the deceased patel of village Abglian Khurd, who died m 1879, and 
joining with him, as defendants, two widows of the late Khushal, vix., Mussa- 
mut Nandu and Mussamut Sheo. The plaintiff alleged that an elder widow of 
Khushal, Mussamut Deo, who in 1881 was in possession of her deceased hus¬ 
band’s estate, had executed a document on the 7th November in that year, 
which he filed with his plaint, in the following terms:—“ To meet our own 
requirements, and especially to satisfy the decree passed in your favour against 
Jairam, under which decree money was due on account of our patel Khushal, 
fzemiRdar, for the sum of Rs. 3,495. we shall pay with interest at 
1 per cent, a month on Kartik Sudi IS, Sambat 1940" (corresponding 
to‘14th November 1883). The two widows now sued were alleged to be in 
possession of Khushal's estate. Deo died before the suit. The defence of 
Jairam was that, though he had signed the document, he was not liable for 
Khushal’s debt, not having received any of the property of the deceased, he 
being his adopted son. The widows’ defence was that Deo, whose seal the 
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document of 1881 purported to bear, had never executed it, and that if she had 
done so, it would not bind them They also alleged that, as purporting 
to be in satisfaction of a decree, it was void under section 257-A of the Civil 
Procedure Code. They denied that Jairam had been adopted by Khushal. 

The Extra Assistant Commissioner of lloshangabud gave a decree against 
the two widows for Rs. 4,910, with costs, but withtHit interest. He considered 
that Jairam was not liable. He found that Deo bad executed the document; 
and as it was in respect of a debt due by her late husband, she had a right to 
bind the estate which she represented. He held that the agreement was not 
invalid under section 257-A. Tlie defendants appealed from this decree, and 
the plaintiff filed" objections to the disallowing interest. The Commissioner 
of the Narbada Division reversed the doereo, dismissing the suit with costs. 
He was of opinion that the bond was invalid under section 257-A. There 
was no debt, as he considered, due at the time of its execution, for which Deo 
was authorized to bind the estate, and there a as no substantial [251] 
execution.of it by her, as she h.id not a full knowledge of the circumstances. 

- From this decree the plaintiff appealed to the Judioi.il Commissioner, 
who dismissed the appeal and affirmed the dociee cf the Lower Appellate Court. 
He^alao held the bond to be invalid under section 257-A, and that there was 
no debt in respect of which Deo could hind her co-widows. He added, how 
ever, that he considered it very probable that she intelligently sealed 

On this appeal Mr. R. V. Doj/fte mid Mr. C. tr. Arat/mon apjroared for 
the appellant. Mr. J. D. Mayne for the respoiident 

For the appellant, among other points, it was argued that, thougli cue of 
the issues included the question of execution, no express finding upon a distinct 
issue relating to Mussamut Deo’s defective knowledge of the circumstances 
was given in the Court of First Instance Ananyamanjai i Chowdhrani v. 
Tripura Siaulari Chou'dhram (1. L R., 14 Cal, 748, L R, 14 I. A , 101), 
Durga Chotvdhram v Jvirahn .'Singh Climi'dhrt (1. L. R., IH Cal , 2)3 , L. B., 
17 I. A., 122), and Periab Chimdvi Ghosr v. Vuhendranalh Purkait (1. L. R., 
17 Cal., 291 ; L R , 16 I A., 233; were referred to. 

Counsel for the respondent was not called ujioii. 

Their Lordships’ jud^me.it was delivered h\ 

Lord Watson. —This is an action hrouglifc by tlio appellant in 1886, 
before the Court of the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshaiigabad, in wliieh he has 
obtained a decree against the lespondonts as widows and heirs of Khushal, a 
zemindar, who died in 1878. He was survived by throe widows—Mussamut 
Deo, the senior, v\lio died in Januar\ 1881, and the respondents Mussamut 
Nandu and Mussamac Sheo, ivho are defendants in the Court below. 

The action was laid upon a bond dated the 7tli November 1881, which 
appears to have been granted in favour of the aiipellant by Mussamut Deo, 
who at that time was the manager of the estate. Various defences were 
set up by the respondents, which it is unnecessary to notice in this appeal. 
There was no written statement, but the Deputy Oommissioner had the 
pleaders of the parties before him ; and after hearing them he settled issues 
for the trial of the cause, the third issue being— ‘ Was it," that is, the 
[252] bond sued on, " executed by Mussamut Deo, patelin; if so, are defend-* 
ants 2 and 3," that is, the two respondents, " liable for the money due on the 
bond?" Now it was clearly the duty of the appellant to prove, in order"to 
make his clairn under the bond good against the estate in the hands of the 
respondents, tnat the senior widow duly executed the bond, because it is her 
intelligent signature in the capacity of a Hindu widow representing the estate, 
which alone could give validity to such a document. 
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The Deputy CommiBsioner found in favour of the appellant on the third 
issue ; but the ease was taken by appeal to the Court of the Commissioner, 
Narbada Division, who found on that issue for the respondents. He intimated 
an opinion in his judgment, that the*ease made by the appellant to the effect 
that the widow executed the bond with her own hand did not stand the test of 
probability, when the evidetice was examined, but he did not embody that view 
in his finding, which was in these torma .—“I hold, therefore, that the bond 
was not executed by Mussamut Deo with a full knowledge of all the 
circumstances of the case, and that there was no bona fide execution as far as 
Mussamut Deo is concerned:’’ It appears to their Lordships that the ouvs 
of proving due execution Jay upon the plaintifl, who relies upon the signature 
of a Hindu widow as binding the estate which she reprosonhod That point was 
made the subject of comment by tl^is Committee in the Year 1880 in the case 
of Knmesroar Pershad v. Run bahadur Sinqh (I. L K . 0 Gal, 848 , L. R., 
8 I. A , 8). 

The case was ajipealed to the Judicial Commissioner, who expressed an 
opinion—Their Lor''ships do not think he meant to pronounce any findinf;— 
upon this point. He said “ J may add, however, that it appears to me very 
probable not only that Mussamut Deo did put tier seal to this bond, but Also 
quite understood what she was about.’’ It has now been conclusivoly settled 
that tlie Third Court, whicli was in this case tlie Court outlie Judicial Com¬ 
missioner, cannot enj,<)rtaiTi an appeal upon any question as to tlie .soundness of 
findings of fact iiv the Second Court, if there is evidouce to he considered, the 
decision of the Second Court, however unsatisfactory it might bo if examined, 
must stand final. If, therefore, the liiuiing of the Commissioner upon the third 
issue C 2533 cannot he successfully impeached hy the apjiellant, his case must 
neeesBiirilv fail. 

Tlie argument of the appellant’s counsel satisfied thoir Lordshijis that the 
decision ol the tliird issue one way or another mainly dejiended ujion the credit 
w'hich ought to be given to oral testimony ol a conflicting character , and that 
the finding of the Couinnssionui upon that cvKlence was substantially a 
finding of fact 

Their Tjordships Will therefore humhlv advise Her Majesty that the judg¬ 
ment appBiled from ought to be affirmed, and tiie appeal dismissed with costs 
The appellant must pay to the respondents their costs of this appeal. 

Apftoal distnissiul 

Solicitors for the .-Vppellant Messrs. T. L. Wihou and Co. 

Solicitor for the Respondents . Mr. Thomu.% high- 
C.H. 


NOTES. 

[The hndingh of fact when tbcrc was supporting evidence arc final — UB'Jfl) 21 Cal 504 , 
(1896) 19 Mad., »K5 , (1898) 26 C.vl 5:1. (1906) 4 C3. L. .7. 19R , (1912J 15 1 C. 515 (Cal), 
See also (1892) 20 Cal., 9S.] 
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[ 19 Cal. S88 ] 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The iH'th November and 18th Deoember, 1891. 

Present: 

Lords Hobhousk, Herschell ani; Morris, Sir R. Couch, 

AND Lord Shand. 

Laohmeswar Singh.Defendant 

versus 

Manowar Hossein and others.Plaintitts. 

--^1 — 

[On appeal from the High Court at Caloutta.J 

Joint Ownership—Ijmaii land, use aj, as hetioeen co-owners — Jiights among 

themselves of co-otoners of joint propeity, where there is a profitable use 
of it by some or one of them without the others being excluded — 

Ferry v'orked by one of the co-owners of village lands—Second 
•Appeal, question of mixed law and fact. 

Property does uot cease to bo joint merely because it is used hofie m produce more profit 
to one of the joiut ownora, who has incurred expenditure for that purpose, than to the others, 
where the latter are not excluded 

floint property being used consistently with the continuance of the joint ownership and 
possession, without exclusion oi the co-aharers who do not join in the work, there is no 
encroachment on the right.s of aiij of them, as regards coaomon enjoyment, so as to give 
ground for a suit. 

The defendant, .a co-.sharer in village lands, without claiming to restrain competition, 
acted upon the right th.it a ferry maj- be established in India by a person on his own property, 
taking toll from strangers, and that he may acquire such a right, by grant or user, over the 
property oi others, [254] whether a co-sharer with them or not. He used property that he 
owned jointly with the plaintiSs, hi-, co-sharers, excluding none of them. As no grant was 
ever made to him, be could oulv have set up an exclusive right by showing that ho had either 
dispossessed them, or had had adverse possession, for twelve years, or that he had used the 
ferry for twenty years as of right. The question, however, of any exclusive right in the 
defendant had ti'/t arisen. For the parties being co-owners, the defendant bad made use of 
the joint property in .i way quite consistent with the continuance of the joint ownership and 
joint possession. 

Watson and Oo. v. Ramchund Dutt (I. L. R., 18Gal., 10 ; L. R., 171. A., 110) distin. 
guishcd in regard to the exclusion of co-sharers, which there took place, and referred to as to 
caution to bo exercised by Courts in interfering with the enjoyment of joint estates as between 
their oo owners 

The decision that the defehdant’s po.saeMsion had been adverse having been an inferenoe 
from fact in the Courts below, the correctness of this, as a legal conclusion to be dmwu 
not, was a question open to second appeal, and the High Court was not precluded from 
deciding to the contrary. 

Costs refused, as the defendant had set up, as his defence, an exclusive title, in which ho 
had failed. 

■ 4 

Appeal from an order (3rd August 1888), reversing a decree (12th September 
1887), made on appeal by the Second Subordinate Judge of Muzaffarpur, who 
affirmed* decree (30th Mansh 1887) of the Munsif of Madhubani. 
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The suit out of which this appeal arose was brought against the Maharaja 
of Parbhanga in reference to a ferry over the river Bagmati, near the Kamtowl 
Indigo Factory, of which the Manager, Mr. M. Halliday, on behalf of the 
Maharaja who had purchased it, was made a defendant. As purchaser of the 
factory, the Maharaja had become a proprietor of a two annas share in village 
Baigra (whioti village Kamtowl adjoined) and of the ferry, where the channel 
and the landing places were on the ijmali lands of Baigra. The plaintifis 
were the owners of the remaining fourteen annas of this mauza. and they 
brought this suit, valued at Bs. 500, for a declaration of their right to profits of 
the ferry proportionate to the amount of tlieir shares in the village, also 
claiming to have the principal defendant restrained by injunction from “ oppos¬ 
ing the possession ” of the plaintiffs. The defence of the Maharaja was that 
he had an exclusive right to the ferry by prescription. 

t28i}3 The Manager’s written statement was, in effect, that he ought not 
to have been joined in this suit, as he had no personal interest in the subject- 
matter of it. 

The principal question on this appeal was as to the right of>co-owners of 
undivided property, where part of it was profitably used by one of them, in regard 
both to continuance of possession by all, and their right to share in the profits 
made by the use of the property common to all. 

On the ground that the Maliaraja and his predecessors in the ownership 
of the factory, and o^ the two annas share in mauza Baigra, had for more than 
twenty years worked the ferry, thus acquiring a prescriptive right to do so, 
the suit was dismissed in the Munsif’s Court 

This was affirmed by the Second Subordinate Judge, Babu Gris Chunder 
Banerji, to whose Court both parties appealed He found that the river and 
landings on both sides were on the ijmah land of mauza Baigra , that the owner 
of the Kamtowl Factory had been in exclusive possession of the profits of the ferry 
for more than twenty vears ; and that there had been no express permission on 
the part of the plaintiffs, neither coiild implied permission be inferred. Passage 
free of toll, both in the time of the bridge and of the ferry, had been allowed 
to the plaintiffs But this was distinct from the light of ferry itself. It was 
one thing to ply a ferry taking the full profits, and another thing to be allowed 
to pass free by it. No act of dominion, exercised by the plaintiffs over the 
ferry itself, within the last twenty years before the suit, iiad been shown , and 
the possession of the defendant was not permissive. It was adver.se possession, 
and the suit was barred by time. 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court, of which a Division Bench 
(O’Kinbaly and Macphbrson, JJ.) gave judgment as follows — 

In this suit the plaintiffs claimed an account from one of their co-sharers. 
They stated that they were the fourteen annas share-holders of a certain village 
in which the defendant owned two annas, and that the owner of the two annas 
was not content with having a ferry boat himself, but that he had let out the 
right to levy a toll [256} on a ferry to an ijardar, and it was found that the 
place from where the ferry started, the river itself, and the land on the other 
side were joint property. They therefore said, and fairlv enough, ‘ Here is a 
joint-shareholder of a small share, who, although he is not spending himself 
any money upon it, gets the whole of thejirooeeds of a portion of the joint 
property, while a fair measure of what he ought to get is only his share of the 
ijsra rent.’ We do not think that that is a proposition that can. be contested. 
In answer the defendants pleaded that the ferry had been run fSt a long time 
by the Kamtowl Factory in the time of Mr. Anderson ; that this fact had been 
practically admitted in the plaint, and that the It^d on the other side of the 
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river was not joint but separate. That point has been found against them, and 
so in substance they raised no title to the ferry. Mr. Anderson, whatever rights 
he may have acquired, left the place and abandoned the ferry, and the property 
with all its interests went back to the real owners, that is, to the co-sharers in 
the village; and as the defendants have only run the ferry at most since 1881, 
they have acquired no right by user to it whatsoever , but apart from that, it 
is impossible to hold, on the findings of the lower Court, that this ferry was ever 
held exclusively or adversely to the other co-sharers by Mr. Anderson or by the 
factory. What the lower Court has found is, that the landing place of the ferry 
in question is on joint land of mauisa Baigra, and that the bed and the western 
hank of the river Bagmati are also on joint lands of village Baigra, that a bridge 
was constructed by the Kamtowl Factory some thirty years ago, and when that 
bridge fell through a ferry was started and tolls levied by the factory, but not to 
the exclusion of the plaintiffs; hut, on the contrary, that the rnaliks of Jlaigra 
and their men were allowed to pass over free of toll; that is, one man estalilished 
the ferry at Ins own expense and levied the tolls, but he never assumed 
that he had exclusive rights over it, and the arrangement was that the other 
co-sharers and their men should he carried across free of cliarge U seems to us 
that when they had a right to go across as a right and free of Loll, the posses¬ 
sion of the factory cannot he said to lie exclusive, 

“ We are, therefore, of opinion that the decree of the lower Court should 
he set aside, and that it should he declared that the river Bagmati 

and the ghat or ferry of the ri\er at Baigra are within rnau/a fiaigra in 
pargana Jarail, and that the defendants are only entitled to hold posses¬ 
sion and appropriate the profits of the said feiry in proportion to their 
proprietary right in the said mauKa Baigra. We further direct that the said 
defendants do account for the profits of that ferry from date of suit to the 
present date, and for this purpose that the record ho sent down to the Judge in 
the lower Court, and that he do assess the profits, and we further direct that 
the plaintiffs recover their costs in all the Ctinrts This case will remain 
on the file of this Court pending the assessment of the jirofits by the 
lower Court.” 

No decree was drawn up, as no assossmoiit of profits was m fact made. 
But the judgment and order were treated as a judgment and decree, where¬ 
upon the appellant obtained leave to appeal. 

Mr. T. H. Cov'ip. Q. C., and Mr. J. H. A Branson, for the .Appellant.—The 
principal point.s in their argument were that the use of tiie common property by 
the defendaiit;, r.nd his predecessors in estate, involved no act on their part 
entitling the plaintiffs to such a decree as had been made by the High Court, which 
had limited the defendant to taking piofits from the work, in the proportion only of 
his two annas share,to the plaintiff’s fourteen. The Maharaja was entitled to work 
the ferry, using the common land for that iiurpose, to take toll from strangers, 
and to have the profits, whatever claim the respondents might have to be ferried 
over the river free of expense. From tlie latter advantage they had not been 
excluded. The High Court had been in error in stating that the former 
Manager had abandoned the ferry, and had wrongly inferred that the defendant 
had only worked it since 1881, and tiiat he had acquired no |>resci'iptive right 
to the easement hy previous long user exorcised by the factory. Besides being 
wrong in their conclusion as to the fact, the High Court, as a Court of second 
appeal, could not interfere with a finding of fact arrived at in the Court below. 

The main point was that the defendant, as co-owner with the plaintiffs, bad 
not ** opposed their possession ” of the common property, as they said in their 
plaint, and had not acted in ^denial of their title to t)nie part of it used by him. 
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Therefore, he could contend that in the work which was, though in varying 
[ 868 ] degrees, for the benefit of all the co-owners, he, who alone was at the 
cost and trouble, was entitled to all the profits. Watson (t Co. v. Samchund 
DuU (I. L. B., 18 Cal., 10 ; L. B., 17 I. A., 110) was an authority showing 
that where co-owners were not excluded from the common property, they 
coaid not put a atop to the use of part of it by one of their number, provided 
that there was no denial of their title as co-owners, and no exclusion from com¬ 
pensation. Beference was made to the judgment in Alahonied Alt Khan v. 
Khajah Abdul Gunny (I. L. B., 9 Cal., 744) as to the matter of possession, 
and whether it was permissive or adverse, as between co-owners, upon the 
evidence. The defendants were not entitled to share in the profits in a work 
to which they had contributed neither capi^l nor labour, merely because it 
involved the use of common land from which they had not been excluded. 

The respondents did not appear 

Afterwards, on December 18th, their Lordships’ judgment was 
delivered by 

Lord Hobhouse. —The respondents instituted this suit against the 
appellant in respect of a ferry worked by him across the river Bagmati, at a 
point where it flows through the maujsa Baigra. The plaintifls are proprietors 
of fourteen annas of that mauza, and the other two annas are vested in the 
defendant, who is also the proprietor of a factory and |^nd in the adjoining 
mauza of Eamtowl. , Tlie lands are held in several pattis, but the river-bed and 
the landings of the ferry have never been divided, and are still ijmali land of 
the mauza. 

In the plaint it is alleged that a public road lies to the east of the river, 
and close by the river to the west lies the Kamtowl Factory ; that during the 
rainy seaa|p the river is impassable without bridge or boat, that formerly 
a bridge had been constructed over the river on the part of all the proprietors ; 
that it came down for want of repairs , that a boat was then kept there, and the 
management and supervision thereof was entrusted by all the proprietors to 
Mr. Anderson, the former holder of the defendant's share in Baigra , that the 
ferry did not yield any adequate income or profit, and whatever profit it yielded 
was applied to the expenses on account of the boat, etc. It then went on to state 
ras9j that the defendant had let out the ferrv to ticcadars, had appropriated 
the rent, and had refused to pay any share to the plaintirTs. 

The prayer of the plaintiffs is^— 

" 1st .—That a decree may be passed in favour of your petitioners 
plaintiffs, declaring that the river Bagmati and the ferry on the said river lie 
within the circumference and area of mauza Baigra, pargana Jarail, and that 
the first party defendant is entitled to hold possession and appropriate the 
profits of the said ferry in proportion to the extent of his proprietary right in 
the said mauza Baigra. 

" 2nd. —^That, as a result of the above finding, your petitioners, plaintiffs, 
may be declared to be entitled to get the profits of the said ferry in proportion 
to the extent of their share, and the defendant may be restrained from offering 
opposition to the possession of your petitioners.” 

• By his written statement the defendant alleged that the plaintiffs had been 
out of possession of the ferry for twelve yefirs, and that be and his predecessors 
in title had held possession for upwards of twenty years ; that the landing place 
on the west of the river was part of Kamtowl, and the landing place on the 
east was part of the patti allotted to the defendant in Baigra. He alleged that 
the bridge and the boat were maintained at the sole expense of the proprietor 
of the Kamtowl Factory, and the tolls taken by him. 
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The canse waa tried before the Munsif, who, by decree, dated 30th March 
1887, diamiased the suit with costs. His reason was that the defendant had 
established exclusive use and possession by himself and his predeoMSors in title 
at least since the year 1856; and that it was.adverea to the plaintiffs and their 
predecessors. Apparently he considered that the case falls within the 26th 
section of the Limitation* Act of 1877,^ relating to the acquisition of easements. 

Both parties appealed to the Hubordinate Judge. The defendant’s 
appeal was entirely misconceived, and, having been dismissed with costs, 
need not be farther noticed now. The plaintiffs’ appeal was also dismissed 
with costs, and it is important to see on what grounds. 1?heir Lordships are 
now sitting in appeal from a decree of the High Court made on a regular second 
appeal from that of the Subordinate Judge under section 584 of [8603 the 
Code. No leave to appeal from the decree of the Subordinate Judge direct to 
Her Majesty in Council has been asked for, so that the present hearing must 
be based upon the materials which were open to the High Court, and the 
findings of the Subordinate Judge on matters not involving questions of law 
must be taken as conclusive. 

After showing that the plaintiffs had failed to make good their allegations 
with respect to the erection and maintenance of the bridge and boat, and the 
application of the receipts, the learned Judge proceeds as follows :— 

“ The facts stand thus: The bed of the river Bagmati is on the iimali land 
of the village of Baigra; the road which comes up to the e|,st landing is sirkari 
or Oovemment road in village Baigra ; the jalkar of the river is enjoyed by the 
maliks of Baigra as a body , the western bank or brink of the river is also 
village Baigra ; the bridge on the river was constructed and laid by the Kamtowl 
Factory more than thirty years ago; that, when the bridge fell through, a boat 
was placed on its site and plied, when necessary, by men ^employed 
by the kuti' that a toll was levied at the crossing ghat exclusivny by the 
kuti; that the kuti uninterruptedly enjoyed the profit and maintained the ferry 
to the exclusion of the plaintiffs for more tlian twenty years, hut the maliks of 
Baigra and their men, etc., were allowed to cross free of tax.” 

In a subsequent passage he deals with an allegation by the plaintiffs that 
they had given express permission to the defendant and his predecessors to use 
the ferry as they did, and finds that there was no such express permission. 
He also states that the landings of the ferry are the ijraali land of Baigra. On 
this state of facts the Subordinate Judge came to this conclusion.— 

" The owner of the Kamtowl Factory has been in exclusive possession 
of the profits of the ferry for a period extending over twenty years, and 
there was no express permission on the part of the defendants. The profits, 
as the hooks of the defendants show, were not inconsiderable, and 1 do 
not think that the plaintiffs (written defendants by mistake) of their own aooozd 
and free will allowed the kuti to derive this profit. This possession by tbe 
[26f3 kuti must have been against the wishes of the defendants, and therefore 
adverse. There was no express trust; and implied permission cannot, under 
the circumstances, be inferred.” 

With regard to the use of tbe bridge and ferry by the maliks of Baigra, 
tbe Subordinate Judge looks upon it as a privilege not affecting the righ^ to the 
ferry. He says that no act of possession was exercised by the plaintiffs over 
the ferry itself within the last twenty years before tbe date of suit. He al so 
takes the view of the Munsif, that the case falls within section 26 of the 
Limitation Act. 

On the second appeal the High Court differed from the Subordinate J^udge 
on two grounds. The first was that the defendant had only run the fwry 
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since .1881, and therefore could not i^ead any bar by time against the 
plaintiffs. On this point their Lordships are clear that the facts found show 
a continuity of enjoyment by the owners of the Kamtowl Factory and of 
the two-anna share in Baigra, which was not broken by the defendant’s ptu'chasa 
firom the former owners. The plea of liim^tion or prescription therefore is just 
as available for the defendant as it wounnave been%r his vendors had their 
possession continued unchanged. The second ground taken by the High 
Court is that the owners of Kamtowl never had exclusive possession, because 
there was an arrangement that the maliks of Baigra and tlieir men should be 
carried across free of charge^ and they bad a right to go across as a right, 
and free of toll." 

The High Court discharged the decree of the lower Court, and pronounced 
the following decree:— . 

" That it should be declared that the river Bagmati and the gh4t or ferry 
of the said river at Baigra are within thu said mauza Jiaigra in pargana 
Jarail, and that the defendants, first party, are only entitled to hold possession 
and appropriate the profits of the said ferry in proportion to their proprietary 
right in the said mauza Baigra. We further direct that the said defendants, 
first party, do account for the profits of that ferry from date of suit to the present 
date, and for this purpose that the record be sent down to the Judge in the 
lower Court, and that he do assess the profits; and we fi^rther direct that the 
plaintiffs recover their costs in all [283J the Courts. This case will remain on 
the file of this Court {lending the assessment of the profits by the lower Court.” 

It appears to their Lordships that, in sa) ing that the maliks of Baigra used 
the ferry “ as a right,” the High Court departed from the findings of pure fact 
by the Subordinate Judge, which they appear to be resting on He only found 
that the maliks were allowed to cross free of tax That does not point to any 
arrangement or to any right. Nor is there any suggestion made by the 
plaintiffs of such an arrangement, which, indeed, would be contrary to the case 
of the plaintiffs, who allege that, first the bridge, and afterwards the boat, were 
set up on their behalf Still the effect of their actual use of the ferry remains 
to be considered. And it appears to their Lordships that, though the question 
appears to be trilling as regards money value, it is of a very peculiar kind, 
and presents considerable difficulties. 

Whatever the defendant may think himseli entitled to, he has not in this 
suit claimed to possess a ferry in any such sense as would entitle him to res¬ 
train competition. It is recognized law in India that a man may set up a ferry 
on his ow'u property, and take toll from strangers for carrying them across, 
and may acquire such a right by grant or by user over the proporty of others; 
and, except as affecting the pioof of his acquisition of title, it can make no 
difference whether he is a co-sharer with those others or not Tiiat is common 
ground to the Munsif, the Subordinate Judge, and the High Court in this case. 
But the defendant is not using his own property, except that he owns it 
jointly with the plaintiffs ; and, as no grant ever was wade to him, he can only 
set up exclusive right against the plaintiffs by shewing either that he has dispos¬ 
sessed them for twelve years, or that he has held possession adversely to them 
for twelve years, or that he has enjoyed what he claims, for twenty years, as 
an easement and as of right. 

It is true that the Subordinate Judge f^nds that the defendant's posses¬ 
sion for twenty years was adverse to the plaintiffs. The question whether 
possession is adverse or not is often one of simple fact, but it may also be a 
eondusion of law, or a mixed question. Their Lordships have no wish to restrict 
the range of a rule which is designed to lessen the expense of litigation in oasea 
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of small value oommenoed in the Munsif’s Court. But in this case the. CMS] 
Subordinate Judge himself appears, quite rightly as their Lordships think, to 
have treated the question of adverse possession apart from his findings on 
simple fact, and as the proper legal conclusion to be drawn from those findings. 
Moreover, the Subordin^ Judge l^^own the right of ferry to be a right in 
the nature of an easemen; and to^^uire an uninterrupted exercise during 
twenty years for its acquisition. But the terms of his ultimate finding are 
not fitted to those of the Statute. Section 26 of the Limitation Act says nothing 
about adverse possession, and the Subordinate Judge does not say that the 
defendant enjoyed the ferry as an easement, and as of right, which is what 
the Statute requires. For these reasons their Lordships think that the High 
Court were at liberty to come to conclusions different from those of the Subor¬ 
dinate Judge on this point. , 

Their Lordships further concur with the High Court as to the effect of 
the use of the ferry by the mahks of Baigra and their men. The Subordinate 
Judge quotes a passage from a decision [Mahomed Ah Khan v. Khajah 
Abdul Gunny (1. L. R , 9 Cal., 744)J , in which Mr. .Justice WiIjSON points out 
that many acts which would be clearly adverse and might amount to dispos¬ 
session as between a stranger and the true owner of land would between joint 
owners naturally bear a different construction. Whether the facts found in 
this case would, as between strangers, raise the inference of adverse possession 
or of enjoyment of the ferry as an easement and as of sight, is a question 
which need not be discussed. For the parties are co-owners, and the defendant 
has made use of the joint property in a way quite consistent with the continu¬ 
ance of the joint ownership and possession. He has not excluded any co-sharer. 
It is not alleged that he has used the river for passage in any such way as to 
interfere with the passage of other people. It is not alleged that, even in the 
time of the bridge, there has been any obstruction at the landing places. It is 
not alleged that the defendant's proceedings have prevented anyone else from set¬ 
ting up a boat for himself or his men, or oven from carrying strangers for payment. 
So far from inflicting any damage upon the joint owners, the defendant has sup¬ 
plied them gratuitously with accommodation for passage. All that is complained 
of is [264] that he has expended money in a certain use of the joint property, 
and has thereby reaped a profit for himself. But jiroperty does not cease to Ite 
joint merely b^ause it is used so as to produce more to one of the owners who 
has incurred expenditure or risk for that purpose. 

Their Lordships then agree with the High Court in thinking that the 
defendant has nut acquired any easement or any title by adverse possession. 
But inasmuch as their conclusion is founded on the view that the joint posses- 
siou has been continuously maintained, they cannot concur in the decree 
appealed from. There seems to be but little authority in decided cases to show 
how far Courts of justice will interfere to control the use of property as between 
joint owners, or how far they will leave those who are dissatisfied with ita 
use to seek a remedy by partition. The case of Watson and Cc. v. Ramdhund 
Dutt (I. L. R., 18 Gal., 10 ; L. R., 17 I. A., 110) is that which throws the most 
light on the subject. 

In that case Messrs. Watson and Co. wore co-owners of a joint Itatate: 
They had procured leases of a plot of land from the others, had built a factory, 
and had produced indigo. After the exjiiry of their leases they went on in the 
same way. The other oo-owners wished to grow oil-seeds, and they sued for 
an injunction to restrain the Watsons from growing indigo on ijmali land. 
The District Judge granted the injunction prayed for. On ai^ieal the High 
Court varied the form of the injunotion by restraining the Watsons from 
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excluding the plaintiffs from the enjoyment of ijmali land. On appeal to Her 
Majesty in Council this Committee made the following observations:— 

“It seems to their Lordships that if there be two or more tenants in com¬ 
mon, and one (i4) be in actual occupation of part of the estate, and is engaged 
in ci^tivating that part in a proper ooureMM cultivati^ as if it were his sepa¬ 
rate property, and another tenant in common (B) attempts to come upon the 
said part for the purpose of carrying on operations there, inconsistent with the 
course of cultivation in which A is engaged and the profitable use by him of 
the said part, and A resists and prevents such entry, not in denial of B’s title, 
but simply with the object of protecting [2653 himself in the profitable 
enjoyment of the land, such conduct on the part of A would not entitle B 
to a decree for joint possession. . . In India a large proportion of the 

lands, including many very large estates, is held in undivided shares, and 
if one shareholder can restrain another from cultivating a portion of the 
estate in a proper and husbandlike manner, the whole estate may, by means 
of cross injunctions, have to remain altogether without cultivation until all 
the shareholders can agree upon a mode of cultivation to be adopted, or until 
a partition by metes and bounds can be effected—a work which, in ordinary 
course in large estates, would probably occupy a period including many 
seasons. In such a case-, in a climate like that of India, land which had 
been brought into cultivation would probably become .waste or jungle, 
and greatly deteriorafipd in value In Bengal the Courts of Justice, in oases 
where no specific rule exists, ate to act according to justice, equity, and good 
conscience, and if in a case of shareholders holding lands in common, it should 
be found that one shareholder is in the act of cultivating a portion of the lands 
which is not being actually used by another, it would scarcely be consistent with 
the rule above indicated to restrain him from proceeding with his work, or to 
allow any other shareholder to appropriate to himself the fruits of the other’s 
labour or capital." 

The decrees below were discharged, and the dectee made in lieu thereof 
gave the plaintiffs compensation for the exclusive use of the joint land by the 
Watsons. 

Their Lordships have not referred to the case of the Watsons in order to 
follow the decision, for the facts of that case and of this are very different; 
but for the purpose of showing authority for the position that the Courts should 
be very cautious of interfering with the enjoyment of joint estates as between 
their co-owners, though they will do so in proper oases. 

Now-in this case the High Court has not granted any injunction, but it 
has made a declaration with lespeot to the possession and profits of the ferry, 
and has directed an account of the profits accordingly But if the defendant’s 
use of the landing places and the river is consistent with joint possession, 
why should the plaintiffs have any of the profits? They have not earned any, 
[266] and none have been earned bv the exclusion of them from possession, 
as was done by the Watsons in the case cited. By the defendant’s acts they 
have lost nothing, and have received some substantial convenience. It will be 
time enough to give them remedies against him when be encroaches on 
their enjoyment. 

But then they ask to have it declared that the river and the ferry are 
within mauza Baigra, and that the defendant may be restrained from offering 
opposition to their possession. If the defendant had not denied their title, it 
would clearlv not have been proper to give them any such relief. Should it 
make any difference in this respect that, when asked to account for the profits 
of the ferry, the defendant has sought to protect himself by setting up a title 
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in himself to the profits of the ferry and to the landing places ? With some 
doubt their Lordships think not. It does not appear that the plaintiffs, 
eveo before the suit, asked for anything but a share in the profits, and 
though they now ask for removal of opposition to their possession, they 
thehaselves state, and||their Lojjd^ips now hold, that all the oo'sharers 
have been in possess!^ all alongT^No such decree therefore is needed. But 
the costs of the suit have been seriously aggravated by the defendant’s claim 
of exclusive ownership; and as this claim is unfounded, he ought not to have 
the costs which otherwise would have been awarded to him. Throughout this 
litigation the plaintiffs have been asking too much and the defendant conceding 
too little. There should be no costs in any of the Courts, nor of this appeal. 

The proper course will be to discharge all the decrees below, and to dismiss 
the suit. Their Lordships will humbly wlvise Her Majesty accordingly. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. Sanderson, Holland and Adktn. 

C. B. - 

NOTES. 

£ Aa regards joint enjoyment, 84se also (1905) S*i Cal., 837 ; (1893) '21 Cal., 310 ; (1897) 31 
Mad., 153 : (1900) 4 C.W.N., 788 , (1900) 35 Bom., 363 ; (1899) 26 Cal., 553 ; (1906) 33 Cal., 
1301. 

As regards interfence with questions of fact, see also (1903) 5 Bona., L.B., 3*25; 966; 
174 ; (1902) 4 Bom., Im R., 801; (1900) 25 Bom., 203; (1897) 24 Cal., 825 , (1895) 21 Bom., 
91; 110 ; 19 Mad , 486 ; 9 I.C., 41; (1909) 11 Bom.,L.E., 1087. 48 regards the right of foiTy 
with reference to the Specific Relief Act see 19 Cal., 544 , with reference to the Limitation 
Act, see (1911) 9 I.C., 846 (Gal.).) 

[287] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The Hth December, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Jcstice Tottenham and Mr. .Justice Banerjee. 


Dhunput Singh.Plaintiff 

versus 

Saras wati Misrain and others.Defendants. 


Bent Sutt— Arrears 0 / rent—Suit for arrears of palm rent for period during 

which zemindar had been in possession as purchaser at a sale which was 
subsequentlu set aside—Trespasser 

In a suit by a zemindar again»t his patnidara for arrears of patni rent for the years 1394, 
1396 and part of 1396, it appeared that the patnidaca had been out of possession during a 
portion of that period when the zemindar himself had been in posseeston, having purchased 
the tenure at a sale hold in proceedings instituted by him under the Regulation. It 
appeared, however, that the sale had boon set aside owing to the proceedings having been 
instituted against the predecossor of tho patnidars who was then dead, and thereupon the 
swmindar gave notice to the patnidars to retake possession which they aoooedini^y did. 
During the time he was in possession the zemindar himself collected some of the »nt. The 
lower Court dismissed the claim for rent for the period during which the plaintiff was so in 
possession on the ground that he was a wrong-doez and trespasser, and that consequently 
the defendants could not be held liable for rent daring that period. 

Beld, that this was no reason for refusing the plaintiff a^ decree for such arrean, as 

* A^al from Original Docrae No. 289 of 1389, against thikdecrae of P. Taylor, Esq., 
Diet iot Judge of Pumoa, dated the 23nd Augint 1%9> 
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upon the authority of the deoision in JIftusutnaf fionee Sumo Moyee v. Shocahs* Mokhe* 
Burmania (13 Moo I. A., 344), the plaintiff could not be treated as a trespasser, and that he 
was entitled to recover the actual arrears outstanding for the period in question, but not 
the interest thereon. 

The facts of this case, as to which there was no dispute at the ultimate 
hearing in the lower Court, were as follows :— 

The plaintiff sued the defendants, who were the patnidars, for arrears of 
patni rent for the years 1294, 1295, and the first two instalments of 1296. It 
appeared that in Jeyt 1294, the tenure was sold at the instance of the plaintiff, 
and purchased by himself, but that on its appearing that the proceedings under 
the l^gulation had been taken against the predecessor of the patnidars, who 
£2683 was then dead, the sale was set aside in Pous 1295. The plaintiff gave 
the defendants notice of the reversal pf the sale in Falgoon or Cheyt 1295, and 
called on them to resume possession. There was no dispute as to the rates 
of the rent claimed, and that the plaintiff had himself collected some rent 
during 1294 and 1295. 

The case first came on for hearing on the 8th February 1889, and the 
following issues were settled: — 

1. Are the defendants liable for the rents sued for ? 

2. What is the amount of collection made by the plaintiff in 1294 and 

up to Sawan 1296? • 

3. Is plaintiff entitled to any collection charges ? If so, how much ? 

4. Is the plaintiff entitled to interest upon the arrears of rent ? 

On the same day the defendants’ pleaders informed the Court that they 
had no objection to the amount of rent claimed, but that they objected to the 
interest claimed on the arrears. 

On the 19th June the case was referred to two arbitrators for the purpose 
of ascertaining what amount the plaintiff actually collected during the period 
he was in khas possession, and whether any, and if so, what amount of rent 
claimed by the plaintiff was barred by limitation owing to the negligence or 
misconduct of the plaintiff. 

Oo the 14th August 1889 the arbitrators made their award, finding that 
Bs 2,935-9-7 had been collected by the plaintiff, and as no evidence had been 
produced by either party on the second point, holding that no portion of the 
rent claimed was barred by limitation. The case then came on before the 
District Judge on the 22nd August 1889, for decision upon the issues which 
bad been fixed. 

The following is the material portion of his judgment:— 

" There is no question about the liability for the rents of 1296. As to the 
liability for 1294 and 1295, I consider that as the dispossession was by plain¬ 
tiff’s own act, he cannot hold the defendants liable for rent for those years, 
or for any part of them, as his collections appear to have extended up 
to the end of 1295 It is no answer on plaintiff’s part to say that 
the defendants will be better able to collect the unrealized balance than be 
[*U] would himself. I do not also think it would be fair to make the defend¬ 
ants liable even for the part not collected by4he plaintiff on the ground that 
it is not barrod by limitation. Had defendants been in possession they might 
have realized it before now; and though plaintiff may have used all diligence 
in realization, the defendants would be hampered in their attempts to realize 
for those years, by th^^ry fact that they had not been in possession and had 
no actual aooounte to aid them. 
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This is due to plaintiff’s own voluntary action, and he must take the 
oonsequenoes 

“ The defendants have referred to the case of Eadumbtnee Dossta v, Ka~ 
shemath Btswas (13 W B., 338). The principle there enunciated is in the 
favour ol the defendants. The plaintiffs have referred to the decision in Bhy- 
rub Chunder Mojoomlar v, Htiro Promnno BhuUacharjee (17 W. B., 258), the 
headnote of which is in their favour, but it does not appear to me that the head- 
note is in accordance with the facts of the case. The note says : ‘ An allegation of 
wrongful ejectment of defendant by plaintiff is no answer to a suit for rent during 
the period of dispossession.’ It is true that the second paragraph of the judg¬ 
ment at first sight seems to contain the enu|iciution of this principle, but the 
sentence is not clear, and the principle is not consistent with the fsicts of the 
case. In the case the dispossession was from 1271 to Sawan 1276, and the 
rent of 1276 was sued for. There is nothing to show that any rent was due 
during the first three months of 1276, and it does not follow * that the rent 
sued for does ^ * relate to the Jieriod of dispossession.' The word ' not * seems 
to have been left out. 

For the above reasons 1 find, on the first and fourth issues, that plain¬ 
tiff is only entitled to the rent with interest thereon, according to the kabuliyat, 
for the first two instalments of 1296. It will be unnecessary to decide the other 
issues.” 

« 

Against the decree drawn up in accordance with thiei,judgment the plain* 
tiff appealed to the High Court. 

Babu Sri Nath Das, Bsbu Sarada Churn Mittcr and Baboo Dwarka Nath 
Chuckerbutty for the Appellant. 

Babu A khoy Kumar Banerji for the Bespondents. 

[170] The judgment of the Court (Tottenham and Banerjee, JJ.) was 
as follows:— 

This is an appeal by the plaintiff in the suit. 

The suit was to recover arrears of patni rent for the years 1294, 1295, 
and part of 1296. It seen* s that the defendants, the patnidars, were out of 
possession for a part of that period. The patni was sold under the Begulation 
at the instance of the plaintiff in the month of Jeyt 1294, and the plaintiff 
himself became the purchaser. That sale was set aside in the month of Pous 
1295 ; and we are told that the reason why the sale was reversed was that the 
prooeedingb under the Begulation were taken not against actual living patni¬ 
dars, but against their predecessor who was then dead Tiie plaintiff appears 
to have given notice to the defendants that they were at liberty to resume 
possession shortly after the reversal of the sale; and it appears that the plain¬ 
tiff while in possession did collect some portion of the rent of each year. 

The issues in the case were settled on the 8th February 1889, and the 
first issue raised was whether the defendants were or were not liable for the 
rent claimed. 

We find, however, from the order-sheet, that on the 8th February the 
defendants’ pleader informed the Court that they did not intend to dispute 
the amount of the arrears claimed, but they objected only to interest being 
charged upon those arrears. Subsequently in the month of June, on the appli¬ 
cation of both parties, the case was referred to arbitration in order that they might 
ascertain what amount the plaintiff had himself realized during the time he was 
in tiOBsession, and the arbitrators were directed to ascertain whether any portion 
of the rent due had become barred by limitation through^ny default on the part 
of the plaintiff. The arbitrators made their return showing the amount 
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which had been collected by the plaintiff, and reporting that there was nothing 
to show that any portion of the arrears was barred by limitation owing 
to any default on the part of the plaintiff. Then on the ease coming back 
to the District Judge, he dismissed the claim altogether for 1294 and 1295, 
and made a decree in favour of the plaintiff only for the arrears [8713 
doe for 1296 with interest on that amount The reason why the Judge 
dismissed the claim for 1294 and 1295 was that he considered that " as dis¬ 
possession was plaintiff’s own act, he cannot hold the defendants liable for 
rent for those years, or for any part of them, as his collections appear to have 
extended up to the end of 1295." The District Judge appears to have con¬ 
sidered that the plaintiff must l(e regarded as a wroog-doer and trespasser in 
respect of the v^^rs 1294 and 1295, because the sale w’hich he had caused to 
be held under the Regulation was set aside for some defect in the proceedings. 

It seems to us that this is not a sudioient reason for refusing the plaintiff 
the arrears which have been found to be actually due. In the case of 
Mussvmat Ranee Sn?no Moyee v. Shooshee Mokhee hurmoma (12 Moo. I. A., 
244) the Privy Council held that the zemindar cannot he said to have committed 
an act of trespass, because when she pursued the remedy, which was clearly 
competent to her if it had beeti regularly pursued, she inadvertently omitted 
one of the formalities prescribed by the Act. Their Lordships say they “ cannot 
treat this as an act of trespass or hold that m bringing this suit she is 
a person seeking tojiake advantage of her own wrong” That was a case 
somewhat similar to this, for the zemindar had caused a patni to be sold under 
the Regulation, hut had by inadvertence omitted the prescribed formalities 
We think that in the present case too we ought to follow the decision of the 
Privy Council, and hold that the plaintiff was not a biespasser in this instance. 
But we think liiiii still enfcitle^d to the actual arreais outstanding for the years 
in question, hut not to interest upon theartears of 1294 and 1295. Thus what 
we come to is practically what the defendants themselves expressed their 
willingness to accept in 1 HH9 ]ust after the issues had been fixed. 

We accordingly decree itiis appeal to that extent, riainelv, in addition to 
the amount decreed to the plaintiff for 1296, he will also recover the amount 
outstanding for 1294 and 1295 and ascertained by the arbitrators. The 
amount already collected by the plaintiff will be deducted from the gross ]ama 
of these two years, and the balance will be paid, without interest, to the 
[272] plaintiff, and inteiest on the amount decreed will run from this date at 
six per cent. 

We notice that one of the respondents in this appeal was not represented 
by pleader. 

The appellant will get costs in proportion to the amount decreed. 

II.T II. Appeal decreed n? part. 

NOTES. 

[.SVr aBf (ISKW) 3S Cal., 990 : IH C.W.N., 15; (1906) 8 C.L.J., 1H2.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 18th December, 1891. 

Present; 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Banbrjee. 


Lukhun Chunder Ash.Plaintiff 

versus * 

Khoda Buksh Mondul.Defendant.' 


Court Fees -Art VII oj 1870, s. 10, and Schedule I, Art H—Court-fee 
payable where partial rehef granted — ippeal against decree by 
instalments, how valued—Valuation of Appeal. 

The Court fees which nii appellatit has to pay nn a memorandum of appeal from a 
decree which gives him only partial relief are to be calculated upon the difierence between 
the value of the relief which he claims and the relief granted by the decree appealed against. 

Where a decree was made p.iiablc b> three instalments and the plamtiU appealed on the 
ground that it should not have been in.ido lO p.avable — Ju-ld, that the Court fee should be 
calculated upon the difference between the amount claimed in the Court below and the sum 
of the present values of the threr* instalments payable on the dales mentioned in the decree. 

The plaintiff sued to recover the sum of Hs. 1,285-2-71 gs, being the rent and 
cesses payable by the defendant in respect of his dur-patni right in certain 
mauzas for the years 1296 and 1297 B.H At the hearing the defendant 
appeared in person and admitted the claim, stating that there had been inunda¬ 
tions, in consequence of which the tenants of the mehal in suit liad failed 
to pay rent. The defendant therefore prayed the Court to allow him to pay 
the amount claimed hy three instalments The Subordinate Judge considered 
the case a fit one for payment being allowed to be made hy instalments 
and gave the plaintiff a decree [2733 for the sum claimed, with costs, to be 
paid in three equal instalments—the first in Choitro 1297, the second in Assin 
1298, and the third in Choitro 1298; interest to be charged on the instalments 
at the rate of 4 per cent, per annum on their falling due, the decree further 
providing that on default of payment of one instalment the rest were to 
become at orco due. 

From this decree the plaintiff appealed to the District Judge on the 
ground that the decretal amount should not have been made payable by 
instalments, and that the lower Court had not allowed interest during the 
pendency of the suit, and deposited Court-fees upon the sum of Rs. 130, being 
the amount of interest during the pendency of the suit. The District Judge 
held that the appellant must pay Court-fees on the whole sum originally 
claimed, and decreed, in addition to the sum of Rs. 130, the interest during 
the pendency of the suit 4 and upon the appellant declining to pay the increased 
fee demanded, the appeal was rejected. 

From this decision the plaintiff appealed to the High Court on the ground 
that the District Judge was in error in requiring an ad-valorem fee to be paid 
on the entire amount claimed in respect of rent and cesses in the Court below. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 295 of 1891, against the decree of P. P. Handley, 
Esq,, District Judge of Nuddea dated the 28th of January, 1891, afBrnungthe decree of Babu 
Brojo Behari Shoine, Subordinate Judge of Nuddea, dat^ the 26th of November 1890. 
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Babu Durga Mohun Das appeared for the Appellant. 

The Bespondent did not appear. 

The judgment of the Court (Pethbilam, 0..]., and Banehjeb, J.) was 
delivered hy 

Banerjee, J. —The only question laised in this appeal which is from an 
order of the District .Tudge rejecting an appeal on the ground of the memoran¬ 
dum of appeal not hearing the proper Court-fee stamp, is, whether the learned 
Judge was right in holding that the appellant was bound to pay the whole 
amount of Court-fee demanded, or whether the memorandum of appeal, as 
presented, bore the proper Court-fee stamp. 

The facts upon which this question arises are shortly these. The suit was 
one for arrears of rent. The defendant admitted tlie claim, but prayed that 
the amount be made payable by three instalments. The First Court allowed 
the defendant’s prayer, and gave a decree tor the sum of Rs. 1,5185-2-74 gs., and 
costs, Rs. 156, amounting in all to Rs. 1,441-2-74 gs., to be paid by 

three equal instalments, payable, respectively, m Choitro 1297, Assin 1298, 
and Choitro 1298, interest being charged on the instalments, if not paid on 
due date, at the rate of 4 per cent, jier annum. The date of the decree was 
the 25th November 1890, corresponding with the lOth Aughran 1297 The 
plaintiff appealed «fgainst this decree, being dissatisfied with the order 
making the amount decreed payable by instalments, and he paid the Court-fee 
that would be payable for Rs. 130, which was the amount of iuLerest during 
the pendency of the suit, but he did not pay any Court-foe in respect of 
Rs. 1,285-2-74 gs., as he was required by the Lower Appellate Court to do. 

Now, having regard to the provisions of Article I, Schedule 1 of the Court 
Fees Act, read with section 16 of that Act, it is clear that an appellant is bound 
to pay a Court-fee on a memorandum of appeal from a decree which gives him 
only partial relief, upon the difference between the v.ilues of the relief he claims 
to be entitled to and that granted by the decree appealed against. In the 
present case the plaintiff got a decree for the amount of rent claimed, only the 
decree, instead of making the sum payable at once, made it payable by three 
equal instalments. The amount of Court-fee payable upon the memorandum 
of appeal by the plaintiff, appellant, in such a case was, therefore, clearly not 
the Court-fee payable in respect of the whole sum of Rs 1,285-2-74 gs., 
but was only that payable upon the difference between the value of the relief 
he claimed, which was a decree for the payment of the whole sum immediately, 
and the value of the relief which he has obtained, that is, the said sum 
payable by three instalments. The exact difference then will be the 
difference between Rs. 1,285-2-74 gs , and the sum. of the present values of 
the three instalments payable on the dates mentioned in the decree, reckoning 
interest at the rate of 4 per cent, per annum. On making a rough calculation 
it appears that this difference is something less than BTs. 60. It further 
appears that the plaintiff was not bound to value liis appeal, for purposes of 
the Coiift Fees Act, at the sum of Rs. 130, as he has done, that being the 
amount of interest during the pendency of thg suit, which would be allowed as 
ancillary to the main relief claimed. As the Court-fee paid was sufficient to 
cover a sum of [27d] Rs. 130, and as in our opinion ihe value of the relief 
claimed in the appeal which was the subject-matter of the appeal is less 
than that sum, we think the memorandum was sufficiently stamped for the 
purpose of the Court Fees Act, and that the learned Judge below was wrong 
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in rejecting the appeal. The oa^e mu'jt therefore go back to the Lower 
Appellate Court in order that the appai.1 miv be allowel bo hi rejiiberai and 
proceeded with according to law. Coabs will abide bhe result. 

Appeal decreed. 

A.A C. 


[19 Cal. 975] 

APPELLATE CIVIL 


The ^th Decemhet, IhOl. 

Present. 

Mr. Justice Tottenham and Mr. Justice Baner.iek. 


Protap Chandra Misser and others.Defendants 

vcysm 

Bro]o Nath Misser and another.Plaintitil's. 


Endovment- heliQious irw^t —ShebaUs, removal from oftitu: of- - irbiiratiou — 
Order giving leave to sue itndei's. iA, Act XX. of J—Appealable order — 
Regulation XIX of 1810—Act XX of Inlb'i, s.s. I —12, 14 and IS 

— Ar.tXIl 0 ) 1HH7. s. 20, 

Act XX of ISS.'l doea not apply to nn cudowmeut which la not a public oiiu, but which 
is made foe the bouLfit of an ancestral family idol 

An order passed under section ISf of th.it Act, grtinting leave to institute a suit, i.s not 
an appealable order. 

Two plaintiffs, members of a Hindu family, applied for and (in the presence of the defend¬ 
ants) obtained leave to institute a suit against the defendants, who were the shebnrts of a 
certain idol, for the purpose of having them removed from their oflico, on the ground of mis¬ 
conduct. In their plaint they alleged that the endowment was a public one, all Hindus 
having a common right of worshipping the idol. This was denied by the defendants. After 

* Appeal from Original Decree No. ‘2.54 of ttiUO, against the decree of Babu Brojendra 
Ooom<ar Seal, District Judge of*Baukura, dated the <31 st of July 1890. 

t[ Sec. 18 .—No suit shall be entertained under this Act without a proliminary applica- 
a Hon being first made to the Court for leave to institute such suit. 
Pteliminaty application The application may lie made upon unstamped paper. The 
for leave to institute suit. Court, on the perusal of the application, shall determine vrhethAr 

there are sufficient primd fane grounds for the institution of a 
bait, and if in the judgment of the Court there are such grounds, leave bhall be giVSn for its 

institution. In calculating the costs at the termination of the 
Costs. luit, the stamp duty on the preliminary application shall bo 

estimated, and shall be added to the costs of the suit. 

If the Court shall be of opinion that the suit has been for the benefit of the Trust, and 
that no party to the suit is in fault, .the Court may order ct»ts, or such portion as it may 
oonsidot just, to be paid out of the estate.) 
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issues had been framed, the Court of First Instance made an order, under section 16* of the Act, 
referring certain of them to arbitration, although the defendants contended that as the endow¬ 
ment was not a public one, the Act had no application, and objected to the reference. The 
arbitrators made an award, finding, infer al%a, that the idol was the ancostral family idol of 
the parties to the suit, and that the endowment was not iii.ide for the benedt of the public. 
They further in their award laid down certain dednito rules iujcordmg to which the sheha 
ought to be conducted and repairs to the temple made. The Court of First Instance 
passed a decree on that aw.ird, declaring th.it the idol was the ance.stral (276J idol 
of both parties, and directing that the defend.iiiits should perform the worship in a 
certain manner, and should execute oortam repairs to the toniplo within six months, and 
declaring that if the parties did not act as directed, anv tneiiibur of the family should be able 
to bring a suit fur the appointment of a Mian.agur. Against that decree the defendants 
appealed, and contended that the Act did not applv to thi' case on the finding of fact as to 
the chdowraont not being a pnblic one; that the corapiiliory r>'ferenee to arbitration was 
illegal and void, and that the decree was not oii(> antborizod by the terms of section 14 of the 
Act. (lu behalf of the plaintiffs it was eonteiided that the defcnd<uits were ptccluded from 
raising these question-, on appeal, a>. the ordet p.i.ssed under sec tion Id of the Act was made 
in thoir presence and w.is nut appealed against, and that, having regard to the provisions of 
section 20 of Act XII <>1 ldd7. ,ni .ippeal to the High Court 1.4.\ from that order. 

Held, that on the facts as found b\ the arbitrators, Act XX of 18(ii did not apply to the 
case, and that the compulsor> reference to arbitration and tbo decree made thereon were 
illegal and void. ^ 

field, further, that the decree itself was l>ad on the g outid that it was not one coming 
within the scope of section 14 of the Act 

field, also, that section 20 of Act XII of 18H7 w.is intended only to define the Court to 
which an apiical lies from a decree or order of a District Judge, and w.ts not intended 
to define tlie right ot appeal or the class of decrees or orders fioiii wliie)i .ippeals shall lie, and 
that no appeal lay from the order passed under section IH of Act XX of IHOJ granting the 
plaintifis leave to institute the suit 

The plaintiffs, who weie the two sona of the fiist defendant, instituted 
this suit, under the provisions of section 14 ol Act XX of Irtfid, for the removal 
of the defendants from their post of shehaits of an idol named Raf^hunath Jeo, 
established at mah.illa Hampore within the Municipalitv' of ISankura hy one 
Monsharatn Panday, a disciple of the prodecesso* of the defendants and the 
plaintiffs. 

Before instituting the suit the plaintiffs applied tor and obtained leave to 
sue undei section IB of Act XX of 1803 from the District Judge, and they also 
applied to the Collector, under section 539 of the Code of Civil Procedure, for 
a like permission , hut the latter application was refused on the ground that 
no such permission was necessary. 

In their plaint the plaintiffs, amongst other mg-tters, alleged that the idol 
Raghunath Jeo had certain debottar property, which had been dedicated and 
made over to IVIonsharam Panday by the late [277) Raghunath Singh Deb 
Bahadur (who had caused the temple of the idol to bebuut), for the purpose 
of defraying the expenses of its daily worship and periodical festivals, and 
for the^peding of guests and mendicants, et c. . that Monsharam Panday 

^Tsec. 16 . -In any suit or proceeding instituted under thii> Act, it shall bo lawful for the 

*■ ’ ' ‘ Court, before which such suit or proceeding is pending, to order 

Reference to arbitrators, anv matter in difference iri such suit to be referred for decision to 

one or more arbitrators. Whenever any such order shaff'be 
made the provisions of chapter VI of the Code of Civil Procedure shall m all respects apply 
to such order and arbitration, in the same manner as if such order had been made on the 
application of the parties under section 312 of the said Code.] 
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appointed his spiritual guide, one Jitram Misser, the ancestor of the parties to 
the suit, shebait, and made a gift to him of the idol and the debottar property ; 
that the defendants, who wore the present shebaits, had no exclusive rights 
of their own in the property, nor had any one at any time any such exclusive 
right or any right to appropnate the profits of the property to anything else 
than the worship of the idol and the feeding of the guests and mendicants, 
and that all Hindus had a common right in it; that the defendants had been 
mismanaging the debottar property and misappropriating its profits, and that 
the worship was not being duly performed. Thev accordingly sought to have 
the defendants removed from their office and fresh shebaits appointed. 

The defendant No. 2, Madhusudan Misser (who was the appellant before 
the High Court), took numerous objections to the suit in his written statement, 
both legal and on the merits, and, amongst others, alleged that the idol and 
the debottar properties did not belong to the public, but belonged solely to 
their family, and that for several generations none except the members of their 
family had any right or title to the idol or the properties, nor had any member 
of the public performed the worship of the idol. He accordingly contended 
that the endowment was not a public one, and that in consequence thereof 
Act XX of 1863 was inapplicable to the suit, and that it should be dismissed. 

The following issues were framed : — 

(1) Is it a fact) that the property described in the plaint was made ever 

to Monsharam Panday in trust tor the publk: generally, and for 
the sheba of the idol Baghunath Jeo ? 

(2) Did Jilram Misser, the ancestor of the parties to the suit, receive 

the property subject to the said trust ? 

(3) Have the defendants neglected to carry out the object for which 

the alleged trust was created, and are they on that account liable 
to be displaced ? 

[278] (4) From the nature of the endowment (if it is proved to be an 
endowment), does the suit, such as is laid m the plaint, lie at the 
instance of the plaintiffs ? 

The case came on for hea-ing before Mr. K. W Place, the then District 
Judge, in the month of .Ajiril 1889, and after considerable argument the 
pleader for the plaintiffs pointed out that the Court had power, under s. 16 
of Act XX of 1863, to refer the case to arbitration irrespective of the consent 
of the parties. The defendants objected to this course, and contended that 
the suit did not fall under s. 14 of the Act at all, the endowment not 
being a public one. 

By an order made on the 4th April 1889, the District Judge, considering 
that the property in question had been regarded as debottar rent-free land, 
and that primA facie the Act applied, and as the property was small in value, 
and the questions to be decided vrere principally questions turning on [joints 
of ceremonial observance of Hindu ritual, referred the first three issues to the 
arbitration of three Hindu* gentlemen. 

The arbitrators thereafter proceeded to take evidence, and on the 19th 
May 1890 made their award. On the first issue thev found that tbe^ndow- 
ment was not made for the benefit of the public ; but they found that Jitram 
Misser, the ancestor of the defendants, had obtained the property and the idol 
from Monsharam, who had obtained the property as a gift from Baghunath 
Singh Deb Bahadur, in order that out of its income the sheba of the idol might 
he conducted and the donee maintained. On the second issue they held that 
Jitram Misser got the property (which they held wsis the debottar property of 
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the idol) together with the idol as a gift from Monsharam ; and on the third 
issue they came to the conclusion that the defendants bad neglected to carry 
on the sheba of the idol properly. They further in their award laid down 
certain definite rules according to which the sheba ought to be conducted, and 
they proposed that the temple should be repaired within six months ; and added 
that, if the defendants failed to act according to the rules or neglected to repair 
the temple within the prescribed time, any member of the family would be 
competent to sue for the appointment of a manager in place of the shebaits. 

f2793 That award was filed on the 19th May IH90, and notice was given 
to the parties. The plaintiffs thereupon filed objections to the award on the 
30th May, which, however, they withdrew on the 31at .luly 1890. 

On the 6th June 1890 the defendants also filed objections to the award to 
the effect that, as the arbitrators had held the endowment was not a public 
one, they had no power to frame the rules and give the directions they had. 
The Court, however, held that these ohjections were barred by limitation 
under Art. 168 of Schedule II of the Limitation Act of 1877 

The case then came on for hearing on the 31st July 1890 for the trial of 
the fourth issue before Babu Brojendro Coomar Seal, the then District Judge, 
who upon that portion of the case delivered the following judgment:— 

“ Now according to the finding of the arbitrators the property is debottar ; 
that being so, on the authority of Fakurudin Sahih v. Adkeni Sahih (I, L. R., 
2 Mad., 197) the suif at theinstance of any member of tlie Missoi family must lie, 
and the jilaintiffs are two members of the Misser family The Madras High 
Court observed : ‘ We can find nothing to contiol the generalitv of the terms 

of 8. 14 which empower any person interested in any mosque, temple or 
religious endowment or in the performance of the trusts relating thereto to sue 
the trustee, manager or superintendent or the members of a committee 
appointed under the Act for misfeasance, and also empower the Court to order 
the removal of a trustee, etc. The plainliil's as resident Muhammadans, apart 
from any pecuniary interest they may have in the income of the institution, 
are in our judgment sufTicientlv interested theiein to entitle them to maintain 
suits if the institution be a religious establishment ’ 

'* Thus there is no doubt that the plaintiffs had the right to sue. 

“ Now the suit was » suit for the removal of tlie present sliobaits, and the 
arbitrators propose that if the defendants neglect to act accoiding to the rules for 
tlie sheba of the idol proposed by them, and do not get the temple repaired within 
six months, any member of the Misser family would be competent to sue for their 
removal and for the appointment of a manager .\cting under the provisions 
£280] of s. 518 of the Civil Procedure Code, I might amend the award and 
puss a decree to the effect that if within six months the defendants did not 
repair the temple or neglect to carry on the sheba according to the rules laid 
down by the arbitrators, thev would be liable to he removed in execution of the 
decree in this case. The arbitrators have taken rather a lenient view of the 
conduct of the defendants. Perhaps they thought that though the defendants 
have been found to ho neglectful, if their attention is properly drawn to the 
matter they would like to do their duty properly, and so the arbitrators are 
for givwg them another trial before recommending their removal. The plaintiffs 
are satisfied wjth such recommendation, and to have the shebaits removed in 
execution of this decree on the terms of the award would give rise to several 
complicated questions which it is better should be decided in a regular suit, I 
therefore accept the award as it is, and make a declaratory decree declaring the 
rights of the parties in the same way as they have been declared by the 
arbitrators, and leaving it open to thesmembers of the Misser family, including 
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the plaintiffs, tio sue for the appointment of a manager in substitution of the 
defendants should they fail to act in the way the arbitrators wish tliem to aot. 
I make no order for costs.” 

Against the decree drawn up on that judgment the defendant No. 2 
appealed. * 

Dr, Rash behari Ghose, Babu Biprodas Mnkerjtie, Babu Jasnda Nandan 
Prmianick, and Babu Nalitti Banjan Chatterjee for the appellant. 

Ur. Troilokpa Nath Mitter and Babu Digamhur I'hatterjee for the 
respondents. 

Dr. Hash Behan Ghose. —The principal question in the case is whether 
Act XX of 1868 applies at all. If this suit could not be brought within the 
purview of the Act, the reference to the arljitrators falls to the ground and the 
suit must fail. The arbitrators have found that the endowment is not a 
public but a private one. The course of tlie decisions in this Court 
is in ray fa\our -Delrus Bano§ Begum v. Kazee, Abdut liuhman (23 
W. R., 453). and their Lordships of tlie Privy Council, though not expressly 
[2813 deciding that point, seem to be of the same opinion*4h v. 
Delroos Banoo Begum [I. L. R., 3 Cal., 324 (380)1. 

Section 14 of x\ct XX of 1863 appears on the face of it to bo rather general, 
but it must be re£«l in connection with the rest of the .\ct. Tlio title of 
the Aot shovvs that it was enacted for the purpose of enabling the Government 
to divest itself of the management of religious endowments . tlie Aot must 
therefore mean to provide only for those endowments of which charge had 
been taken under the previous law, viz., Regulation XIX of 1810 [see Punch 
Carolte Mull v. Chiinnno Lull (2 C. L. R, 121), Kaler Chum Gin v. Golahi 
(2 C. L R, 128), Dhunum Singh v. Krsssen Singh ll. L. R., 7 Cal., 767), 
Jan Ah v. Ram Nath Mundul (1 L. R., 8 Cal , 32)J. The dase oiFakurudrn 
Sahib V. Ackent Sahib {1. fj R., 2 Mad., 197) is clearly distinguishable. I 
therefore submit that the Act has no application to this case, and that con¬ 
sequently the compulsory reference to arbitration in spite of our objection, and 
the decree made on the footing of the award, are illegal and void, and the suit 
should be dismissed 

Further, the decree of the lower Court is clearly wrong and is not within 
the power of the Court to pass, bavin.4 regard to the provisions of s. 14 of 
the Act. A declaratory decree could not he passed (see s. 21 of the Specific 
Belief Act). 

On the question c^f limitation lieid hy the lower Court to apply to our 
objection to the award, see Muhammad Abtd v. Muhammad Asghar (I. L. R., 
8 All., 64), 

Dr. Troilokya Nath Mitter (for the respondents).—In order fully to 
understand the scope of Aot XX of 1863 it is necessary to look at the earlier 
Regulation in place of which it was passed. The preamble to Regulation 
XIX of 1810 shows that the object of the Legislature was to ensure the proper 
admini-stration of all' rents and produce of all lands granted for the support of 
Hindu temples, etc. Section 2 of the Regulation vests the general superinten¬ 
dence of all such lands in the Board of Revenue and Board of Commiseioners, 
and no restriction is made in respect of such lands only as siiail be actually 
taken possession [282] of by the Board. If therefore Act XX of 1863 applies 
to endowments to which that Regulation applied, it must be held to apply to 
the present case, as there is admittedly a Hindu temple and an endowment of 
lands for its support. Section S of the Act shows that this is the correct view 
ol the law, the words there used being " is vested in br may be exercised by;” 
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30 that if this endowment was capable of being actually taken charge of by the 
authorities, the Act applies to it, and as there is nothing to show that it was 
not HO capable, the Act must be held to apply. Moreover, the provisions of 
'^.the Act are not so limited as has been contended. A contrary view has been 
hold by this Court in Dhurrum Stnqh w. Kissen Snigh [I. L. B, 7 Cal., 767 
(770)]. 

The case of Pwich Cowrie Mnll v. Chiiniwo LaU (2 C. L R., 121) is in iny 
favour. Their Lordships say at page 127—" Although the language of section 

14.is general in its terms, yet we do not consider that the Legislature 

had in its contemplation to inberlere with the procedure of the Supreme Court,” 
Ac. If the Court had been of opinion then that the Act only applies to an 
endowment actuallv taken in hand by the Board of Revenue, it would have 
expressly said so, as that would at pnce have disposed of the case, the Board 
of Revenue never having had actual jurisdiction in respect of endowments in 
the presidency towns. Kalec Churn Gin v. Golabi (2 C. L R, 128) merely 
follows that decision, and is distinguishable from this case, and the remarks 
of the Judicial ComiiiiLtee in .l.s/ij/ar Alt v. Delroos Buiioo Befium (I. L. R., 
3 Cal., 324) relied on b^ the other side are mere ohitet dicta. Delrun Banoo 
Begum v. Kazee Abdiir liuhman (23 W. R., 453) is distinguishable ; the deed 
of endowment was thorg set aside, and it was therefore unnecessary for the 
decision of that case to go into this question at all. In Jan Ah v. Bam Nath 
Mundul (I. L. R., 8 Cal, 32), the lands subject to the enclowment had never 
been taken charge of by the revenue authorities, and yet the provisions of the 
.Act were held to apply. Fakurudni Sahib v. Aekeni Sahib (I L. R , 2 Mad., 
197) also supports this view. 

[283} Whatever may be the correct view of the law on that point, the 
appellants are precluded from succeeding in this appeal, as tliey allowed the 
order under s. 18 to become final by not appealing against it. Under the 
Civil Courts .\ct of 1876, an appeal lay to the Higli Court where an appeal 
was allowed by Inw The present Civil Courts Act, XII of 1887, has introduced 
a distinct change, and an appeal now lies to the High Court against all 
orders of a District Judge unless barred by any law for the time being in force. 
The order under s. 18 of Act XX of 1863 lias therefore become final, and 
the appellants cannot now he heard to sav that it was an incorrect order. 

Dr. Raiih Behan Ghone (in reply). —The order under s. 18 was not 
appealable [see Venkatnsxoara, In re (I. L. R , 10 Mad., 98) and Kazeni Alt v. 
Aeim Ah Khan (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 382)] The Civil Courts .Act only defines 
the venue of an appeal when an appeal lies. .As the arbitrators have held that 
the endowment is not a public one, and the respondents withdrew their objec¬ 
tions to the awai'd, the suit ouglit to he dismissed 

The jad^ment of the Court (Tottenham and Banp,h.7 EK, JJ.) was as 
follows.— 

This appeal arises out of a suit brought under s. 14 of .Act XX of 
1863 for the removal of the present shebaits of a certain religious endowment. 

The plaintiffs allege in their plaint thst the idol Raghunath Jeo had certain 
debottar property endowed for its worship and for the feeding of guests: that 
the present shebaits had no exclusive right of their own in the said property ; 
that all Hindus had a common right of worshipping the idol; that the present 
shebaits bad been mismanaging the debottar pyoperty and misappropriating its 
profits; that the plaintiffs as persons interasted in the worship, having obtained 
the permission of the District Judge under s, 18 of Act XX of 1863, were 
entitled to maintain this suit; and that they brought this suit for the purpose 
of having the present shebaits removed from office. 




I.L.R. 19 Cal. 984 protaf chandea misseb Ac. v. 

The defendaofc No. 2, who is the appellant before us, amongst other 
objections not necessary now to consider, urged that the t*80 endowment was 
not a public one, and that Act XX of 1863 was in consequence not applicable 
to the present suit. 

The Court below thought that the Act was applicable to the case, and it 
referred the case to arbitration under s. 16 of the Act, though the defend¬ 
ant No. 2 was unwilling to refer the matter to arbitration. The arbitrators, to 
whom the case was referred, made an award, and the Court below made a 
decree in modification of the award to the effect that it be declared that the idol 
Raghunatb Jeo is the ancestral idol of both parties, and that the defendants be 
directed to perform the worship in a certain wav, not necessary to specify here, 
and that they do repair the temple as necessary within six months ; and that 
if the parties do not act as directed, then, any member of the Misser family 
shall be able to take steps for the due performance of the said acts, that is to 
say, any member of the Paricharak Misser family shall be able to bring a suit 
for the appointment of a raanagert 

The defendant No 2 has appealed against that decree, and it is contended 
on his behalf that the decree is bad, first, because, upon the fact found in the 
case and embodied in the decree that the idol is the ancestral idol of both parties, 
Act XX of 1863 was not applicable to the case, and the compulsory reference 
to arbitration and the aecree made on the footing of the arbitration award are 
altogether illegal and void ; and secondly, because the decree that has been 
made in the case is onethat is not authori/.ed by the terms of s. 14 of hot 
XX of 1863. 

We think tbst both these contentions are valid. Act XX of 1863, as 
appears from the preamble to the Act and ss. 1 to 12, applies only to 
endowments to whicii Regulation XIX of 1810 was applicable; and that 
Regulation, as appears from s. 16, had application only' to endowments 
for public purposes. This is the view that was taken of the scope of the Act 
in the case of Uelrus Banoo Begum v Kazee. Abdur Jiuhman (23 W. R., 453). 
That case went up on appeal to the Privv Council, and though in consequence 
of the decision arrived at upon another question raised in the case the Judicial 
Committee did not think it necessary to decide the present question, yet their 
Lordships say “ that they see no reason for disagreeing with that part of tilie 
judgment ” of this Court £285} which dealt with the question now beiore us. 
We think therefore that this case is an authority binding upon us, and we 
accordingly follow it— Askgar Ah v. Delroos Banoo Begum [(I. L. R., 3 Cal., 324 
(330)1. 

Several other cases, both in this Court and in the other High Courts, have 
been discussed in the course of the argument; but we do not think it necessary 
to refer to them in detail, as some of them are not quite in point, and there is 
no decision of this Court which takes the contrary view ; and though there is 
one Madras case— Fakuttiddin Sahib v. Ackeni Sahib (I. L. R., 2 Mad., 197) 
— which favours the respondents’ contention that s. 14 of Act XX of 1^3 is 
general in its application, a different view is taken of the scope of the Act in a 
later case, Sathappayyar v. Periasami (1. L. R., 14 Mad., 1), which is in favour 
of the restricted construction put upon the Act by this Cpurt in thg^pase to 
which reference has already been made. 

It was contended by the learned vakil for the respondents that whatever 
may be the true view of the scope of the Act, the defendant, appellant, is pre¬ 
cluded from raising the present contention by reason of bin having omitted to 
appeal against the order of the Judge under s, 18 of tbe Act, which was 
made in his presence. 
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We do n6t think there is anything in this contention. That order was 
not appealable under Act XX of 1863, and there is nothing in the Code of Civil 
Procedure which would allow an appeal from such an order, it not being a 
.decree in any sense. In support of the argument that an appeal lies 
against such an order, reference was made to s. 20 of the Civ^il Courts 
Act, XII of 1887, which says ;—“ Save as otherwise provided by any enact¬ 
ment for the time being in force, an appeal from a decree or order of 
a District Judge or Additional Judge shall he to the High Court.” It was 
argued that the language of this section compared with the language of the 
corresponding provision of the* former Act, VI of 1876, goes to show that 
whereas by the former provision of the law an appeal lay to the High Court 
where such an appeal was allowed, the intention of the present law is to allow 
an appeal to the High Court, except,whure such an appeal is taken away. We 
[286j do not think that this is the coiarect interpretation of the law. Section 20 
of the Civil Courts Act is intended onlv to de6ne tfie Court to which an appeal 
lies from a decree or order of a District Judge, but it is not intended to define 
the right of appeal or the class of decrees or orders from which appeals shall 
lie. In support of our view that no appeal lies from an order under s. 18 of 
Act XX of 1863, we may refer to the case of Ka^sam Ah v Azim Ah Khan 
(I. L. K., IB Cal, 382), and also to a Full Bench decision of the Madras High 
Court, Venkatam'ara, In re (I L. R., 10 Mad., 98). 

In our opinion,^therefore. Act XX of 1863 was not applicable to this case 
upon the findings arrived at by the Court below, and the proceedings had in 
this case are therefore contrary to law and void. 

We are farther of opinion that the decree made in this case is not one 
that comes within the scope of s. 14 of Act XX of 1863. 

We accorthngly set aside the decree made by the Court below, and dismiss 
the suit with costs of both Courts. 

Appeal allowed and mil dismissed. 

H.T.H. 


NOTES. 

[Sa« the cTiticihin of Mr P. R. Oanapati Iyer in hib licligtoits thuioivments (1905), j 
Udn., at pp. Ill seq. as regardt, the scope of s. 14 of Act XX of Ib&l. 

.S’w also 18 All., ajT , 19 All., 104,26 M.iJ , 166.] 
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[ 19 Cal. 986 3 

appetj:jAte civil. 

The lltk December, 1891. 

Present; 

Sib W. Comer Pethebam, Kt , Chief Justice and 
Mb. Justice Ba^nebjee. 


Tikum Singh and others.D|{endants Nos. 1 to 3 

verms 

Bbeo Ram Singh (Plaintill) and Sheo Pershad Bhagut, 

(Defendant No. 4.) ‘ 

■■■■ 4 

AUachvient of property deposited m, or ni the custody of, a Court— Prwnly — 
Title to property in custody of a Court—Code o/ Civil Procedure- 
, Act XIV of ss ‘i7'4 and :i78——Suit to set aside 

order under proviso to s. Code of Ctrl I Ptocedurc. 

4 suit will he to let ctside ati order such Hs cun Lem pin. tod by the provjsu to s. 27'2 t 
of the Codo of Civil Procedure, iha.t i-., .in order deteruiiuiiig any question of title or priority 
as between the decree-holder and any other persion in respect of iiionov in deposit in u Court 
of Justice. • 

[9873 The mode of investigation and the nature of the order to l>e made under s. 272, 
and the extent to which such an order is hnal, .irc provided for in ba 278—288 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure. 


was a. suit brought under the provisions of s. 2SH of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, praying for a declaration of the plamtift's right to a certain sum 
of Rs. 501-14-0, realized under the plaintiff’s decree against defendant 
No. 4, which sum the plaintiff alleged had hecn drawn out of Court by 
defendants Nos. 1, 2 and 3, after attachment of the same by them as monies 
belonging to their judgment-debtor, defendant No 4, in execution of their 
decree against defendant No. 4, and praying for recovery of the same with 
interest and costs. 

The facts were shortly as follows :—By a kobala or deed of sale, dated the 
8th June 1887, the defendant No. 4 sold to the plaintiff the arrears of rent 
for the years 1291 to 1293 due to him by the tenants of mauza Dedour, in which 
mauza he held a share under defendants Nos. 1, 2 and 3. 


The plaintill brought suits against the tenants and recovered decrees on 
the 5th March 18BH. Upon execution of these decrees the sum of Rs. 505 was 
realized by sale of the judgment-debtors' properties, out of which sum the 
plaintiff claimed Rs. 501-14-0. The defendants Nos. 1, 2 and Shad, however, a 


* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1771 of 1820 against the decree of Babu Jadu Nath 
Daa, Subordinate Judge of Patna, dated the 13th of August 1890, reversing the decree of 
Babu Puma Cbunder Banerjeo; Munsif of Patna, dated the 19tb of September 1889. 

7[Sec. 272If the property be deposited in. or be in the custody of, any Court or 
iftaj.hm.ani- nf nmnavtv P“W*c officer, the attachment shall be made by a notice to such 
rm,af nn «Sfh Coutt ot officcr, Tcquestiug that such property, and an}c.Jnteres! 

Of dividend becom^g payable thereon, may be held rlubjeci 
fiovernment officer. which the notice issUM: 


to 


Provided that, if such property is deposited in, or is in the custody of, a Court, any 
question of title or priority arisiug between the decree-holder, 
Proviso. and any other person, not being the judgment-debtor, claiming 

to be mterkt^ in such property f>y virtue of any assignment, 
attaobment or otherwise, shall be detemined by such Cbart.3 
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decree or rent against the defendant No. 4, in execution of which they attached 
the amount realized by the plaintiti' under his decrees. The plaintitf prefer¬ 
red a claim under section 278 of the Code m respect ot the sum of Es. 501-14-0, 
but the claim was disallowed by the executing Court upon the ground that the 
claimant was only a benamidar of the defendant No. 4, and that the 
purchase of the 8th June 1887 was not a hoiid fide transaction for value. 

The plaintiff then brought this suit, asserting his right to the sum of 
Hs. 601-14-0, and alleging that he was not theboniimidar of the defendant No. 4, 
and that the kobala, dated the 8th June 3887, was executed bond Me and for 
valuable consideration. The GoUrtof First Instance held that the bond Mes of 
the sale bad not been clearlv established, and dismissed the plaintiff ’s suit. The 
Lower Appellate Court reversed that decision, and gave the iilaintiff a decree 
for Bs. 434-10-0, being the amount t^^ken out of r288] Court bv the defendants 
Nos. 1, 2 and 3. These defendants appealed to the Higli Court. 

Dr. Hash Behan Ghose appeared for the Appellants 

Babu Bhiibait Mohan Das appeared for the Respondents. 

Upon the hearing of the appeal the od1> question argued was whether a 
regular suit would lie in the present case, the question being as to the title or 
priority arising between the parties who claimed to he interested in the money 
deposited in Court, and as such being a question within the proviso to section 272 '' 
of the Code of Civil Procedure. Gopee l^atk Achune Arhcha Bibee 

(I. L. R.. 7 Cal., 663jJ . 

The judgment of the Court (Pethekam, C.J , and IUnek-USE, J.) was 
delivered by , 

Banerjee, J. —The onlv question raised in this case is whether a 
regular suit would lie for sotting aside an order such as is contomjdated by the 
proviso to section 272 of the Code of Civil Procedure, that is, an order deter¬ 
mining any question of title or priority as between the deciee-lioldur and anv 
other person iii respect ot monev in deposit in a Couit of Justice. 

It IS contended for the appellant that no sucli suit would lie, as there is 
no provision in the Code of Civil Procedure whith says that an order of this 
kind is liable to ho questioned by a regular suit, and tliatthe iiiiention of 
section 272 's to make the Court, in whose custody tlie money or property in 
dispute IS, the onlv Court competent lo deteiniine the question. 

We do not think tliis contention is sound. Section 272 is otic of a group 
of sections commencing with section 272 and ending with section 286 ; and 
all that the proviso to section 272 intends, when declaring that the Court in 
which the property or money is deposited shall he the Court that shall deter¬ 
mine any question of title or priority, is to make that Court the tribunal for 
investigating claims, as distinguished fi’om the Court which issues the attach¬ 
ment in execution of decree, which is the Court that in ordinary cases has to 
investigate and decide upon claims. 34ut the mode of investigation, the nature 
of the order to be made, and the £284} extent to which such an order is final are 
we think, provided for in ss, 278 to 283. There does not appear to us to be any 

*tSeo. 27^ —If the property be deposited lu, or bo lu the custody of, any Court or public 
. , , ,, officer, the attHohineut shall bo made bv a notice to such Court 

Attachment ol projicrty q, requehting that buch property, aud any interest or 

depositeo’ni COTTt or wiin becomtug payable thereon, may be held hubit>ct to the 

Government otneer. further orders of the Court from which the notice ihsues ; 

Provided that, if t.uch property is deposited m, or in the custody of, n Court* any 

question of title or priority arising between the decree-holder. 
Proviso. and any other person, not being the judgment-debtor, claiming 

to be interested in such property by virtue of any ashignment, 
attachment or otherwise, shall be determined by such Court.] 
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reason why greater finalitv should he given to an order such as is contemplated in 
the proviso to s. 27!2 than is given to an order in any other claim case. The point 
taken before us therefore fails, and this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 
A.A.G. Appeal dismissed. * 


C 10 Cal.'289 1 

FULL BENCH. 

The 'Mth November, ISVl. 

Present : 

Silt W. Comer Pethkkam, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice J*rinsep. 
Hu. JusTit’K Wilson, Mr. Justice Pioot, anu 
. Mr. Justice (ihose. 


Matungini Gupta.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bam BiUtton Roy and others.Defendants.' 


Itindu wuloie, re-m<oytaqe nf—Mairiatje of Hindu widow—Propertu inheiited 

by Hindu widow from her first husband, futfeitiue of—Hindu Widow's 
Marriaye Act (XP of IH6G), ss. /, H — Act 111 of s. 10. 

A Hindu widow iTihuni-d tho prop«jit\ of hi-r husband, taking therein tho cHUtc of a 
Hindu widow She afterwards married u second husband, not a Hindu, in tho form provid 
ed by Act Ill of 1872, h.iMiig first made a deelaraiion, as required s 10 of that Act, that 
she was not a Hindu 

Held, b% the inajoritv of the FrjbLi BENCH (I’lilNSEI*, .T , dis-senfim;) that by her accond 
marriage she forfeited her iiirerest in her first husliand's estate in favour of the next heir, 
all rights which -tny widow may nave in tier deceased hu<ib.ind’s propert> b\ inheritanco to 
her husband being expressly determined by s. 2 of tho Hindu Widow’s Marriage Act (XV of 
185C) upon her rc-marriagn. 

Gopal Singh v. Dhuiujmee (B W. B., 206) overruled. 

Prinsei*, >1.—Section ‘2 of Act XV of 1856 doca not apply to all Hindu widows re-marrying 
but only to Hindu widow-, re-iuarryiug as Hindus under Hindu law m provided by the Act. 
This suit was brought by one .Matungini Gupta, the daughter of Bhugwan 
Cbunder Roy. deceased, to.recover certain properties [380] belonging to his estate 
as to which she alleged that the succession had opened out to her by reason 
of the re-marnage of bis childless widow, Hai'ani. The marriage of Harani 
with her second husband took place under the provisions of Act Illi,.Qf 187^, 
Harani at that time professing the Brahmo religion and making a declaration 
to the effect that she did not profess the Hindu religion. The plaintiff relied 
on the provisions of s. 2, Act XV of 1856, and contended that the effect of the 

* Appeal from Appellate Heeree Ho. 312 of 1890 against the decree of the District Judge 
of T>acca, dated the 2ud December, 1889, ceveraing the decree of the Sc^nd Subordinate Judge 
of that dibtnct, dated the 80bh June, 18%. 


646 






RAM BUTTON ROY &o. [1891] I.L.R. 19 Cal 291 

ra-marriage of Harani was to open out the succession to her deceased tmsband's 
property in the same manner as if her estate in that property had been deter¬ 
mined by her death. The defendants urged that the succession had not opened 
out, and further relied upon a will of the deceased Bhugwan Ohunder Roy. 
The Subordinace Judge decided against the defendants on both these points. 
The District Judge held that the plaintiff had no right to sue, on the ground 
that Act XV of 1856 did not apply to the case, and relied upon the case of 
Moniram KoUta v. Ken Kolitani (1. L. R., 6 Cal., 776) as an authority that 
when an estate has once vested in a Hindu widow, it^is not liable to be 
divested by the widow changing her religious creed. He further relied on the 
case of Gopal Singh v Dhungazee (3 W. R., 206). From this decision the 
plaintiff" appealed to the High Court. 

The Division Bench (PrinsePj Wilson, and Banekji ) referred the 
case to a Full Betfch with the following opinions — 

Wilson, J. — In this case a Hindu widow inherited the property of her 
husband, taking therein the estate of a Hindu widow. She afterwards married 
a second husband, not a Hindu, in the form provided by Act 111 of 1872, 
having first made a declaration, as required by s. 10 of the Act, that she w'as 
nob a Hindu. The question is wliether, by that marriage, she forfeited her 
interest in her first husband’s estate in favour of the next hoit 

In order to answer that question, wo have to considerjwhat is the nature of 
the estate of a Hindy widow—whether it is an estate during widowhood and 
subject to forfeiture on re-marriage, or an estate subject to no such restriction , 
for it seems clear that, whatever estate the widow took on the death of her 
husband, she could never enlarge it by any subsequent act of her own. 

[291] To simplify the consideration of the question, 1 propose first to refer 
to certain matters dwelt upon in argument, hut w'hich seem to me to have no 
real bearing upon the question. First, 1 think Act XXI of 1850 does not affect 
this case. By virtue of that Act a change of religion does not cause any for¬ 
feiture of property: and therefore the widow's abjuration of Hinduism did not 
deprive bur of her estate. But neither could it enlarge it, nor get rid of any 
condition or restriction to winch it was nnginallv subject Second'!/, Act III of 
1872 seems to me to liave no bearing on the question. Tiiat .Adis, as its title 
indicates, “ an .Act to provide a form of marriage in certain cases.” Any provi¬ 
sion with regard to capacity to marry, or with regard to rights of property, 
would have been entirely beyond its scope. 

There are really, 1 think, two points to lie considered— first, what is the 
nature of a Hindu widow’s estate under the Hindu law, apart from statutory 
onsustments,— is it an estate Juring widowhood and liable to forfeiture upon 
a second marriage, or is it free from any such restriction , and, secondly, what 
is the effect of the Hindu Widow’s Marriage Act (XV of 1856). 

It is the general rule ot Hindu law, as stated by the Privy Council in 
Moniram Koltia v. K^ri Kolitam [I. L R, 5 Cal., 776 (788)] “that an estate 
once vested by succession or inheritance is not divested by any act or 
incapacity which, before succession, would have formed a ground for exclusion 
from inheritance,” and it was therefore held not to have been established that 
ftie ftsfcgjip of a widow formed an exception to the rule. But it is equally clear 
that there were grounds which, under the Hkidu law, caused a forfeiture of 
a vested estate. Change of religion did so before Act XXI of 1850 and the 
Begulations that preceded it. Degradation from caste had the same effect as 
is pointed out bv the Privy Council in the case above referred to at page 792, 
We have to sav whether a second marriage is a circumstance, like those just 
mentioned, which determines a widow’s estate. 
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We cannot expect to find express texts on this point in the usual 
authorities on Hindu law, because second marriage was a thing they did not 
contemplate. We cannot expect more than an indication of the view they 

took of the nature of a widow’s estate. 

That view is clearly expressed in the text of Yriha<ipati which Jimuta- 
vahana makes the basis of his reasoning on the subject of a widow's estate 
(Dayabhaga XI, 1) “ of him whose wife is not deceased half the body survives. 
How then should another take his property while liall his person is alive ? " 
This is difficult to Reconcile with a right m a widow, who ceases to be the wife 
or lialf of the hodv of her late husband, and liecomes the wife and half of the 
hodv of another man, to keep the estate of her late husband The view that 
on principle a second marriage determines a widow’s estate is strengthened by 
the fact that where second marriages weie sanctioned bv custom, the further 
rule seems almost always to have followed, that such re-marriage entailed a for¬ 
feiture of the first iiusband's estate See the cases cited in Mayne's Hindu Law, 
s. 612, and in West and Buhler, Bk. i, ch. 2, a. 7, Q. 1 (3rd ed., p. 429): 
and again the adoption of the rule of forfeiture on second marriage in the 
Hindu Widow’.s Marriage Act (XV of ISfifJ) seems to be an indication that 
the Legislature considered that rule to bo in accordance with the prin¬ 
ciples of Hindu law. If, therefore, we liad to decide this case upon the 
principles of Hindu law, and without reference to express legislative enact¬ 
ments, I should bo disposed to hold that the widow's estate was determined 
by her marrying a second time, and I do not think this \foiild bo in aiiv way 
inconsistent with what was held in Moniram Kolitn,v Ken Knlitoni (I L. R., 
6 Gal , 776), namely, that a vridow’s estate is net forfeited by unchastity 
during widowhood , for there seems to me to be a very broad distinction 
between misconduct on the jiart of a widow, as a widow, and her ceasing to 
be a widow. 

The case is, however, in inv opinion governed hv s 2 of the Hindu 
Widow’s Marriage Act (XV of 186G1 The preamble to that .Act is as 
follow's : — 

“ Whereas it is known that hv the law as administered in the Civil 
Courts eatablished in the territories in the pos.session and under the Govern¬ 
ment of tlie East India Company, Hindu [293J widows, with certain 
exceptions, are hold to be, by reason of their having been once married, 
incapable of contracting a second valid marriage, and the offspring of 
such widows bv any se<jond marriage are held to he illegitimate and 
incapable of inheriting property , and whereas many Hindus believe that this 
imputed legal incapacity, although it is in accordance with established custom, is 
not in accordance with a true interpretation of the precepts of their religion, 
and desire that the Civil law administered iiv the Courts of justice shall no 
longer prevent those Hindus, who may be so minded, from adopting a different 
custom in accordance with the dictates of their own oonsciencos: and wlieroas 
it is just to relieve all such Hindus fi om this legal incapacyiiy of which they com¬ 
plain ; and the removal of all legal obstacles to the marnage of Hindu widows 
will tend bo the priimotion of good morals and to the public welfare.” 

The words of this preamble show clearly, to my mind, to whom the Act 
applies, that is to say (upon the narrowest view), to all Hiudn widqjvs oth^ 
than ihose referred to under the words ‘ with certain exceptions,’ who could 
without the aid of the Act marry according to the custom of their caste. With 
the latter class of widows we have no concern in the present case. 

Then follows section I— 

* J.^'No marriage contracted between Hindus shall be invalid, and the 
issue of no such marriage shall be illegitimate, by reason of the woman having 
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be«n previously married or *befer(fthed to another person who was dead at the 
time of such marriage, any custom and any interpretation of Hindu law to the 
contrary notwithstanding." 

Section 2 is— 

" All rights and interests which any widow may have in'her deceased 
husband's property by way of maintenance or by inheritance to her husband or 
to his lineal successors, or by virtue pf any will or testamentary disposition 
conferring upon her without express permission to re-margy, only a limited 
interest in such property with no power of alienating the same, shall, upon her 
re-marriage, cease and determine as if she had then died; and the next heirs of 
her deceased husband, or other persons entitled [394] to the property on her 
death, shall thereupon succeed to the same." 

It appears to me that each of these sections applies to the whole class of 
widows to whom the Act is applicable, and that class I have already pointed 
out. I think further that each section applies to a Hindu widow from the time 
she becomes a widow so that section 1 makes her free to marry again if she 
pleases, and section 2 declares one of the conditions on which she takes 
the estate inherited from her husband, and not only this, but various other 
interests also. It follows from this that in the case before us, the widow, 
being a Hindu widow to whom the Act was applicable, took her estate sub}ect 
to the provisions of section 2 of the Act. , 

The argument ag^iinst this view, and the only argument, I think, that 
could be used upon the construction of the Act was, that section 2 should be 
regarded as a proviso to section 1, and as if it ran ; " Provided that all rights 

and interests which any widow, who marries by virtue of the preceding section, 
under such circumstances that, but for that section, her marriage would be 
valid,” etc. 

The answer to this seems to me to be that s. 2 is not a proviso to s. 1, 
and that the language of s. 2 is not restricted in the way proposed. On the 
contrary, s. 1 speaks of and validates marriages contracted between Hindus— 
language very likely used because the Legislature were aware that Hindu widows 
might change their faith and marry again without the aid of the Legislature ; 
while s. 2 speaks of* ‘ any widow,’ that is, 1 think, any widow falling within the 
class to which the Act applies. As, however, this view is in conflict with the 
decision of this Court in Gopal Singh v. DUungazee (3 W. B., 206), 1 think the 
question in issue should be referred to a Full Bench. 

PriNSBP, J.—I concur in thinking that this case should be referred to a 
Full Bench. But 1 have doubts on many points raised in the judgment of 
Mr. Justice WmsoN. 

Banebji, d.—I also am of opinion that this case should be referred 
to a Full Bench for the decision of the question raised [893] in it, 
viz., whether the estate which a Hindu widow inherits from her 
deceased husband ceases on her re-marriage under Act III of 1872. I am 
unable to accept as correct the decision of this Court in the case of Oopal 
Singh v. Dhungazez (3 W.B., 206). The widow’s right of succession is based, 
according to the Dayabhaga, on the ground that she is half the body of her 
d!t^eased.hu8band. and is capable of conferring by her acts spiritual benefit on 
him. The widow takes her husband’s estate, not because of past relationship, 
not because she was the wife of the deceased, but because of the contin uing 
relationship, because she is still the patnl^ (wife) of the deceased. This is 
abundantly clear from Chapter XI, s. 1 of the Dayabhagat and in parrioular 
from paragraph 2 of that section : and, if that is so, it follows, as a necessary 
consequence, that the estate of a Hindu widow can last only so long as she 
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continues to be the wife and half the body of her deceased husband^; that is, only 
80 long as the relationship, by reason of which she inherits, continues, and the 
estate must be held to determine when she must cease to be the wife of her 
late husband and half his body by marrying another person. In other words, 
the Hindu Widow’s estate must be taken to be an estate during widowhood. 
This view has been recognized in the Hindu Widow’s Marriage Act (XV of 
1856)> section 2, which declares that a widow re-marrying loses all her rights 
in her deceased husband’s estate. It is also recognized in oases where the 
marriage of Hindu widows is allowed by custom. Mitrugayi v. Vtramakali 
(I.L.B , 1 Mad., 226). See also the case cit^ in WestandBiihler'sDigestof Hindu 
Law, Bk I, ch. 2, s. 7, Q. 1 C3rd ed., p. 429). The widow’s change of religion can¬ 
not, I think, in any way affect the present question. It is true that by Act XXI 
of 1850 abjuration of Hinduism cannot cause forfeiture of the widow’s estate, 
but it can neither, on the other hand, have the effect of enlarging or altering the 
nature of that estate The widow Harani, therefore,by re-marrying must, I think, 
be taken to have lost the estate that she inherited from her deceased husband. I 
should here add, however, that I am not prepared to hold that section 2 of Act 
XV of 1856 governs this case. Though section 2 taken alone may be general 
in its terms, it must be read along with the other provisions of the Act, and 
[296] the words ' any widow, occurring in the section must be taken to mean 
any widow to whom the Act applies and for whom it was intended, that is, 
any widow who is a Hindu, not only at the time of her succession, but also 
at the time of her re-marriage . and the word “ re-mairiage ” in the section 
must be taken as meaning re-marriage contracted under the Act in accordance 
with Hindu ceremonies. And ns the re-marriage in this case was not contract¬ 
ed in accordance with Hindu ceremonials, but under Act HI of 1872, and 
after the widow had ceased to profess the Hindu faith, section 2 of Act XV 
of 1856 cannot have any application to her. T think it also necessary to add 
that the case of Monnam Knhla v. Ken Kohtani (I. L. E., 5 Cal., 776), so 
much relied upon on behalf of the respondents, does not at all touch the present 
Question. All that was decided in that case was that chastity is not a 
continuing condition for the subsistence of a Hindu widow’s estate. That 
does not show that the continuance of widowhood or of the relationship by 
reason of which the widovt succeeds is not necessary for the continuance of 
the widow’s estate. 

Babu Golap Chunder Sircar and Babu Horendro Nath Mukerji appeared 
for the Appellant. 

Dr. Rash Behan Ghose and Babu Nahni Banjan Chatterjz appeared for 
the Eespondenhs 

Babu Golap Chunder Sircar. —The wife as such is not entitled to the 
inheritance. It is only a patm who can inherit— Mitakahara, Part II, Oh. II, 
section 1, H 2 and 5. Patni signifies a wife espoused in lawful wedlock 
and associated in sacrifice with her husband. TSee SmrtU Chandnka, 
Chapter XI, §? 6—10, where the matter is fully explained.] The succession 
is different where the wife is not married in any of the approved forms. 
Marriage signifies the union of man and woman into one person : hence yautuoa, 
the property given at a marriage, which imports " mingling ” [Dayabhaga, 
Chapter IV, section 2, § 14.] The wife becomes a saptnda. [See«West and 
Buhler, Bk 1, ch. 2, s. 6A, Q. 6 (2nd ed., p. 120), and Umatd Bahadur r. 
Vdoi Chand (J. L. B., 6 Cal., 119 (124).] The wife is a oo-ownei^'Hvith 
her husband, and after his death half his body survives in her [Dayabhaga, 
(297] Chapter XI, section 2, $ § 25 and 26] and she takes as his continuing 
wife. Ee-marriage of widows. cannot be classed under the category of un- 
chastity, so Moniram Koliia v. Ken Kolitam (I. L. B., 5 Gal., 776) does not 
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apply. By re-marriage the widow’s connection with her former husband 
ceases (Manu, Chapter V, verse ] 61) and she cannot adopt to him [West and 
Biifaler, book III, sections, B. 3,29 (3rd ed., p. 999) j. By re-marriage she 
ceases to be member of her husband’s family \_Muriuiayi v. Viravmkah 
(1. L. E., 1 Mad., 226), Parmti v. Bhiku [4 Bom. H. C. (A. C. J.)2o]. 
The existence of a custom among' the lower castes all over the country 
in which re-marriage is allowed shows what the Hindu law was ~ [Sea 
Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, volume I, p. 58, Kalltj Churn Shaw v. Dukhee 
H%bee (I.L E., 5 Cal., 692), Hurry Churn hans v. Ntmai Chand Keyal (I. L. E., 
10 Cal., 138); Strange’s Hindu Law, volume II, p. 309 , Steele’s Hindu Law 
and Custom, pp. 169 and 176 ; Xihelain Nana Bhavn v (Jmur Sinyh (Borradaile’s 
Eeports, 430); Hahiv. Govmd [l.L.E., 1 Bom., 97 (114)1 ; Tupper’s Panjab 
Customs, volume II, pp. 71 and 72]. The object of Act XV of 1656 appears 
from the preamble to remove legal ofistacles to the marriage of Hindus, and the 
language of section 2 cannot he restricted. Section 6 removes the difhculties 
raised by the orthodox party. The case is governed by section 2 of the Act 
{Har Saran Das v. Nandi (I L R., 11 All., 330)1, and Act XXI of 1850 has 
no application \Bhagwant Sinqh v. Aa/fw (1. L R, J1 All., 100)1. Act III 
of 1872 is a negative enactment, and only p'’ovides a form of marriage Gopal 
Singh V. Dhungazee (3 W. E., 206) is a doubtful ruling 

Dr. Bash Behan (Jhose. —The estate of a Hindu widow is not laid down 
by any text to be an estate during widowhood. Chastity is not a necessary 
condition {Dayabhcega, Chapter XI, section 1, ^ 56, Moniram Kolita v. Ken 
Kohtani (I. L. E., 5 Cal., 776).] No condition of forfeiture is created hy the widow 
refusing to live in her husband’s family She commits a sin, but does not incur 
forfeiture. No inference can be drawn from the existence of any custom 
among the lower castes, and no custom has been shown to prevail in Bengal. 
Patm means a woman espoused in lawful wedlock [Mttakshara, Part 11, Chapter 
II, section 1, § 5J and wlien she has once inherited, it [298] is not possible 
for the estate to become vested in any other person during her lifetime. It 
cannot liecome divested bv any -act or incapacity which before succession 
would have formed a ground for exclusion from the inheritance. This is esta¬ 
blished by the Privy Council decision. Then, as regards Act XV of 1856, that 
was an Act to remove the disabilities of Hindu widows, that is, widows who 
professed Hinduism at the time of the marriage, and cannot therefore apply 
to the present case. The word “ widow " must be subject to some limitation. 
When Harani ceased to be a Hindu, she ceased to be a Hindu widow. If she 
wishes to re-murry and to retain her husband's estate, slie has onlv to change 
her religion and she enlarges her estate by her own act. 

Babu Golap Chunder Sircar was not hoard in reply. 

The opinions of the Full Bench (Pethebam, C. J,, Prinsep, Wilson, 
PiGOT, and Ghose, JJ.) were as follows :— 

Pethanam, C.J.— The question submitted for the opinion of this Bench, 
as stated by Mr. Justice WILSON, is as follows :— 

" In this case a Hindu widow inherited the property of her husband, 
baking therein the estate of a Hindu widow. She afterwards married a 
second. Jiusband, not a Hindu, in the form provided by Act 111 of 1872, 
having first made a declaration, as required by section 10 of the Act, that she 
w^not a Hindu. The question is whether, by that marriage, she forfeited her 
interest in her first husband’s estate in favour of the next heir.”, 

I think that the decision in Gopal Singh v. Dhungazee (3 W. E., 306) 
is wrong, and I agree with the learned Judges who referred the question that 
it must be answered in the affirmative. It is. I think, concluded by section 
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9 of the Hindu Widow’s Marriage Act, XV of 1856, and I do not think it 
necessary to express any opinion on the other points which have been men* 
tioned in argument and which are disoussed in the judgment of the Judges 
who constituted the referring Bench. 

The first two sections of the Act are as follow :— 

1. "No marriage contracted between Hindus shall be invalid, and tbe 
issue of no such marriage shall be illegitimate, by reason of the woman having 
been previously married or betrothed to another person who waa dead at the 
time of such marriage, any £299} cu 8 t 9 m and any interpretation of Hindu 
law to the contrary notwithstanding." 

2. " All rights and interests which any widow may have in her deceased 
husband’s property by jway of maintenance or by inheritance to her husband or to 
his lineal successors, or by virtue of any will or testamentai'y disposition con¬ 
ferring upon her, without express permission to re-marry, only a limited 
interest in such property, with no power of alienating the same, shall, upon 
her re-marriage, cease and determine as if she had then died , and the next 
heirs of her deceased husband or other persons entitled to the property on her 
death shall thereupon succeed to the same." 

Section 1 no doubt relates to marriages between Hindus, but s 2 includes 
all widows who are within tbe scope of the Act, that is to say, all persons who 
being Hindus become widows, and It must follow from this that if any such 
widow marries, she is deprived by the section of the estate which she inherited 
from her Hindu husband. The words are clear—" All rights which any widow 
may have in her deceased huband’s property by inheritance to her husband ;" 
the estate which a Hindu widow takes upon her husband’s death in his property 
is an^estate which she takes by inheritance to him, and such estate is expressly 
determined by tbe section. 

My answer to the question is, that by marriage the widow forfeited her 
estate in her first husband’s property in favour of the next heir. 

The result will be that the appeal must be allowed and the decree of the 
First Court reinstated with costs of the three hearings in this Court and the 
costs of the Lower Appellate Court. 

Wilson, J.—I agree. 1 think it unnecessary to say more, as 1 expressed 
my views in making the reference. 

PiGOT, J.—I agree. 

Ghosb, J.—I agree in the answer which the Chief Justice has given to 
the qnestion referred. 

Pbinsbf, j.—T he inclination of my own opinion has been always against 
the view expressed by my two learned colleagues who joined with me in 
referring this case to a Full Bench, and I still have doubts which the further 
argument has failed entirely to remove. 

£300} Act XV of 1856 is entitled an Act to remove all legal obstacles to 
the marriage of Hindu widows, and it provides for such marriages according to 
the rites and ceremonies current amongst Hindus. The widow in tbe case 
before us ceased to be a Hindu by a public declaration abjuring that religion, 
and her re-marriage was under Act HI of 1872, entitled ‘ an Act to provide a 
form of marriage m certain oases." 

That Act was passed by the Legislature expressly for cases of this desoripUbn. 
If the widow h|ul merely renounced the Hindu religion, admittedly she would not 
have ceased to hold her deceased husband’s estate. She could not, after her ootic 
veraion to another religion, confer pn him what are known in Hindu Law as 
spiritual benefits, but it is said she would still be ri^arded. as a part of ^er 
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httaband's body, and as aooh in possession of his wordiy properties. It has been 
contended that her title is only during her widowhood, durante vidmtate, in 
oonsequenoe of the principle under which she is recognized as proprietress after 
her husband’s death. It is difficult to understand how that legal fiction can be 
maintained if after her husband’s death the widow were to beconae a Muham¬ 
madan or Christian. The Statute, however (Act XXI of 1850), has provided 
that a change of religion shall not operate as a forfeiture, and according 
to the opinions, in which I am unable to agree, a re-marriage not as a 
Hindu would have that effect. We have also the anomaly that, although 
she may change her religion and cease to be a Hindu, so long as she 
remains a widow, she continues as a Hindu to hold her husband’s estate 
that she does not forfeit this by leading a notoriously unchaste life (see 
Moniram Kohta v. Ken Kohtani ^I. L.B., 5 Gal., 77S), but that if she re- 
msurries she forfeits, because she ceases to be a widow, and because the 
conditions under which she retained her husband's estate as part of his 
body no longer exist. I have the misfortune of being unable to agree 
that s. 2, Act XV of 1856, is of general application to all Hindu widows re¬ 
marrying, for 1 read it as being limited only to the oases provided for by that 
Act, VIZ,, Hindu widows re-marrying as Hindus under Hindu law as provided 
by that Act. Having still these doubts regarding the views expressed by 
my learned colleagues,* 1 regret to be unable to concur in the judgment 
delivered. « • 

A. A. C. 


NOTES. 

C A similar view was taken when the remarriage took place under customary law, (1895) 
33 Cal., 686 ; (1907) 8 C.L.J., 64-2 ; (1909) 14 C W N. 346 see also (1896) 22 Bom., $21; 
(1899) 24 Bom., 89 ; (1912) 15 l.C 602 (Mad.) ; where the Bombay and the Madras High 
Courts took the same view. Bat the Allahabad High Court held difierently, in (1898) 20 
All. 476 ; (1906) 29 All , 122 , (1908} 31 All., (6) ; (1910) 32 All. 489.] 

[301] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 1st September, 1891. 

Present. 

Mb. Justice Macphebson ani> Mb. Justice Ameeh Ali. 

Sham Kuar.(Petitioner) Appellant 

versus 

Mohanunda Sahoy and another.(Objectors) Bespondents.’^ 

Hindu law—Alitakshara —Minor — Guardianship—The Guardians and 
Wards Act {Vlllof l89V)—Act XL of 1868. 

Under the Guardians and Wards Act, 1800, a guardian cannot be appointed of the pro¬ 
perty of a minor, who is a member of a joint Hindu famil} governed by the Mitakshara law, 
and possASted of no separate estate. 

Diflereuce between the Guardians and Wards Act, 1890, and Act XL of 1858 stated. 
iburgapersad V. Keihopersad Singh (T. L. U , 8.Cal , 656 ; L. B. g 1. A. 27) explained. 
yarsmgrov Bamchandra v. Venkaji Kr%$hna (I. L. R., 8 Bom., 395) and Appovier v. 
Kama Subba Aiyan ( 11 Moo. T A 76) referred to. ___ 

* Appeal from order No. 95 of 1891, against the order of J. G. Charles, Esq., Distrust 
Judge of Bhahabad, dated the 2nd of March 1801, 
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This was an appeal from an order refusing an applioation, under s. 7 of the 
Guardians and Wards Act, 1890, to appoint a guardian of the property of a 
minor member of a joint Mitakshara family possessed of no separate estate. 

The application was made by the appellant, the mother of the minor. It 
was admitted that the minor and his three brothers were the members of a 
joint Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law; that the minor pos¬ 
sessed no separate property, and that, since the death of his father on the 11th 
February 1886, the entire joint family property had been under the control and 
management of the minor’s eldest brother, the respondent Mohanunda Sahoy. 

The District Judge was of opinion that the principles on which the oases 
under the old Act had been decided were equally applicable to the Act of 1890, 
and further that the provisions of the latter Act were quite inconsistent with 
the idea of a person [302] having ti]« care of .an undivided interest in 
property of a joint Hindu family. He therefore held that under the Guardians 
and Wards Act, 1890, a guardian of the property of such a minor could not be 
appointed. He relied upon the following authorities ;— 

Sheo Nutidun SSii^qh v. Ghiinsam Kooeree (21 W. R. 143), AjholM Kooeree 
V. Digambnr Singh (23 W. R., 206), Gourah Koen v. Gnjadhur Purskad (I. L. 
R., 5 Gal., 219), Hawm V Data Jilaoji Khoja (12 Bony. H. C. Rep., 

281), Guracharya v. Svamirayacharya (I. L. R.,3 Bom., 431), and Narsingrav 
Bamchandra v. VenJcaji Krishna (I. B. R., 8 Bom., 395). 

He also referred to the following rulings :— « 

Dhiraj Koer v. Adjoodhya Bur Singh [3 N. W. P. (All.) 91] Bhoopmdra 
Naratn Boy v. Greesh Narain Boy (L L. R , 6 Gal, 639), Soohanse Singh v. 
Jiiggesshur Koer (13 G. L. R,, 86), Durgapersad v. Keshopersad Singh (I.L.R., 
8 Cal, 656; L. R., 9 I. A., 27), and liabaji v. Sheshqiri (I. L. R., 6 Bom., 
593). 

The District Judge having dismissed the application. Sham Kuar appealed 
to the High Gourt. 

Dr. Rash Behan Ghose and Babu Nalim Banjan Chatterjce for the Appellant. 

Mr. Evans and Babu Boghu Nandan Pershad for the Respondents. 

Babu Nahm Banjan OhaHerjec for the appellant.—A guardian of the pro¬ 
perty of a minor member of a joint Mitakshara family can be appointed under 
Act VIII of 1890. The cases, in which it has been held that no guardian 
of the property of such a minor could bo appointed under Act XL of 1858, 
and which have been relied on bv the Judge in the Court below, have 
proceeded upon the meaning to be attached to the word “charge” 
which occurs in that .Act, and also upon the principle that the minor 
has not any such property or interest in property as was capable of 
being taken charge of. The word “ charge ” implies actual physical 
[803] possession of property, which is not implied by the word “ care,” which 
has been substituted for it in the present Act, These cases, therefore, are 
not applicable to the present Act; and, moreover, they have been very much 
weakened, if not virtually set aside, by the Privy Council ruling in Durgapersad v. 
Keshripersad Singh (I. L. R., 8 Gal, 656, L. R., 9 I. A., 27). In Soobame 
Singh v. Juggesshur Koer (13 C. L. R., 86) the High Court observedIt is 
not elear ^ ^ that under Act XXXV of 1858 a manager under no niroum- 

stances could be appointed if a lunatic be a member of a joint tliudu fatisily 
under the Mitakshara law possessed of no separate property.” In Bhoopendra 
Naratn Boy v. Greesh Naratn Boy (I. L. R., 6 Gal, 539) PONTIFEX, J., said, 
wi^ reference to this Act:— It appears to us that there may be oases where 
it is essentially necessary that a guardian should be appointed for a member 
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of a Mitakshara family as much Ss for any other family." Under the Bombay 
Minor’s Act of 1864, 'which is similar in its previsions to Act XL of 18G8, the 
Bombay High Court has held, apparently on the authority of the Privy Council 
case of Durgapersad v. Keshopersad Singh (I. L. B., 8 Cal., 656 ; L. B., 9 1. A. 
27), that a certificate of administration may he granted for the share of a minor 
who is a member of an undivided Hindu family—v. Shsshgiri (I. L. B., 
6 Bom., 593) ; and the Allahabad High Court in the case oiDhiraj Eoer v. 
Adjoodhya Bitx Singh (3 N.-W. P. (All.), 91) held that under Act XL of 
1858 a certificate, may be granted in the lifetime of the father. 

The words in Act VIII of 1890 are different from the words in the Act of 
1858. In section 4 subsectrnn 2 of the present Act, guardian is defined as " a 
person having the care of the person of a minor or of his property, or both his 
person and property." The substitution of the word “ care " for “charge" shows 
that the Legislature contemplated fhe appointment of a guardian in a case like 
the present and considered actual physical possession was unnecessary, and 
therefore intended to alter the law I See the Statement of Objects and Beasons,. 
paragraph 12, Gazette of India, .lanuary to June 1886, Part V, page 76]. In 
s. 19 of the new Act it is stated in precise terms in what cases no guardian shall 
be appointed, but there is no mention made of a case like the present one. 

[804] AjirEKBAlil, J.—But if the minor has no separate property of which 
actual charge can be Jiaken by the guardian, what will the duties of the 
guardian be ?) • 

The minor kas«oertain rights in respect of the family property which are 
capable of being protected by a guardian. In such a case the guardian need 
not have the control of the common property. He need only watch the 
interests of the minor, and exercise a sort of supervision over the kurta with 
a right in the last resort to demand a partition. 

Dr. Bash Behan Ghose on the same side.^—A guardian appointed under 
Act VIII of 1890 has certain rights and privileges (section 53), and he may 
protect himself by applying to the Court under s. 33 for its opinion or 
direction in the management or administration of the property of his ward. 
Should the eldest managing member of a joint family desire to be the guardian 
of his minor brother, why should he be deprived of the benefit of the 
provisions of the Act ? There can be no possible objection to the eldest 
managing member on the ground that the appointment would have the effect 
of disorganizing the joint family and bringing about a separation without a 
partition and altering the devolution of property. There is nothing in the law 
against such an appointment; and if the eldest managing member may be 
appointed guardian, in the absence of any provision in the Act showing that 
he has any preference, any other person might as well be appointed guardian. 

In addition to the oases cited by the District Judge the following cases were 
also referred to during the argument on behalf of the appellant. 

Sheonundwi Pershad Singh v. Ghumham Kooerce (17 W B., 237), Hoolash 
Kooer v. Kassee Proshad (I. L. R., 7 Cal., 369), Padmakar Vinayak Josht v. 
Mahadev Krishim Joshi^ 21)j^ __ 

• [Sec. 33 :—(1) A guardian appointed or doclared by the Court may apply by petition to 
the Court which appointed or declared him for its opinion, advice 
Bight of guardian ho or direction on any present question respecting the management 
appointed or declared to or administration of the property of his ward, 
apply to the Court for If the Court coneiderR the question to be proper for summary 
opwon in management of disposal, it shall cause a copy of the petition to be served on, and 
property of ward. the hearing thereof may be attended by, such of the persona 

interested in the application as the Court thinks fit. The 
guardian Rtating in good faith the facts in the petition and acting upon the opinion, advice 
or direction given by the court shall be deemed, so far as regards his own responsibility, to 
have perform^ his duty as guardian in the 8ubjeot*matter of the application. 
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Mr. Evans for the Bespondent.—It has been held both by the Calcutta and 
Bombay High Courts that a guardian could not be appointed under Acts XL of 
1858 and XX ot 1864 in cases where the minor had no rights except as a member 
of an undivided Hindu family. The doubt which has been oast on this view by the 
tSOdJ Privy Council ruling in Durgapersad v. Keshoperaad Stngh (I. L. B., 8 
Cal., 656; L. B., 9 I. A., 27) has been removed by the present Act. The 
only question in that case was whether the minors were properly represented 
in a suit which had been brought against them and their uncle, who was de¬ 
scribed as their guardian, and whether the decree obtained by the appellant 
Durgapersad was binding on them. The Privy Council held that the minors 
were not properly represented ; but no quostion as to whether a guardian of 
the property of a minor member of a joint Mitakshara family could or could 
not be appointed was gone into. This case was fully considered by the 
Bombay ^igh Court in Narsingrav Bamchandra v. VBnkaji Krishna (I,*L. B., 
8 Bom., 395); and, as was there remarked, the observations of their Lord- 
. ships of the Privy Council should be read strictly with reference to the case 
then under consideration. Durgapersad's case did not change the law as it 
stood under Act XL of 1858. The result of it is that an infant will not be 
bound by any decree unless he is properly represented. Nothing turns upon 
the meaning of the word ‘ care ’ in section 4, sub-section 2 of the Act. The 
Bill contained a clause respecting the appointment of guardians for minor 
members of undivided Hindu families but that clause was removed by thq Select 
Committee, to which the Bill had been referred for consideration, for the reason 
that the weight of authority was against: its retention, and also on the ground that 
the appointment of a guardian in such a case would materially Interfere with the 
management of the joint property by the kurta, and such interference could not 
possibly result in any good, and it was best, therefore, not to disturb the 
existing law. The present Act, therefore, like the old Act, does not apply to 
the case of a minor member of an undivided Mitakshara family. 

He referred to Sir Andrew Sooble’s speech m presenting the report of the 
Select Committee on the Bill {Gazette of India, January to June 1890, Part 
VI, page 36); to the report of the Select Committee, paragraph 2 (Gazette of 
India, January to June 1690, Part V, page 77). to the Statement of Objects 
and Bieasons, paragraph 12 (Gazette of India, January to June 1886, page 76) 
and to 88. 27, 28, 29, and 34 of the Act. 

[306] Dr. Bash Behan Ghose m reply. 

The Court (Macphebson and Ameeb Ali, JJ.) delivered the following 

judgments:— 

Ameer Ali, J. —This is an appeal from the order of the District Judge of 
Shahabad rejecting an application to appoint a guardian in respect of the 
property of a minor, who is a member of a joint and undivided Hindu family 
govern^ by the Mitakshara law. The minor in question is the youngest of 
four brothers; the eldest of whom has, since the death of their father in 1886, 
been managing the entire'joint family property. Admittedly the minor has 
no separate property. The Judge in the Court below has held that Act VIII 
of 1890 (the Guardians and Wards Act) does not contemplate or authorise the 
appointment of a guardian in respect of the property of such a minor. And 
the sole question is whether that view is correct. It is not denied that undenr 
Act XL of 1858 it has been uniformly held in this Court that no guardian 
could be appointed in respect of the property of a minor member of a joint 
Mitakshara family, owning no separate estate. The learned Judge has referred 
to and relied on those rulings; but it is contended on the appellant’s behalf that 
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in those cases the Courts had proceeded upon the meaning to be attached to the 
word “ charge ’’ in Act XL of 1858 ; and as that word does not occur in the 
present Act, the decisions under the old statute are not applicable to the matter 
in issue in the present appeal. In order to determine whetlier there is any 
such substantial difference between the two Acts as is contended for, it is 
necessary to refer only to ss. 3 and 4 of Act XL of 1858 Section 3 runs thus;— 

" Every person wiio shall claim a right to have charge of property in trust 
for a minor under a will or deed, or by reason of nearness of kin, or otherwise, 
may apply to the Civil Court for a certificate of administration ; and no person 
shall be entitled to institute or defend any suit connected with the estate of 
which he claims the cnarge until he shall have obtained such certificate. 
Provided that, when the property is of small value, or tor any other auflioient 
reason, any Court havitjg lurisdicUon may allow any relative of a minor to 
institute or defend a suit on his behalf, £307] although a certificate of 
administration has not been granted to such relative ” 

And section 4 says — 

"Any relative or friend of a minor in respect of whose property such 
certificate has nut been granted, or, if the property consist in whole or in part 
of land or any^ interest in land, the Collector of the district, may apply to the 
Civil Couit to appoint a fit person to take charge of the property and person 
of such minor.” 

In»the present Act the word " care ” lias been substituted for the word 
"charge” in Act XL of 1858 Section 4, sub-section 2 of .Act VlIJ of 1890 
runs thus.— 

Guardian’ means a person having the care of the person of a minor or 
of his property, or of both liis person and property.” 

It is contended that tiie word " charge ” means an actual and physical 
possession of the proiiertv, which is nob implied by the word "care, ” and that 
consequently the decisions referred to hy the Judge, in which it was held 
that a guardian could not be appointed in respect of the property 
of a minor member of >i]oinc Mitakshara family, and which proceeded entirely 
on the meaning of the word " charge," are inapplicable tu the present Act, the 
substitution of the word " care ” showing the intention of the Legislature that 
physical possession is not necessarv. It seems to me, however, tliat there is 
no force in this argument. Tlie pieamhleof Act XL of 1858 expressly declares 
that that Act was enacted " to make better piovision for the care of the persons 
and property of minors nut brought under the superintendence of the Court of 
Wards.” Tlie use of the word ‘ charge ” in the body of the Act would imply 
that the words " oaro ” and " charge " are interchangeable. The charge of a 
property involves its " care,” and its " care ” implies its being under the control 
of the person charged with its care. Tiie duties of the guardian under the 
present Act are substantially the same as under Act XL of 1858. 

Section 27 declares:— 

"A guardian of the property of a ward is bound to deal therewith as care¬ 
fully as a man of ordinary prudence would deal with it if it were his own, and, 
subject to the provisions of CsOS} this chapter, he may do all acts which are 
reasonable and proper for the realization or protection or benefit of the property.” 

How can the guardian " deal ” with the properly unless it is in his actual 
control? But section 41, suhTsection 3 shows clearly that the Act contemplates 
actual possession or control on the part of the guardian over the minor’s 
property. It runs thus ;— 

" When for any cause the powers of a guardian cease, the Court may 
require him or, if he is dead, his representative to deliver as it directs any 
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property in his possession or obntrol belonging to the ward, or any accounts in 
his possession or control relating to any past or present property of the ward.’’ 

No inference, therefore, can be derived from the mere use of the word 
" care " in the present Act that the Legislature intended to alter the law so as to 
affect materially the status of a joint Mitakshara family. 

The only difference between the two Acts is that XL of 1868 was imper¬ 
ative, whilst the present enactment is permissive. Under the old Act no 
person was entitled to institute or defend any suit connected with the estate of 
a minor unless he had obtained a certificate, or unless the estate was of small 
value. Under the present Act the Court has the power of appointing a next 
friend or guardian for any suit for or against a minor, but it is not necessary 
that the person so appointed should be a guardian under the Act. 

It was next contended that the decisions relied on by the .ludge had been 
virtually over-ruled by the Privy Council in the case of Durqapersad v. Kesko- 
persad Singh (I. L. R., 8 Cal., 656 , L R.. 9 I. A., 27). An examination of that 
case, however, would show that that is not so. The only question ui that 
case was whether the minors were properly represented in a suit in which they 
were sued along with their uncle, who was described as their guardian, and 
whether the decree obtained by the appellant Durgapersad was binding upon 
them. Their Lordships decided that they were not properly represented. No 
question as to whether a guardian of the properly of a mioor member of a joint 
Mitakshara family can or cannot be appointed was gone into. 

[309] In Narstnqrav Ramchandra v Venkaji Krishnail. L. R , 8 Bom , 395) 
the Bombay High Court took the same view of the decision of the Privy 
Council in the case of Durgapersad. The learned Judges there said :—“ The 
circumstances of the case before the Judicial Committee were of a peculiar 
nature. A member of a joint family, who was neither the guardian of 
certain minors nor the manager of the family estate, had affected to deal 
with the interests of the minors by executing a money bond in the 
names of himself and them, and a decree had been obtained by the obligee 
against the peal manager personally and as guardian of the minors in virtue 
of his being the co-proprietor and manager of the estate; and the object of 
the suit, by the quondam minors, was to prevent the obligee from executing 
his decree against them Their Ixirdships held that ‘ the manager, although 
he may have the power to manage the estate, is not the guardian of infant co¬ 
proprietors of that estate for the purpose of binding them by a bond ''' or 
for the purpose of defending suits in respect of money advanced with reference 
to the estate; ’ and they proceeded to consider the provisions of the 
Bengal Minors’ Act, XL of 1858, which corresponds in most particulars with 
the Bombay Minors’ Act, XX of 1864. No doubt it would seem, from their 
Lordships’ remarks on the Act, that an application for the appointment of an 
administrator of the interest of minors in a joint family estate is contemplated, 
hut it is obvious that their Lordships were not considering the general princi¬ 
ple of the Act with reference to the estate of an undivided Hindu family, and 
we think their observations must be read strictly with reference to the parti¬ 
cular case then under consideration.” * ■ 

It see&s to me, therefore, that it is not correct to say that the older oases, 
on which the Court below has relied, were either expressly or impliedly 
overruled by the Privy Council, or that, owing to the difference in the 
phraseology of the two Aets, they.oannot be used for the purpose of construing 
the later statute. 
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In the view, however, I take of the status' of a member of a joint and 
undivided Hindu family, governed by the Mitaksbara [810] law, and of the 
provisiotis of Act VIII of 1890, I consider it unnecessary to discuss the rulings 
referred to by the Judge. 

The position of a Mitaksbara family, as is well known, is widely different 
from that of one governed by the Dayahbaga law. In the case of the latter 
each member owns a particular and defined share in the family property; and 
although, until partition, his specific share is not capable of identification, he is 
entitled at anv time to claim even without partition the income of his own share 
from the managing member. A Mitaksbara family stands on a different 
footing. As their Lordships in the Privy Council lay down in clear terms in 
the case oiAppomer v. RainaSubba Aiyan [11 Moo 1 A., 75189) I .—" According 
to the true notion of an undivided family in Hindu law, no individual member 
of that family, whilst it remains undivided, <?an predicate of the joint and 
undivided property, that he, that particular member, has a certain definite share. 
No individual member of an undivided family could go to the place of the receipt 
of rent and claim to take from the collector or receiver of the rents a certain 
definite share The proceeds of undivided property must be brought, according 
to the theory of an undivided family, to the common chest or purse, and 
then dealt w'ith according to the modes of enjoyment by the members of an 
undivided family. But when the members of an undivided family agree among 
themselves with regard to particular property, that it shall thenceforth be the 
subject of ownership, in certain defined shares, then the character of undivided 
property and joint enjoyment is taken away from the subject-matter so agreed 
to be dealt with , and in the estate each member has thenceforth a definite 
and certain share, which he may claim the right to receive and to enjoy in 
severalty, although the property itself has not been actually severed and divid¬ 
ed.” Until partition there is absolute unity of ownership. No member can 
ask for his share of the rents and profits. Every member has an interest in 
the joint-family property: he has 'a right to use the family jiroiJerty along 
with the others, and he has a right to demand the ascertainment and allot¬ 
ment of his share by partition. But until it is so ascertained, what is there in 
the ease of a minor to appoint a guardian of ? The guardian under the Act has the 
power of dealing with L311] property, of receiving the rents and profits, and 
he IB accountable for the due administration of the estate of his ward. Butthow 
is that possible under the peculiar circumstances of a Mitaksbara family ? To 
introduce a guardian of a share which is unascertained and unspecified would 
bo to disorganise the family and to bring about a separation without a partition 
and to alter in effect the devolution of propeitv This difficulty was perceived 
and appreciated by the learned pleader for the appellant, who argued the case 
with considerable ingenuity. He suggested that a guardian in such a case 
need not have the control of any property : he would only watch the interests 
of the minor and exercise a sort of supervision over the kurta But the Act 
contains no warrant for the appointment of such a guardian. A guardian under 
the Act is one for the “ care ” of the minor's property for the purposes of due 
administration ; to deal with it as the proprietor would have been able to do 
had h^been, sui juris, subject to certain restrictions. There is no provision in 
the Act for the appointment of a person “ to watch ’* the interests of a minor. 
The kurta is, to all intents and purposes,thd sole manager on behalf the minor 
as well as adult members, if any. If he misuses his position, there is an easy 
remedy provided by law. But to introduce another person to watch the kurta's 
dealings would be productive of serious evil; it would paralyse the proper 
management of the joint estate and tend to strife and disunion. 
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For these reasons I am of opinion that the order of the learned Judge is 
correct, and that this appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Makopheraoiii J. —I agree that the appeal must he dismissed. Act XL of 
1868 was held not to apply to the guardianship of the property of a minor who 
was a member of an undivided family governed by the Mitakshara law. The 
provisions of Act VIII of 1890, which re])eals Act XL of 1858 and consolidates 
and amends the law relating to guardian and ward, do not seem to be in any 
way more apnlicahle. T do not think it was intended to alter the law in this 
respect, or that the Act has the effect of altering it. 

C.D.P. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

[In (1903) 25 All., W, the Privy Council observed that ‘‘ it has. been well settled by a 
long senes of decisiuns in India that a guardian of the property of .in infant oaunot properly 
be appointed in respect of the inffint’s interest in the proportv of aii uudividod Mitakahara 
family. And in their Lordships’ opinion those decisions arc i li-arly right on the plafu 
ground that the interest of a iricmber of ,.iiuh family is not individual property at all, and 
that, therefore, a guardian if appointed would haveiiothing to do with the familv proportv." 
See also (1908) 32 Mad , 139; (1907) 6 C L J., .38.3 • (1905) 30 Born.. 152, (1898) 20 All., 
100 ; (1894) 19 Bom , 309; (189.5) 17 All., 529 . (1912) 23 M.L J., 706 (Malabar tarwad) ) 
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Secretary of State for India in Council.Plaintiff 

versus 

Durbijov Singh and others.Defendants. 

jOn appeal from the High Court at Calcutta J 

Res ludicata —Civil Procedure Code, ss. I'i, ‘424— Decree for land, 

not effectively defininq the boundaries, effect of -Art XIV of 

ss. IS, 4U. 

The proprietary possession of illuvial land was cl.mnud upon the avorniont that, having 
been gained as an accretion to the planitiil’'i vill.ige. it had been wrongly excluded from 
settlement with the latter, lu consequence of u prior decree, which, however, had not decreed 
the land to the defendaiits, as they alleged it to heive done. In pursuaDOc of that decree, 
which wauimade in 1865, the land had hemi, aceordiiig to the evidence, taken by the defend¬ 
ants, m whoHe possession it was in 1868, from which date till IbS:), when the prew-nt suit 
was brought, that land had been treated, alike by the Government authorities and by the 
defendants, as belonging to the fatter. Had the quesuou been one of limitation, the posses¬ 
sion of the defendants for a period of twelve years would not have been sufficient to exclude 
this claim by the plaintiS, the Government, to recover whatever oould have been showyi to be 
its property. The question, however, was not one of limitation ; -and the fact of the possao- 
sion having bibn retained for .so long a period was used by the defendants, not to make a 
title, but to define or identify the laud which the decree of 1865 had awarded tc them. 
Although the specification of the boundaries (which had been merely by referenoo to the plaint 
which mentioned adjoining villages) had been inefiectuai, the acts of the parties had been 
such as to fix the meaning of the terms used , and it was established by the evidenue that the 


660 




DUBBiJOY SINGH Slc. (1892] I.L.R. 19 Cal. 313 

land DOW claimed was identical with that which bad been made over under the decree of 
1865, to which it related. 

Appeal from a decree (13fch December 1886) of the High Court reversing 
a decree (30th March 1885) of the Subordinate Judge of Bhagalpur. 

The suit out of which this appeal arose related to 2,169 bighas claimed by 
the Government as belonging to Bhawanundpore, C313J a mauza which it 
owned in the Monghyr district This the Government had jmrehased in the 
year 1838, at a sale for default of revenue, .it a nominal price, theie having 
been no buyers for this village, whicli was then in immediate danger of being 
submerged, as it lav ne.'ir the north hank of fciie Ganges, with four other 
mauzHS, Simeria, Durari, Kamraddinpore, and fshakpore, of which last the 
defendants, thirty -six in number, were the owners. 

Between Bhawanundpore on the south and Duron on the north lay Kam¬ 
raddinpore. On the v\ 08 t was lanS of which the designation and ownership 
were not determined in consequence of changes on the river’s coui se. On 
the outside line of circumfeience of all these villages w'as Ishakpore, mixed up 
with parts of others of them The course, of the river clianged as follows : - 
“ Originally the river appears to have had its course considerably to the south 
of all these estates It gradually moved to the north It was moving north¬ 
wards in 1843. It was further north still in 1846, and probably remained on 
the north side of the*mahals for some time after that Subsequently 
it began moving to the smith again. In 1858 it was far more southerly than 
it had been. In latePvears it was more to the south still, and, as we under¬ 
stand it, is so now ” Thus the ludginent of the Division Bench (WILSON and 
O’KineaIiY, ,TJ.) dealt with the physical state of things , and intimated that 
Ishakpoie, the defendants’ village, having been formerly to the north of the 
river, and having been washed awa> helore 1848, there were afterwards large 
alluvial formations in the place w'hore it had been, and upon neighbouring 
sites, more or less neai the above-named group of villages, so that to which of 
them the new land belonged was not readih ascertained When the course 
of the river was again further south’ after having been iimth, the newly-formed 
land was dealt with by the revenue oflicers as an accretion to the old mabal 
Bhawanund])ore, which originally contained 1,700 bighas 

This was re-settled bv the revenue authorities in 1846, but only for a few 
years. In the same year 1846 the thakbust survey and the geometrical suivey 
were made. The newlv-formed land, tieated and re-settled as an .iccretion to the 
old mabal Bhawanundpore for ten years, amounted to about 2,169 bighas, and 
C3143 was the siibiect of tlie present claim by the Government,—without 
reference to a much larger accretion of land on the river hank, still further 
south, said to amount to 1.3,000 bighas. 

The High Court, after referring to the maps of 1843 and 1848, and the 
evidence, concluded that the eastern portion of the lands then assessed were 
substantially the same lands for which the present suit was brought. The\ 
added -“From 1848 onwards the Government remained in possession of that 
land as their own projierty The settlement of 1848, though it shows that down 
to that time the Government had never claimed a proprietary right over the 
land, w|ktia settlement of the land, as land in which the proprietary right had 
vested in the Government That went on down to year 1858, the settlement 
of 1848 having been a ten years’ settlement* In 1868 proceedings jvere taken 
to re-settle the same land. During the progress of the re-settlement proceed¬ 
ings of 1858 objections were raised by various persons. The defendants as 
owners of Ishakpore objected that what it was proposed to settle, or rather to 
re-settle, as part of Bhawanundpore, was really their property, and in Ishakpore 
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Objections were also raised by the owners of Simeria, ontfi of the northern 
properties, that the land then being settled was their land. Others raised 
objections. All were disallowed by the settlement officers and the higher 
revenue authorities. The result was that in a suit brought in 1862 the Ishak- 
pore shareholders claimed the laud as owners of that village. They were 
aggrieved at the settlement proceedings oF 1858, giving boundaries as to what 
was their claim. On an appeal to the High Court the suit was remanded on 
the 17th December 1866 to the Court of the District Judge, who, on the 21st 
June 1867, gave a decree to the then plaintiffs for the land claimed by them. 
On the 30th June 1868 there was an application for execution of the decree. 
A parwana forgiving possession was issued on the 7th February 1868 ; and it 
would appear that whatever possession was given by the Couit officers was 
given on the 26th .April 1868,” 

The Court then considered the prooeedingsin execution,and also the arrange¬ 
ments for the re-settlement of Bhawanundporo in 1868-69, and hold it perfectly 
clear that the settlement was made on the basis of the lands, then claimed by 
thelshakpore people, being Ishakpore lands, and not part of Bhawanundpore. 
Therefore [81J) in the settlement of Bhawanundpore those lands were excluded. 
That was a settlement lor two years. It was first intended that it should be for 
ten years. But the higher authorities limited the settlement to two years only. 
What happened afterw'ards with regard to the settlement of the lands of 
Bhawanundpore wtAi unknown A series of maps prepared at that time made 
it clear that the land winch was then excluded from th^ settlement as being 
Ishakpore land, and not included in Bhawanundpore was the land which 
formed the subject of the present suit. .And the defendants continued in 
possession of the land down to the date when the present suit was filed, which 
was on the 15th February 1883 Upon this the judgment continued thus : — 

“ In that state of things two questions urose: first, apart from the former 
suit brought in 1862, has the title of the Secretarv of State to these lands 
been established ? And, secondly, if so, are the lands the subject-matter of 
the present suit the same lands which were recovered by the now defendants 
in the suit of 1862 ' For if they were, notwithstanding any title in the 
Secretary of State existing prior to that date, the suit must fail. 

“ On the first question the Lower Court has found in favour of the Secre¬ 
tary of State, hut without giving at any length the reasons for so finding. 
The only property to which tlie Secretary of State ever acquired any title by 
any of the ordinary modes of acquisition of property, such as conveyance or 
the like, was the original mahal Bhawanundpore, containing 1,700 bighas, and 
bearing originally a jama of Rs. 1,001. Now, it is perfectly clear that the 
lands in suit form no part of the original mahal. Again, it is clear that at the 
earliest date at which we have to deal with the several properties which ws 
have mentioned, they were all lying together, occupying between them the 
whole of the area included within the outside limits, and that therefore no 
action of the river could possibly wash away any land except at the cost of 
some of these mauzas No land could form except as a reformation upon 
some of the mauzas. The result is that, under the law as it is now settled 
by the highest authority, there could he really no title acquired by ,p.qcretiou 
by anybody to the land now in dispute, or to any land similarly situated. The 
only title, then, which the Crown can possibly have to this land is a title by 
CSI6]| adverse possession under the Limitation Act. And the only time that 
they ever were in possession in any sense was from the year 1848 down to 
the time when they were ousted in consequence of the suit of 1862. Apparently, 
possession for the period from 1848 down to the 4iime of the br^ging of 



IX.R. 19 Cal. 317 


• DUBBIJOT S^NGH &c. [1892] 

that suit gave th^ Cro^n a good title to this land by adverse possession under 
the Limitation Act. It is not necessary, however, lor us to express any 
opinion decidedly upon that point. There may be some matters bearing upon 
the question which have not presented themselves to our mind. Had it been 
necessary to decide that question, we should have heajd Mr. Woodroffe in 
reply. But we think it unnecessary to do so by reason of the view that we 
take upon the other question in the case. 

" In the Oourt below it has been held that tiiese lands were not the lands 
recovered in the former suit, and that conclusion has been arrived at in this way. 
It is said that the parties to that suit all had before them the survey and other 
maps of the year 1846. They all looked to those maps in prepari ng their plaint 
and written statements, and so on It is assumed, therefore, that that suit 
was based on the survey maps, that it was decided on the survey maps, and 
that the decree must be construed as intending to give the Ishakpore people what 
appeared to be Ishakpore on the survey maps. That appears to us to be too 
summary a mode of disposing of the effect and construction of the decree in that 
case. It is especially open to this objection, that the settlement of ] 848, of which 
the settlement of 1858 was really a reproduction, was itself based on the survey 
maps, and it is plain that it was justified by tlie survey maps Yet that suit 
was brought to dispute the settlement of 1858. It seems almost impossible 
that the suit which disputed the settlement could have been based on the very 
maps on which the settlement was based. We think it necessary to examine 
more closely than has been done by the Court below the materials before us, in 
order to determine what was recovered in the former suit. 

" That was a suit brought to question the settlement of 1858, and it was 
brought because certain claims, which were made by the Ishakpore people 
during the settlement of 1858, had been overruled by the settlement oncers. 
Now, let us see what was the [3173 subject-matter of the settlement of 1858, 
and what were the claims disallowed by the settlement officers There is no 
difficulty in ascertaining them. It, is clear that the settlement of 1858 was of 
the same lands as those settled in 1848. And as %\e have already shown, the 
settlement of 1848 was of the land lying between Simeria on the north, Kam- 
raddinporeon the east, Hhawanundpore on tiie south, and some less clearly 
ascertained boundary on the west." 

The Court then referred to maps made during the settlement proceedings 
of 1868, and to the survey maps of 1846. Tliey found tiiat tlie boundaries of 
the land sued for in 1862 fairlv corresponded with those of the land now in 
suit, allowance being made for changes in tlie course of the river. They also 
found that possession, whether given by the Civil Court or not, was taken by 
the defendants after the decree of 13tb June 1865, with the deliberate acquies¬ 
cence of the settlement officers. The Judges, then, having pointed out that 
there had been nothing adduced to show what, if not this, the land formerly 
decreed was, concluded that its identity was establislied. 

The appeal of the defendants was allowed, and the plaintiff's suit and cross 
appeal were dismissed with costs against him in both Courts The Government 
having appealed — 

F. Boimsow, Q.C., and Mr. J. H A. Branson, for the Appellant, 
argued that it having been found by the First Court (from which finding the 
High Court had not dissented), in accordance with fact, that the appellant had 
been in possession of the land in dispute from the year 1848 to 1862, a primd 
facte title bY prescription had thereby been acquired, unless the decree of 1865 
had annulled that title. This the decree would not effect, unless it was p^ved 
by satisfftotory evidence that the land in dispute was identical with that to 
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whioh the decree related. The contention was, upon an ciamination of the 
maps and proceedings, that this was where the respondents’ case failed. 

The Respondents did not appear. 

Afterwards, on the 6th February 1892, their Lordships' jud^moilt was 
delivered by 

Lord Shand. —The Government of India, by their plaint in this case, 
dated the 30th January 1883, claim possession, as their [3183 property, of 
2,169 bighaa of land in the district of Monghyr, described by boundaries and 
delineated on a plan produced with the plaint. It is not disputed that the 
defendants have been in possession of the lands since June 1870, but the plain¬ 
tiffs allege that tliis possession was obtained improporly and without title on 
the defendants' part, that although it has endured for upwards of 12 years, the 
ordinary law of limitation will not avail the defendants in a question with the 
Crown ; and that the lands remain the property of the Government, being part 
of the mauzii of Bhawanundpore which admittedly belongs to them 

The defendants maintain tliat the lands claimed are tlieir property, and 
form part of their mau/.a of Ishakpore. Thev explain that many years 
prior to 1862 the river Ganges, which had flowed considerahlv to the south of 
Ishakpore, gradually encroached on the land to the nortli, and that in this way, 
in the course of time, it encroached on and covered or washed away the lands 
of Ishakpore prior to 1848 , hut that subsequently the river recoded, taking again 
a southward course,' and that ir this way tho lands of Ishakpore gradually 
again emerged on the north of the river, theii old situatio'u . and they m’aintain 
that their property never was lost, but that in 1862 they had right to these 
lands under the Government settlements and surveys of a much earlier date. 
In addition, however, to tins contention they maintain as a defence, which 
must in the first place be entertained and disposed ot, that it is res itidicata that 
the lands in question belong to them, for th*”/ sav that it was so decided in a 
suit at their instance against the plaintiffs which was raistxl in 1862, and in 
which final ludgment was given in their favour in 1860, followed by possession 
taken shortly after the decree, and ac all events by possession since June 1870. 

The Subordinate Judge held that tlie plaintiffs vvere entitled to succeed in 
their claim to the land in question, with the exception of a triangular area 
described in his judgment. His view was that the posses.sion obtained by the 
defendants after the judgment m their favour in the suit of 1862 was not such 
as could be effectual to them, as tlie Government oflicials had been misled in 
the proceedings relied on, and that tne Government settlements and surveys 
of earlier times sustained the conclusion that the C3l9j Jatids in 1862 vvere not 
part of Ishakpore but of Bhawanundpore The High Court, howfever, reversed 
this decision and decreed the dismissal of the suit with costs, holding that in a 
question between the parties “ the lands now in dispute must he found to be 
lands which were recovered by the now defendants against the Government in 
the suit brought in 1862, and that therefore the claim on behalf of the 
Secretary of State wholly fails.” 

It cannot he disputed that if the lands now in question were included in 
the decree granted in the suit of 1H62, the judgment of the High Court must 
stand, and it becomes necessary therefore in the present appeal to.ascertain 
the facts beanng on this question. 

The decree, dated the 13th of June 1S6'5, ordered “that the suit of tho 
plaintiffs lie decreed,” and “ that the plaintiffs be put in possession of the lands 
in suit.” The plaint itself described the lands of Ishakpore (of which a share 
of 15 annas 5 dams formed the spbject-matter of the suit) by general boundaries 
only, and not by boundaries stated with so much detail or so deliueateld on a 
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detailed plan* m to admit of the lands being identified and taken possession 
of in the same way as if they had been demarcated or desoribed in 
detail. The decree was issued on the 16th June 1865. An execution suit 
followed, in which an order was granted on the 7th February 1868 directing 
possession to be given to the decree-holders. A return to this order, dated the 
6 th May 1868, bears that the peon " went to the mufassal and duly delivered 
possession*’ to the decree-holders, from whom he took a receipt acknowledging 
the delivery of possession ; and this receipt duly filed in the proceedings of the 
Court, and dated the 26th April 1868, declares that possession was awarded 
by beat of drum,” and was obtained. On the face of these proceedings there 
is nothing to define the lands in suit more exactly than they are defined in the 
plaint. Some evidence has been adduced to show that the peon who executed 
the order placed bullas or bambooa along the boundaries of the ground to mark 
off the special lands of which deUvery was made, but the evidence as a whole 
does not support this view. 

It is, however, quite clear on the evidence that immediately after the 
delivery of possession of the 26th April, bullas were put into the ground to 
mark off the land described in the decree—it does [330} not clearly appear by 
whom—and the evidence shows that the possession since that time, or imme¬ 
diately after it, of the [and enclosed by these bullas has been with the defend¬ 
ants. Their Lordships hold this to be the result of the evidence because of the 
following facts proved. On the 29th April 1B68, Gundur'Singh and others had 
obtained a renewed* lease and settlement of lands of Bhawanundpore, and 
on the 13th May 1868 they complained to the Settlement Officer that 
the Ishakpore maliks had, in execution of decrees through the nasir of 
the Court, taken possession of about 2,000 bigbas of Bhawanundpore 
by posting bullas. The Collector deferred inquiry into the matter until the 
next cold season, and in the meantime other persons obtained the settlement 
from Government, the original settlement-holders having failed to find the 
requisite security. The order of the Collector on the 16th May, on the complaint 
made to him, was “ that if it should appear on enquiry that some portion of 
the lands of this mehal” {i.e., Bhawanundpore) which were settled 
have been taken possession of by the proprietors of Ishakpore, then, after 
settlement of the question, the said portions of lands and jama can be 
deducted, and that they should at present submit a kabuliyat.” The proceed¬ 
ings which followed are stated with considerable detail in the judgments of the 
Subordinate Judge and the High Court, and may be now briefly noticed. By an 
order proceeding from the Collectorate of zillah Monghyr two amins were sent 
to the spot,*who, on a date prior to the 12th March 1869, measured the lands 
of which the owners of Ishakpore had taken possession; and again delay occurr¬ 
ed before the CoUector personally took up the subject of the disputed lands. In 
June 1870, however, the matter was taken up and investigated by Mr. Lyall, 
the Collector, who, in the rubokari of the Collectorate, dated the 16th June 
1870, after narrating the proceedings which had previously taken place, 
states; “ This year the papers on the record of this case were sent to this 

Court under the rubokari of the Collector for measurement, test and enquiry 
into the rate, and settlement of the boundary disputes;” and he there¬ 
upon goes on to say that he went to the mahal and tested the measurement, 
and found it to be correct. He adds, that ** after the neceS&ary enquiries 
and settlement of the disputed land, a detail of which C881] is given in 
the English judgment, dated the 25th February 1870,” he made a setiJe- 
ment for ten years. While, in a subsequent passage of the rubokari, whiifii 
deals with the detailed measurements of lands under the heading, “The 
deterii^|ation end enquiry made by the Settlement Officer regarding the 

9 GIL.— It 
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sauna/’oocQvttfiiB imasage;— Aooordingly, for the reasons .i|Higned •'te 
judgment in English, dated the 25th Fel^ary 1870, the antizd 'quuitity of 
land, the subject-matter of the dispute which was between (the proprietora) oi 
mausa Maffadeo Simeria, Ishakpore and Siswa, is excluded from this mahal,'* 
etc. If the judgment of the 25th February 1870 had been produced, it would 
probably have thrown light upon the posting of the bullas. It is not in the 
record; bat there is enough in the other papers produced to show that the land 
excluded from Bhawanundpore was that of which the lessees of the Govern¬ 
ment complained in 1868 that it had been taken by the maliks of Ishakpore. 
From that time till 1883, when the present suit was instituted, the lands in 
question have been treated alike by the Government authorities and by the 
defendants as part of the defendants’ mauza of Ishakpore, and not as belonging to 
the Government mauza at Bhawanundpore., * 

The question remains, what is the legal effect of these proceedings extend¬ 
ing over so long a course of time? The appellants maintain that these 
proceedings, shall have no efifect in reference to the settlement of the disputed 
questions of property which have arisen between the parties, either in the suit 
of 1862 or in the present case. Their Lordships cannot assent to this view. 
If the question were one of limitation, the possession of the defendants for a 
period of 12 years, though it would be sufficient to bar a claim by any 
otbei^party, would not exclude a claim by the Crown to recover what could he 
shown to be Government property The question raised, however, is not one 
of limitation. The possession given and taken, and retained for so long a 
period, and in the circumstances stated, is used by the defendants not to make 
a title, but to define the land which the decree in the action of 1862, followed 
by the execution order, gave them. The decree gave the defendants the lands they 
claimed in the suit, and then in the possession of the appellants. It did not 
contain specific boundaries, but the acts of the parties immediately after the 
CS22J decree are very important to fix the meaning of indefinite terms in the 
decree. And when we find that the Ishakpore party took possession within a 
few days of the peon’s visit, ostensibly under the nazir’s authority, as the 
petition of Gundir Singh shows; and that the Bhawanundpore party com¬ 
plained to the Collector; and that the Collector supported the action of the 
Ishakpore party, there is very strong reason to infer that the possession taken 
was rightfully taken in execution of the decree. It is true the proceedings 
were not those of a Civil Court. Had they been so, it would not have been 
Mssible to maintain the present suit. But the proceedings were taken before 
ihe revenue autbofities whose duty it whs to fix the right boundaries for revenue 
lurposes. It is not suggested that these officials acted otherwise than honestly, 
fhe argument submitted by the appellants’ counsel was that the officials err^ 
a were misled; that the Government arain too readili^ accepted the boundaries 
hown to him as covered by the decree, and that the Collector - merely adopted 
vhat the amin had reported without any sufficient independent inquiry. 
i?beir Lordships can see no sufficient ground for any such inference in 
he documents and other, evidence adduced They will humbly advise Her 
dajesty that the appeal should be dismissed, and the judgment of the 
'ourt affirmed. The appeal having been argued ex parte, their Lordships mi^e 
to order as to costs. Appeal divmtaied. 

Solicitor lor the Appellant: The Solicitor, India Office. 

C.3. - 

KOTBS. 

( Art. 140 is inapplicable to assignees from the Secretary of State for India in Coonoi]>^ 
0 Mad., leS: 38 Mad., GOt; 30 Mad.. 346, 18 0. L. J., 6S6.3 . 
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The lit and I8th December, 1891. 

PBBSENT; 

Loed Morris, Lord Hannek, Sir R. Couch, and Loed Shand. 


Neckram Dobav.Plaintiff 

vet'siCii 

The Bank of Bengal.Defendant. 


I On {kppeal from tjie High Court at Calcutta.! 

Pledge—Mutual rights of plrdgor and pledgee—Pledgee's taking over the property 
pledged, crediting the value es if it had been sold to himsedf, effect of—Wrongful 
conversion—Ahsmee of proof of damage to the pledgor—Account - Damage to 

pledgor, proof of. 

Wheru a pledgee, having power to sell for default, takes over, .is if upon .i sale to himself, 
the property pledged, without the authority of the [328] pledgor, but crediting its value 
in account with him, this act, though an unauthorized conversiqp, does not put an*end to 
the oontr.tct of pledge so as to entitle the pledgor to have the property back without 
payment. 

Governmeiit paper having been deposited by a borrower from a bank as security, part 
was legally sold upon his tailing to comply with the terms between them. As bo the rest, 
the borrower, afterwards on redeeming a part, iias led to behove that the paper returned was 
the whole of that which remained unsold in the Bank’s posscs.sion. The Bank, however, 
had taken over part, as if sold so itself, crediting the price 

Held, that the Bank could not, after this, treat the securities as still subject to the 
pledge; although this transaction bad not put an end to the contract of pledge, so as to 
entitle the pledgor to have back the paper without payment of the loan and interest. The 
Bank was no longer a pledgee of this paper, but having converted it to the Bank's own 
use, might have been luablc lu damages fur the value, including tho interest thereon. 
However, had this liabilitv becirenforecd, tho pledgor could not have had credit in the loan 
account for the proceeds of the paper. The cessation of interest on the loan was more 
to hts advantage than to receive tho interest on the paper, the market value of which 
was also falling, so that the longer the account hod been kept i^peu, the greater the 
balance would have been against the pledgor. It followed that there was no 
evidence of damage to him resulliiig from the conversion 

The first Court decreed an account, wrongly deciding that interest could not run upon 
the loan which the .amount of the paper transferred by the Bank to itself purported to wipe 
off, from the date of the tr.insfnr. On this point, as well as because there was no proof of 
,^Mn^LgA to the pledgor, the High Court, I’ovorsiiig that decree, had rightly dismissed the 
pledgor's suit. 

Appeal from a decree (7th June 1888) of the High Court in its Appellate 
JuriediotioD reversiog a decree (20tb January 1888) of the Court in its Ordinary 
Qrigiaai Civil Jurisdiction. 

The question raised by the plaintiff, \ dealer in Government paper, related 
to the defendant, the Bank of Bengal, having disposed of securities deposited 
with it hy him to secure loans taken in l883. His case now was that the 
Bank had converted part of the pledged securities to its own use. and^ had 
Mi duly accounted to him, whereby loss had resulted. But his olaiBLiijI 
his pfalipt (9ith January 1887) was that the defendant a^eed to advaooe 
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to him at one per cent, below the Bank rate on the seouHty of Govem* 
ment paper, not calling upon him for prompt and heavy margins, and never* 
theioBB charged interest [824] at a higher rate and sold off his securitieB with¬ 
out due notice, and notwithstanding a tender of seven lakhs and an offer of 
four lakhs more made by him. He complained that the accounts, which he 
appended, were incorrect, he being debited with interest at the Bank rate, 
whereby he had sustained damages to Bs. 1,80,000. He claimed damages for 
the Bank's having sold the paper without due notice, payment of what might 
be found due on the accounts, and further relief. 

The Bank by its written statement denied the making of the agreement 
alleged in the plaint, and averred that the reduced rate of interest mentioned 
by the plaintiff ran only up to 3rd October 1883, and that on that date the 
plaintiff received due notice that he would have thenceforward to pay interest 
at the rate of 8 per cent., and that in January the rate of interest was further 
raised to 9 per cent.; and that according to the usage of the Bank changes also 
were made as to the amount of margin required on loans, of all which the plaintiff 
had due notice, and that on- such a footing there were three successive 
renewals of the loans on the 2lBt November and 14th and 21st December 
1883, when the accounts were closed and fresh promissory notes given by the 
plaintiff. Thattheplaintiff on the 2nd January 1884 received notice in writing 
that ttnless he adjusted his margin and interest, which had fallen into arrear, 
the Bank would proceed to sell his securities. That the plaintiff then made the 
adjustment required, but that the Bank margin having been subsequently again 
advanced, and the plaintiff after due notice not having fully adjusted it, the 
Bank on the 12th January 1884 gave him notice that if the margin were not 
adjudged on the 14th, they would proceed to sell his securities, and that the 
plaintiff having failed so to do, the Bank commenced selling those securities 
on the 15tb, and from that date to the 29th January sold Government notes 
of the nominal value of Bs. 13,80,500, and that the plaintiff redeemed the then 
existing balance of Bs. 6,96,500, after which there was a cash balance of 
Bs. 326-7-4 due to the plaintiff, which ha had declined to take and which would 
be brought into Court. The Bank also denied the alleged tender and offer. 

On the 24th November 1887 interrogatories were exhibited to the Bank, 
among which it was asked who were the purchasers of [825] the securities, at 
what rate, and whether the Bank itself bought any, and if any, what portion 
of them. The Bank answered chat out of the Government notes for a total of 
Bs. 13,80,500, sol^ from the 14th to the 29th January 1884, 4 lakhs in all— 
viz., 2 lakhs on the 15th, 1 lakh on the 23rd, and 1 lakh on the 29th, had 
been purchased on behalf of the defendant Bank itself, through a firm of 
brokers, Messrs. Skinner & Go., and notes for Bs. 55,000 were purchased on 
the 15th and 29th of January for the Depositors' Department of the Bank. 

Interrogatories were also filed by the Bank, one of which asked how the 
OBtimate of the plaintifi’s damages at Bs. 1,30,000 had been arrived at. This was 
disallowed by a Judge of the High Court (Macphebson, J.) in the oi^er 
reported in Neckram Doba^ v. The Bank of Bengal (I. L. B., 14 Gal., 703). 

On the 2lBt December 1887, at the first hearing, the following issues were 
fixed, no uaendment having been made in reference to these alleged purohases 
by the Bank itself;— 

1 . Did the Bank agree to charge on the loans 1 per cent, less than the 
Bank i^ato of interest, and not to call for prompt or heavy margins ? 2. Was 
the bank bound to accept the tender of tbe 19th of January mentioned in the 
3Srd and following paragraphs of its written statement ? S. Did the plaintiff 
make a tender of 4 lakhs of rupees on or about tbe 23rd of January, ^tpid was 
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the Bank bound to accept each tender ? 4. Is the plaintiff entitled to an 
account against the defendant, and if so, on what footing is such account to be 
taken ? 5. Is the plaintiff liable for any and what interest, upon any and 
what portion of the loans ? 6. Bid the Bank wrongfully convert any, and 
what, portion of the securities deposited with them by the plaintiff ? and to 
what, if any, damages is he entitled to in respect of such conversion ? 

The Judge (Tbevelyan, J.) found, upon the 1st and 5th issues, that the 
alleged agreement was not proved; and that the Bank was entitled, after notice, 
to raise the rate of interest, as it had raised it after the 2nd October 1883. 
On the 2nd and 3rd issues, he found that the Bank was not obliged to accept the 
tender alleged or the offer of the four lakhs, if made. On the 4th issue he held 
[8263 that the plaintiff was entitled to an account from the Bank of the 
securities pledged, and parted with; and more especially so, where, as here, 
there had been “ a sham sale to the pledgee himself; ’* and the opinion was 
expressed that the attempted purchase by the Bank of the 4 lakhs of paper 
transferred to itself was absolutely null and void. 

As the result the Judge held (and this was what the appellant now sought 
to have restored) that the plaintiff was entitled to require " the Bank to 
replace the paper which it had improperly made away with, and in the accounts 
between him and the Bank to treat it as worth what it had been proved to be 
worth at the date of plaint filed, or at the date of hearing, whichever he 
preferred,” and to recover the into-est which the 4 lakhs had produced up to the 
date of final decree, and that the Bank would, in taking the account, be 
entitled to credit for the amount of the loan, but to no interest after the tiqje 
when the Bank closed the loan, i.e., the 30th January 1884. ^ 

In addition to those 4 lakhs the Judge held that as to the two further amounts 
of Bs. 5,000, and Bs. 50,000 sold to the Depositors' Department of the Bank of 
Bengal on the 15th and 29th January 1884, the same rude should be applied, but 
by the decree a further enquiry as to those amounts was directed, and that 
part of the plaintiff’s claim did not appear to have been insisted on in the 
Appellate Oodrt. 

The defendant appealed, and the plaintiff filed cross objections. The 
Appellate Court (Petheram, C.J., and Tottenham, and Pigot, JJ.) agreed 
with the Court below as to the failure of the plaintiff to prove the alleged 
agreement sot up, and any breach of it, The result was that the cross ob]eo> 
tions of the plaintifi' were rejected, and also that the defendant’s appeal was 
allowed, and the suit dismissed with coses throughout. The judgment of the 
Chief Justice and Tottenham, J., after stating the facts at length, proceeded 
as follows:—" The real question between the parties was, whether the 
plaintiff was entitled, and if to any, to what relief in respect of the defendant’s 
dealings with the 4 lakhs taken over by themselves on the 15th, 23rd, and 
29th of January. 

“ We have caused evidence to be taken before us as to the dealings of the 
defendants with the plaintiff’s securities, including [3273 these 4 lakhs, and we 
find as a fact that the annexed account is a correct statement of such dealings, 
and shojva correctly the prices at which the 4 lakhs were taken ovei^by the 
defendants. , 

It has further been proved before us.andwefind asafaot,that the whole of 
the 4 lakhs of securities taken over by the defendants were disposed of by them 
between January 17th and February 8th, either by sale or by exchange for 
other securities, and that the amounts they realized were in each and every 
instanoe lees than the prices for which credit has been given for them to th« 


669 



19 dal. 3<9. 


KECKBAlf DOBAY t). 


plaintiff in tbe defendant’s books on the dates at whioh they appear as sold 
bat were in fact taken over by the defendants themselves. 

*' Upon this state of facts tbe question arises, whether assuming that the 
securities remained in the hands of the defendants after they had t^en them 
over in the books, snbjeot to the same rights as before the disposal of them 
some few days after by the defendants by sale and exchange, was a conversion 
of them for which they are liable to pay damages, or whether they were in 
the position of trustees for their debtor, and so arc liable to replace the fund. 
In our opinion no such relation existed with reference to the securities. No 
doubt, when a creditor has sold the pledge and paid himself out of the proceeds, 
he is a trustee of tbe balance, if any, which remains in his hands. But we 
are not aware that it has ever been held that a pledgee of chattels with a right 
to sell on due notice is a trustee for the pledgor of the seoi^rity, and we tliink 
that the special property, which he undoubtedly has in the security, is inconsis¬ 
tent with his position being that of a trustee. 

“ In our opinion the position of the defendants, both before and after the 
taking over in their books, was that of pledgee of xihattelB. Granting, that 
t^hen the Bank took over the 4 lakhs, that transaction did not amount to a 
sale at all, but that the 4 lakhs still remained as a pledge in their hands, and 
their subsequently selling them without further notice and without further 
demand was a wrohgful conversion of the securities, for which they are liable 
to pay damages , still, the only question is, what daihages has the plaintiff 
sustained by such wrongful acts of the defendants, assuming them to be wrongful. 

• Csas] ‘ ‘ From this point of view the present case is not distinguishable 
(rSha that of Johnson v. Stear [15 C. B. (N. «S.) 330] and many well-known cases 
of the same kind, in which it has been held that where the pledgee of chattels, 
with a power of sale which can only be exercised under certain conditions, 
sells the chattels without performing the conditions, he is guilty of wrongful 
conversion, and that the measure of damages is the value of the chattel at the 
time of conversion, less the amount for which it was pledged. 

“ In the present case the defendants have credited tbe plaintiff with the 
market value of the securities at the time when they were taken over in their 
books, and have ceased to charge him with interest on the sums credited from 
those dates. Between tbe time when they were taken over, and the time 
when they were disposed of, the market had fallen, so that at the time of 
conversion the value was less than that for whioh the plaintiff has had credit, 
and the damage is consequently nominal. The defendants have paid into 
Court in this action the sum of Bs. 326-7-4, whioh is the amount 
d^ to the plaintiff on the balance of account, giving him credit for the 4 lakhs 
at'their value at the dates when they were taken over. When they were con¬ 
verted their value was less, and wo find as a fact that the sum paid into Court 
is enough to satisfy the entire claim of the plaintiff against tbe defendants in 
respect df the causes of potion for which this suit is brought, either in its origi¬ 
nal or its present form, and accordingly we dismiss tbe plaintiff’s cross- 
objections, decree the defendant’s appeal, and dismiss the plaintiff’s suit with 
all costs in this Court and in the Court below.” • • 

PzaoT, J., eottourred and added ;— 

"I am of the same opinion, and it may be wall to add that tbe authorities 
cited from Story on Bailments, Chapter 5, s. 319 (Bth ed., p., 270), and the 
jiMsage raferred to by us in Pothier's Pandeotes, Vo). 7, i)^e 8 B.< xrSKt. 
V, * ^t, II, s. Vll, seem to show thair in principle, the fledgae 
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ehatfeels, selling to a nominee for himself, does not acquire adlr new 
character in respect of the pledge sold. He still holds it as a pledgee, entitled, 
CS99|| howev^p, to interest if interest runs upon the loan up to the time when 
the pledge is re-demanded, if it be re-demanded from him.” 

Mr. B. B. Finlayt Q. 0., and Mr. J. B. A. Branson, for the appellant, 
argued that the appellant was entitled to the decree which he had obtained in 
the firrt Court. Both Courts had dealt with the transfer of the paper by the 
Bank to itself as void and of no effect; but neither Court had adverted to the 
faet that the Bank at first only informed the plaintiff of the sale of his paper 
as if it had been sold to third parties, whereas the Bank had already taken over 
4 lakhs and 55,000 of the paper. A reply, to the plaintiff’s demand to redeem, 
that sales to the Bank itself had taken place would have been no answer. The 
owner of the pledge# property became, when the so-called sales took place, 
entitled to immediate possession, there having been a practical refusal to regard 
his right to redeem. This amounted to a conversion within that term as used 
in the common law form of action of trover. The action of detinue, 
however, better showed how the parties stood in relation to one another. 
Beforence was made to Johnson v. Stear [15 C. B. (N. S.), 330], where there 
was a wrongful, because premature, sale of pledged property ; also to Jones v. 
Dotole (9 M. & W., 19), where detinue was not met by the answer that a sale bad 
taken place; and to Wilhnson v. Verity ( L. K., 6 C. P., 208), Lord MtdleUm v. 
Eltot \l5 Sim., 531), •Donald v. Suckling (L. R., 1 Q. B., 585), Ralliday v. 
Holgate (L. B., 3 Ex., 299), and James v. liumsey (L. B., 11 Ch. Div., 396). 
The plaintiff’ was entitled to a declaration that what purported to have been 
sales of the paper to the Bank itself wore not sales, also to an account agaipst 
the Bank as trustees of his securities. He was entitled to redeem according to 
the terms of his pledge ; and the judgment of the first Court was correct in this, 
that if the relation of creditor and debtor was ended by the act of the defendant, 
interest could no longer run. There had been an infringement of the plaintiff’s 
right by the act of the Bank; be was entitled to a decree , and in no view of 
the case ought costs to have been given against him. 

tS303 yiT. J, Bigby, Q.C., and Mr. J?. F. Doyne tor the respondent.— 
The charge that the Bank, not having the power to put an end to the contract, 
had attempted so to do, was met by the fact that the plaintiff, no less than 
the Bank, had contributed to cause the closing of the accounts. Moreover, 
the account when decreed would show nothing to be due from the Bank, even 
it taken upon the basis that the securities ought not to have been disposed of 
in the manner that they had been. The price at which the Bank took over 
the paper was higher than that at which it afterwards sold the paper in the 
market, and, therefore, even if wrongful conversion had taken place, the proof 
of damage to the plaintiff was altogether wanting. The measure of damages 
being the value of the pax>er at the date of the conversion, and this having 
been no more than the sum for which the plaintiff had received credit in the 
accounts rendered, there had been no loss to him. On the contrary, there had 
been a saving to the plaintiff as regarded the interest that he would have had 
to pay i&the paper had not been disposed of. If the account waa. to be 
reopen^, as, according to the first Oourt’s decision, it ought to bei#ihe account 
should be tak&n on terms that the appellant should pay interest at the contract 
rate down to the date of the first account. He could not have the advantage 
of the interest, account having been closed'as it had been, and at the same 
time require the Court to deal with the transaction which brought it to an end 
as a ground of claim for damages. 
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Mr. S, B. Finlay, Q.G., replied. 

Afterwards, on the 18th December, their Lordships' judgment was 
delivered by ▼ 

Sir Riohard Couch. —The action which ia the subject of this appeal was 
brought in the High Court at Calcutta by the plaintiff, a dealer in Government 
securities, against the Bank of Bengal, which carries on business in Calcutta. 
The plaint alleged that on or about the 19th July 1883, the plaintiff entered into 
an arrangement with the Bank as to his future dealings, it being agreed that in 
all future loans taken bj' him the Bank should charge one per cent, less than the 
usual Bank rate of interest, and should not call for prompt or heavy margins 
in respect of Government promissory [331] notes deposited for the purpose of 
securing loans; that under this agreement the plaintiff took extensive loans 
from the Bank, giving promissory notes,'and depositing C^vemment paper as 
security; that, notwithstanding tUe agreement, the Bank called for prompt and 
heavy margins, and between the 3rd October 1883 and the 3l8t January 1881, 
notwithstanding a tender of 7 lakhs of rupees, and an offer of 4 lakhs more, 
wrongfully and without due and reasonable notice to the plaintiff, sold off at a 
great loss to him all the Government promissory notes in their possession 
deposited by the plaintiff as security for the loans, and from the proceeds paid 
off the loans. The questions raised at the trial were, first, what were the terms 
of the arrangement, and, secondly, had they been broken by the Bank ? 

The following are the facts proved. The Bank, through Mr. Gordon its 
Chief Accountant and Deputy Secretary in Calcutta, agreed to grant the plain¬ 
tiff loans at the special loan rate on their usual conditions of business, one of 
which was “ The Bank reserves to itself the option of selling securities that have 
been deposited against loans at any time after the issue of notice of demand," 
and another, “ Interest on securities in deposit against Joans or overdrawn 
accounts will be realized by the Bank on receipt ol written instruction from 
the borrower." Immediately upon the making of the agreement the plaintiff 
began to take loans to large amounts from the Bank upon the security of the 
deposit of Government notes. Some of these loans were consolidated and 
renewed, the last renewal being under the date of the 2l8t December 1883. 

At that time the market for these securities was falling, and on the 28th 
December 1883, Mr. Gordon wrote to the plaintiff, requesting that he would at 
once either pay off his demand loan or deposit the additional margin of 
Bs. 24,300, failing which he said the securities deposited against the loans 
would 1^ sold. Nothing was done on this letter. On the 2nd January 1884 
Mr. Gordon again wrote to the plaintiff that unless he made satisfactory 
arrangements to adjust the margin and interest due on his loan account by 
noon the next day, the Bank would proceed at once to sell his Government 
seourities. On the 12th January Mr. Gordon again wrote to the plaintiff that 
unless the margin [338] on the loan account and interest to the Slst Decem¬ 
ber 1883 was adjusted on the 14th January, the Bank would at onoe 
proceed to sell his securities as advised in the letter of the 2nd. Nothing 
having been done by the plaintiff, the Bank 'on the 15th January commenced 
to sell his seourities, crediting the proceeds to the plaintiff’s account, and inform¬ 
ing him b:i^’jtter that they had done so. The sales continued daring the 
month of January. On the 30th January the plaintiff paid to the Bank the 
sum ol Bs. 6,74,467, and received from it Government notes of the nom i nal 
value of fis. 7,17,500 which the Bank represented as being, and the plaintiff 
believed to be* the whole of his securities remaiping unsold in the Bank's 
hands. On the 31st January Mr. Gordon sent the plaintiff an aeoount, 
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showing a balance in the plaintiff’s favour of Bs. 326-7-4, which the plaintiff 
refused to accept, and the Bank paid it into Court. 

Previous to the trial it appeared, by the answer of the Bank to interro¬ 
gatories, that of the securities stated in the account to have been sold, Bs. 
4,55,000 had not been in fact sold, but were taken over by the Bank in their books 
at the naarket price of the day, Bs. 4,00,000 to the Bank itself and Bs. 55,000 to 
the Depositors’ Department. It appeared at the trial that the Bank had re¬ 
sold nearly all, ii not all, of thdse Government notes, and when the case came 
before the High Court on appeal, further evidence was taken before it as to the 
dealings of the Bank with the plaintiff’s securities It was then proved that 
the whole of the securities taken over by the Bank were disposed of by them 
between the 17th .January and the Hth February 1884, either by sale or in 
exchangefor other securities, and that the amounts realized were m every instance 
less than the priced for which credit had been given for them to the plaintiff. 

The learned .Judge who tried the suit made a decree dismissing the 
claims of the plaintiff so far as they were included in the plaint, but declaring 
that the sales by the Bank to itself w'ere null and void against the 
plaintiff, and that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the value of 
the Government promissory notes so sold at the market rate on the date 
when the suit was instituted, or, at the option of the plaintiff, on the date 
of the hearing, with interest at 4 per cent, on their ijar value from the 
[833] respective date^of the sales, and that the Bank was entitled to credit for 
the advances to the plaintiff, with interest at the rates claimed by the Bank 
up to the dates when the Bank closed the several loans. In his judgment he 
said interest could not run as to the sum of money which the amount of the 
pretended sales jiurported to wipe off after the dates of them, and an account 
was ordered to be taken on that footing. The Bank appealed, and the High 
Court in its appellate jurisdiction allowed the appeal and dismissed the suit. 

Their liordahips are of opinion that this decision should he affirmed. The 
sales by the Bank to itself, though unauthorized, did not put an end to the 
contract of pledge, so as to entitle the plaintiff to have hank the Government 
notes, without payment of the loans lor w'hich they were security, and until 
the delivery of the account on the 31st Januarv, the loans being unpaid after 
demand, the Bank was entitled to sell the notes and credit the plaintiff with 
the proceeds. The plaintiff did not sustain any damat’o by the sale to the 
Bank of the notes w'hich wore re-sold by it belore the 31st January. 

As to the notes which were re-sold by the Bank after the 30th .January, 
the position of the Bank was different. It was represented to the plaintiff by 
the Bank, and believed bv him, that the Government notes which he received 
on the 30th January were the whole of his securities remaining unsold in the 
bands of the Bank. He paid the Be. G,74,407 in order, as he believed, to 
redeem the whole of his securities. It would be inequitable to allow the Bank, 
after this transaction, to treat the securities, which it had sold to itself, and 
then had in its hands, as still subject to the pledge In their Lordships’ 
opinion, the Bank should be held to he no longer a pledgee of these notes, and 
to have converted them to its own use, and to lie liable in damages for the value 
of therp,.including the interest thereon. But if the Bank is so liable, the 
plaintiff cannot have credit in the loan accoqpt for the proceeds a^hese notes. 
He cannot both affirm and disaffirm the sales to the Bank. It appears from 
the account of the dealings of the Bank with the plaintiff’s securities, referred 
to in the judgment on appeal, that the rate of interest on the loan from the 
Ist to the 5th January 1884 was 7 per cent., from the [334] 6th to the 20th 
8.per cent., and from the 20th to the 30th 9 per cent. The rate of interest on 
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the Government notes was 4 per cent., and it is obvious that the longer the 
account was kept open, the more the balance would be against the plaintiff. 
If the plaintiff has sustained any special damage by the conduct of the Bank, 
the evidence of it is not before this Board. Their Lordships will therefore 
humbly advise Her Majesty to affirm the decree of the High Court and to 
dismiss this appeal. The appellant will pay the costs of it. 

Solicitors for the Appellant; Messrs. Barrow and Rogers, 

Solicitors for the Bespondent: Messrs. Morgan, Vrtce, and Mewbum. 

Q.B, 


[ 19 Cal. 8S4 ] 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 4th April, Ih98. 

Pbesent: 

Mr. .Idstick Trevelyan. 

In the Matter of Bomon Kissen Sett and others 

versus 

Hurrololl Sett and others. 

Arbitration—Submisston to arbitration by guardian on behalf of minor—Qtvil 

Procedure Code—Act XIV of Ibbsi, s. 5i?5— Infant — Award — Practice. 

Case in which a natural guardian had on behalf of her minor sons submitted certain 
matters to arbitration, and in which the Court referred the case to the Registrar to enquire 
and report whether the submission and the award thereon were for the benefit of the minors. 
This was an application on notice calling upon certain persons to show cause, 
unders. 525 of the Civil Procedure Code, why an award should not be filed. 

All the parties concerned in the application were descendants of one Badha 
Chum Bysack, who died possessed of considerable property. Disputes having 
arisen between such descendants as to tiie division of the property, they on the 
20th July 1889 entered into an agreement amongst themselves, by virtue ci 
which two arbitrators were appointed to decide all matters in dispute, and to 
divide and allot the immoveable property of the deceased, Badha Chum Bysack. 
At the date of the agreement two of the persons [388] entitled to share in 
such property were mir^prs, and the agreement above referred to was signed 
on their behalf by their mother and natural guardian. On the 11th April 
1890, after the execution of the agreement, another of the persons who had 
signed it and who was entitled to share in such properties, died, leayiqg three 
minor sons^ad a widow. 

On the IBtb April 1891 the arbitrators, in pursuance of the agreement, 
made a partition and division of the immoveable property the subject of the 
agreement, and on that date published their award. 

An application was then made to the Court praying that the award might 
betfiled: the minors in such application being represented by their respeoUve 
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mothers, who, on the appKeation being numbered as a suit, had been appointed 
their guardians ad litem. 

Mr. B. Mittra for the applicants.—As to whether a natural guardian can 
submit to an arbitration on behalf of an infant, it is said in Bussell on Arbitra¬ 
tors, 6th ed., page 18, that an infant may execute or avoid an award, as he 
may most of his other contracts, and the case of Harvey v. Ashley (3 Atk., 607} 
is cited as an authority on the point. In Bamnarain Poramantck v. Sreemutty 
Dossee (l W. B., 281), the award come tu on submission of the minor's guar¬ 
dian was set aside, so far as it was found' to be injurious to the minor. But in 
Temmokal v. Subbammal (2 Mad. H. C., 47), it was held that all acts of a 
guardian of a Hindu infant, which are such as the infant might, if of age, 
reasonably and prudently do himself, must be upheld when done for him by his 
guardian, and in that case a reference was made to a panchayat by the guardian. 

No one appeared to oppose the application. 

Trevelyan, J. —The cases appear to show that a minor can set aside an 
award on coming of age, and that a natural guardian has power to submit to 
arbitration. I think the best course to pursue is to make a reference to the 
Begistrar to enquire and report whether the submission to arbitration, and the 
award is. or is not, for the benefit of the infants. 

Attorney for applicants : Mr. E. J. Fink. 

T. A. P. - 


• NOTES. 

t See also (189.5) P.R., 37, (1901) 20 Bom , 298.] 


C33«3 APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 11th March, Jfi92. 

Present : 

Mr. Justice Ghose and Mr. Justice Bampini. 


Kanchan Modi and others.Plaintiffs 

versus 

£ai] Nath Singh and others.Defendants.'^ 


Certificate to collect debts—Act VII of 1889, s. 4— Mortgage decree — 

Suit by assignee of mortgagee for sale. 

The assignee of a property mortgaged is not a debtor within the meaning of section 4, 
Act Vll of 1889; and a mortgagee praying for the sale of the property, and asking for no relief 
persona^y pgainst the mortgagor, is not bound to take out a certificate undef that Act before 
he can obtain a decree. . 

Roghu NcUh Shaha v. Poresh Nath Pundart (1.1^. R., 15 Cal., 51) appli^ in principle. 

Jtmaki Ballav Sen v. Hafiz Mahomed Ah Khan (I. L. R., 13 Gal., 47) distinguished. 

* Appeal from Order Ko. 191 of 1891, against the order of 6. Q. Oeidt, Esq., Additional 
District Judge of Bbagalpur, dated the 13rd of April 1891, reversing the order of Baba Lai 
Qopai ^n, Subordinate Judge of Bhagalpar, dated the 23rd of May 1890. 
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This was a suit brought on the 29th April 1889 by the members of a joint 
Mitakshara family to recover Bs. 1,000 secured on a mortgage bond executed in 
favour of one Laho Modi, the plaintiffs being the sons of Labo and his cousin. 
It was alleged that the cousin of Labo and Labo himself were members of a 
joint Hindu family governed by the Mitakshara law, and that subsequent to 
the death of Labo the family continued to be joint. The mortgagors were 
made parties to the suit, but did not appear or contest it, the only relief asked 
for being the sale of the mortgaged premises. The remaining defendants, who 
were the assignees of the mortgaged premines amongst other matters, contended, 
relying on section 1 of Act VII of 1889, that m the absence of a certificate no 
decree could be obtained by tlie plaintifis. 

The Subordinate Judge held that the plaintifi's and Labo wore members 
of a joint familv, and as sucli members thay were betoi’e Labo's death possessed 
of an interest in the bond executed in favour of Labo, and that, therefore, 
a certificate was unnecessary [337] He further hold that it was doubtful 
whether Act VII of 1889 applied to suits and proceedings ponding at the time 
the Act came into force ; ho therefore gave the plaintiffs a decree. 

On appeal by the assignees of the mortgaged promises the Additional 
District Judge considered chat the Legislature had not intended to exempt the 
members of a joint familv from taking out certificates, and that as in his 
opinion the plaintiff^ claimed as being entitled to tiie effects of Laho, and had 
not taken out a certificate, he allowed tlie appeal, and, remanded the case to 
give the plaintiffs an opportunity of taking out a certificate, and directed that 
the case should be disposed of by the Sub-Judge after that opportunity had 
been given. 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court 

Babu Mohtni Mohun Boy and Babu Monmntha Nath Milter for the 
appellants. 

Mr. Saitdel and Babu Surendra Nath Buy for the rosjiondents 

The judilinent of the Court (Giiosb and Rampini, JJ.) was as follows :— 

This is an apponl against an order of remand passed by tlio .Additional 
District Judge of Bhagalpur. 

The suit was to enforce a mortgage security executed in favour of Labo 
Modi on the lOtb June 1881 . and it was brought by the cousin of Labo Modi 
and his sons, it being alleged in the plaint that he and the plaintiff No. 1, that 
is to say, the cousin, were members of a joint undivided Hindu family governed 
by the Mitakshara law, and that since the death of Labo Modi the plaintiffs 
have continued to be members of the joint family. 

We observe that although the mortgagors were parties to his suit, no 
personal decree was asked for against them. The relief that w'as asked for was 
that the property hypothecated in the mortgage bond might be sold for the 
satisfaction of the plaintiff’s claim. 

A decree was passed in the plaintiffs' favour by the Court of First Instance; 
♦ the Subordinate Judge, before whom an objection was raised by some of the 
defendants tl^at by reason of section 4 of Act VII of 1BB9, the Succession and 
Certificate Act, no decree could he passed against the defendants unless a 
certificate ^aprovided bv that section was produced, observed as follows: 
“ This suit is based on a mortgage bond, dated the 27th April 1876, [888] and 
having been instituted after more than six years had elapsed after the money 
became payable, plaintiffs cannot have any decree against the persons or other 
property of the executants, and plaintiffs have also sought to recover their 
money by sale of the mortgaged property (Immoveable).” In this view of the 
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matter he negatived the objection of the defendants , and the decree that was 
pronounced by him was as follows;—‘‘ The suit be decreed with costs and 
interest at 6 per cent, per annum from this day till realized by sale of the pro¬ 
perty pledged in the bond in suit The property mortgaged will be liable to be 
sold unless the decree be otherwise satisfied within three months from this 
day." 

Against this decree the mortgagors did not proter any appeal; and the only 
appeal preferred was by the assignees of the mortgaged premises, who were 
also defendants in the suit. Upon their appeal the learned Additional District 
Judge was of opinion that a certificate under section 4 of the Succession Act 
was necessary before a decree could bo pronounced in favour of the plaintiffs ; 
and being of that opinion he reversed the .ludgnient and decree of the Court of 
First Instance, and retnanded the. ease to tiiat Court in order to give the 
plaintiffs an opportunity to take out the requisite certificate. 

It appears to us, m the first place, that this remand ought not to have 
been made, because the case had not been decided by the Court of First Instance 
upon any preliminary point Section 562 of the Code of Civil Procedure pro¬ 
vides • — “ If the Court against whose decree the appeal is made has disposed of 
the suit upon a preliminary point, and the decree upon such preliminary point 
is reversed in appeal, the Appellate Court may, if it thinks fit, by order remand 
the case, together with a copy of the ordor in appeal, to the Court against whose 
decree the appeal is yiado, with directions to re-adinit the suit undor its original 
number in the register, and proceed to determine the suit on the merits.” Now, 
there can bo no doubt that this order of remand was made hy the District 
Judge under section 562, because he directs that the case be restored to the file 
of the Subordinate Judge in order to give the plaintiffs an 0 ]>portunity to take 
out tho requisite oertificato, and that it he disposed of after such opportunity 
has been given to the plaintiffs. It seems to be clear that section 562 has 
no application , and if section 562 does not apply, there is, so far as we can 
[33911 see, no other section undor 'which the order ot remand could have been 
made. We think that tho Judge, if he thought that the production of a certi¬ 
ficate under section 4. of tho Certificate Act was essentially necessary, should 
have retained the case on his own file, and required the plaintiffs to produce a 
certificate within a given time. 

However that may be, we aro of opinion that the Judge is in error in hold¬ 
ing that section 4 of tlie Succession and Certificate Act has any application 
to the facts of the present case. As already mentioned, no personal decree was 
asked for by the plaintiffs against the debtois , and the only parties before the 
Appellate Court being the plaintiffs on the one hand, and the assignees of the 
mortgaged premises on the other hand, no question whatever could arise before 
the District Judge in terms of section 4 of the Succession and Certificate Act 
as to any decree being passed against the debtors of the deceased person for 
payment of the debt to the persons claiming to lie entitled to the effects of the 
deceased person. The assignees of the mortgaged premises could not in any 
sense of the word be regarded as debtors. The plaintiffs have an equitably 
olaim against them by reason of their being in possession of the property 
morlg|igpd ; and upon that equitable right the plaintiffs brought their suit 
against them to sell the mortgaged property and to realise the moag^due to them. 

This point was considered in the case of Boghu Nath Skaha v. Poresh Nath 
Pundart (I. L. B., 15 Cal., 54), decided by a Division Bench of this Court 
(Wilson and O’Kinealy, JJ.), and the learned Judges distinctly held that in a 
case like this no certificate was required under the provisions of Act XXVII of 
1860, seotinn 2, The wording of that section is very similar to that of section i 
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of the SuQoession and Oertifioate 4ot, so far as the particular matter before us 
is oonoerned. 

A case, however, has been quoted before us by one of the learned pleaders 
for the respondents, Janaht Ballav Sen v. Hafiz Mahomed Ali Khan (I. L. B. 
13 Gal, 47). But the distinction between that case and a case like the one 
before us has been pointed out by the learned Judges who decided the case of 
Hoghu Nath Shaha v. Poresh Nath Pundart, (1. L B.* 15 Gal., 54) and that dis¬ 
tinction lies in this: that in the case of Janaki Ballav £340] Sen v. Hafiz Mahomed 
Ah Khan (1. L. B., 15 Cal. 54) a personal decree was asked for, but here no per¬ 
sonal decree was asked for and no personal decree was given by the Court of 
First Instance. S^tion 4 says.—“No Court shall pass a decree against a 
debtor for payment of his debt," and so on. A mortgagee might ask for a decree 
against the person of the debtor; but the Coqrt is nut bound to make a personal 
decree : it might, if the facts permit, make a decree only against the property 
mortgaged by the defendant; and in the ciroinnstances of the present case it 
was quite open to the Court of First Instance—in fact, it was its duty— to re¬ 
frain from making a personal decree and to pass a decree charging the property 
in the hands of the defendants, 3nd party, for satisfaction of the claim of the 
plaintiffs. The relief that t)ie plaintiffs asked for in this suit was not for 
recovery of the debt but, as observed by Sir Barnes Peacuck in the Full Bench 
decision in Surwan Hossem v. Shahazdah Golam Mahomed, (9 W. B., 170} it 
was a tuit for the recovery of an interest in immoveable property. The ques¬ 
tion that the learned Judges had to decide in that case wa3*ho doubt a different 
question ; it was one of limitation, but we take it, as it has always been 
understood in this Court, that a suit to enforce a charge against immoveable 
property is a suit for the recovery of an interest in immoveable property ; and if 
that be the correct view to take, it seems to be obvious that the plaintiffs were 
entitled, notwithstanding the absence of a oertifioate under the Succession and 
Certificate A«t, to sustain the decree that had been pronounced in their favour 
by the Court o^First Instance, that being a decree charging the immoveable 
property in the hands of the 2nd party defendants. 

In the view we have just expressed it is unnecessary to decide the other 
questions which have been raised in this appeal ; one of them being whether 
Labo Modi and the plaintiffs having been members of a joint Mitakshara family, 
any oertifioate as provided by section 4 of the Certificate Act was necessary. 

The result is that the decree of the Lower Appellate Court must be set aside 
and the case remanded to that Court for trial of the other issues in the case. 

Costs will abide the resalt. 

T. A. P. 

Caz t remanded. 


■OTBB. 

t Where pcrsoqai decree on the mortg.'ige is (or could not be, see 28 Col., 246 ; 24 Msd., 
22) sought, no certificate is neoessary ;—28 Bom., 630 , 22 Cal., 148 ; 26 Cal., 889 ; contra 16 
Ml., 2a9. 

In (1907) 7 C. L. J., 6^8 MOOKERJEE J. held that an application under the Transfer dt 
Property Act IV of 1882, sec. 90, would be a debt within the Succession Oertiflcato Aet 1880 
sec. 4, though (^i#’ampunt so to bo decreed personally could bo aBoartained only after the 
death of the creditor.] 
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[8*1] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 22nd January, 1892. 

Present: 

Mb. Justice Tottenham and Mb. Justice Banebjee. 


Jagau Nath Gorai and others.PlafnitiEfs 

versus 

Watson and Gonipany.Defendants.'* 


Sale tn execution of decree — Fraud—Suit to set aside sale on ground of 
fraud — Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), ss. 24.4> and 311. 

A and B were two tenaotci whoRe names wore registered in the landlord’s stienata. B 
died, leaving C, D and E, his sons and heirs, but no application for mutation of names in 
the sherista was made. Disputes as to rent having arisen, A and C proceeded to make deposits 
in Court in respect thereof, and the landlord instituted a suit against A, joining C as a party 
defendant to recover the amount of rant he claimed, and obtained an ex parte decree which, 
\nter alia, directed that it should bo satisfied out of the amount so deposited in Court. That 
amount, according to the landlord’s case, proving insufficient to satisfy his demands, he pro¬ 
ceeded to execute the decree and brought the holding to sale aneb purchased it him self. A 
and (' then applied under section 311 of the Code to have the sale set aside, alleging that the 
decree bad been fraudulently executed, the sale proclamation suppressed, and that the decree 
was incapable of execution in the manner adopted, and contending that it could only be 
executed against the amounts s.i deposited in Court, which were more than ample to satisfy 
the full amount justly due under it. That application was unsuccessful. 

A, C, D, and E then instituted a suit to have the sale set aside on the gsonnd of 
fraud. 

Held, as regards A and C, following’the decision in Mchendro Narait^ Chaturaj v. Oopal 
Mondul 11. h. R., 17 Cal., 769), that the questions as to the propriety of the execution of 
the rent decree by sale, and as to the suppression of the sale proclamation, wore questions 
which could and ought to have been decided under section ‘244, and that, so far as they were 
oonoerned, the suit would not lie. 

Held, however, as regards D and E, that as they were not parties to the rent suit or pro¬ 
ceedings had therein, and although as heirs of a deceased tenant who had not got their names 
registered in the landlord’s shertsta, they might not bo able to question the decree obtained 
for arrears of rent, they were not thereby precluded from contesting a sale on the ground that 
CHI] it had been fraudulently obtained under colour of su^ a decree, and that it was com¬ 
petent to them at any rate to sue for a declaration that the sale in question did not in any 
way affect their rights. 

In this oase Jagan Nath Gorai and his brother Badha Nath Gorai wera 
the recorded tenants of certain holdings in the sherista of the defendante, 
Messrs. Robert Watson & Go. Badha Nath Gorai died, leaving his three sons, 
the plaintiffs Nos. 2, 3, and 4, hie heirs, but on his death no application wi^ 
(nade to the defendants for nautation of names in respect of the holding. 

piqpntes having arisen with reference to the rents of the holdings, Messrs. 
Wati^n & Co. instituted three suits against Jagan Nath Goraiv^jespeot there¬ 
of, and joined Sibu Nath, the plaintiff No. 2 in this case, whowas the eldest 
son of Badha Nath, as a party defendant therein. I n these suits Messrs. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. 1484 of 1890, against the decree of J. Pratt, Esq. 
District Judge of Midnapore, dated the 15th of August 1890, reversing the decree of Babu 
Jogendro Nath Mookhopadhya, Hunsif of Garbetta, dated the ^Ih of November 1889. 
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Watson & Co. obtained ex parte decrees, and in execution of those decrees 
brought the holdings to sale and purchased them themselves. After the sales the 
two judgment-debtors applied, under section 311 of the Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure, to have them set aside. They alleged, amongst other things, that on the 
disputes arising they had deposit^ the full amount of rent in Court, that the 
decrees obtained provided that the amount decreed he satisfied from the amount 
so deposited by them, and that, notwithstanding that provision in the decrees, 
the judgment-creditor liad fraudulently brought the holdings to sale and pur¬ 
chased them at ridiculously low figures. It appeared that the decrees bad been 
executed for a balance claimed over and above the amount deposited, but the 
judgment-debtors’ contention was that the amount deposited was more than 
ample to meet tho full amount of rent and costs. They further alleged that 
the sale proclamations had been suppressed. These applications having failed, 
the two judgment-debtors, together with tfio other two sons of Hadha Nath 
who were not parties to these suits and proceedings, instituted three suits to 
have the sales sot aside as fraudulent and illegal, and to be confirmed in posses¬ 
sion of the holdings of which they were still in jiossession, and in the 
alternative they prayed for damages if the sales could not be set aside. 

The principal conteution on the part of the defendants was that, having 
regard to the provisions of section 244, the suits would not [343} lie, and that 
the question of whether the sales had been fraudulently obtained or not was 
res judicata under sebtion 13. 

All three suits were tried together and were governed by tho same judg¬ 
ment in both the lower Couits. 

The First Court gave tho plaintiffs decrees sotting aside the sales and 
confirming them in possession. 

The Lower Appellate Cnui't reversed those decrees, holding that the oases 
were governed by the Full Bench ruling in Muhendru Narain (Jhaiuraj v. Qopal 
Mondul (I. L. R., 17 Cal., 709) As regards the contention that plaintiffs 
Nos. 3 and 4,* being no parties to the rent suits, were not bound by the 
proceedings therein, that Court held that the landlords weio not bound to 
make them parties, as their names wore not registered in the shensta and 
they had not been recogniy.ed as tenants. The suits were accordingly 
dismissed. 

The plaintiffs now appealed to the Higli Court in ail three cases. 

Mr. B. E. Twidale for the Appellants. 

Babu Jogesh Ghunder Hoy (for Babu lihuhani Chum Dutt) for the Res¬ 
pondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Tottenham and Banertee, J-f.) was as 
follows:— 

This and two similar appeals between the same parties have been heard 
together; the suits having been governed by one judgment in the Lower 
Appellate Court. That Court dismissed the suits as being barred by section 
244 of the Code of Civil Procedure under a ruling by a Full Bench of this 
Court in the case of Mohmdro Narain Chaturaj v. Gopal Mondul (I. L. R., 
17 Cal.. 769) This second ajipeal is based on the contention that the Full 
Bench ruling is not applicable to this case, because the ground on wbicb this 
suit was brotflf^t is not within the scope of sections 244 and 312 of the Code. 
By section 312 the appellants probably meant 311. 

And as regards two of the plaintiff-appellants it is contended that they 
were not parties to the previous suit and decree, and cannot be barred from 
this suit by the section quoted by .the Lower Appellate Court, 
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The suit was brought to set*'aside a sale held in execution of a decree for 
arrears of rent against two of the plaintiffs. The other C844] two plaintiffs 
are brothers of plaintiff No. 2, but were not made parties to the suit for rent. 

After the sale had taken place the two judgment-debtors made an appli¬ 
cation under section 311 to have it set aside, but failed to obtain an order, and 
this suit was consequently instituted by all tlie plaintiffs as being all interested 
in the land sold. The decree-holders in the rent suit were themselves the 
purchasers at the sale in execution, and we think, therefore, that as between 
them and the plaintiffs 1 and 2 the questioiis now raised as to the propriety of 
the execution of the decree by sale of the property and as to the suppression 
of the sale proclamation w’ere questions w hich could, and ought to have been 
decided under section 244. The principal contention now made on behalf of 
the plaintiff-appellants is that the decree did not warrant any sale at all, as it 
provided for its satisfaction out of money already deposited in Court by the 
judgmertt-debtors. It is clear that this is a matter which comes within the 
purview of section 244, and that that section prohibits a separate suit by 
parties to that decree At one time it was not clearly understood that after a 
decree had been fully executed the Court could re-open the matter under 
section 244 and set aside a sale already confirmed, in which the decree-holder 
was purchaser , but the Full Bench case of Mohmdro Narain Ohaturai v. Gopal 
Mondul [I. L. R., 17 Cal., 769j seems to us to lav down thai there is no 
other remedy open by separate suit to the judgment-delftor, even though by 
fraud he may have iilben kept from knowledge ot the execution proceedings 
until after the confirmation of a sale improperly obtained. We think that 
the Lower Appellate Court took a correct view of the Full Bench ruling, and 
that, following it, as he was bound to do, the District Judge w'as right in 
holding that as regards plaintiff's I and 2 this suit was haried by section 244. 

But in our opinion the District Judge was wrong m holding that the 
plaintiffs 3 and 4 were not competent to sue, at least to liave it declared that 
the sale in question did not affect their rights. 

It IS true that as heirs of a deceased registered tenant, who had not got 
themselves legistored in the landlord's shenala, they may not he able to question 
the decree obtained for [3453 arreais oi rent, yet tliat fact does not pre¬ 
clude them from contesting a sale fraudulently obtained under colour of 
that decree, if it be true that the decree did not warrant any sale at all in 
execution of it. 

We think, then, that the appeal ot plaintiff's 1 and 2 mu‘»t fail, and that 
plaintiffs 3 and 4 are entitled to succeed in this appeal. 

We were asked to treat the suit as an application under section 244 so 
far as regards plaintiff's i and 2 . hut we cannot make it an application under 
that section as to two of the plaintiff's and a regular suit as to the other two 

The result is that, so far as tiie appellants 1 and 2 are concerned, the 
appeal is dismissed wibli costs , and that we make a decree in favour ot the 
appellants 3 and 4, setting aside the decree ot the Lower Appellate Court as 
against them, and sending the case back to that Court Unit it may decide the 
case upon the merits as regards tliese plaintiffs. Costs will abide the result. 

This order will apply also to aj peals 1430 and 1436. 

H.’T.* H. Appeal allowed in part and case \^nnded. 

NOTES? 

[ The general rule is that the unregistered transferee not recognised by the landlord is 
bound by a decree against the registered tenant and cannot question the validity of the sale 
in execution therein :—10 C. W. N.. 340 ; 6 C. W, N.. 134 ; 82 Cal., 1031; 27 Cal., 789, 
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When proceedings are within sec. 47 C.P O . 1908 otherwiso, they will not bo taken out, 
of It beoausie there ia an impeachment for fraud .—(1899) 98 Gal., 896 ; 96 Cal., 639; 4 C.W.N., 
638 ; (1901) 6 C.W.N., 979; (1904) 31 Cel., 386; (1899) 16 Mad.. 447; (1895) 19 Mad., 980. 

Queetiona affecting the validity of the decree itself are oa|8ide that eeotion :—(1896) 98 
Cal, 639; (1904) 89 Gal., 266 ; (1894) 91 Cal.. 606; (1897) 94 Gal., 646; (1902) 96 Bom., 
648 ; (1907) 5 O.L.J., 328. ] 


c 19 Gal. 845 ] 

CRIMINAL MOTION. 

The 27th January, 1892. 

Present ; 

Mr. Justice Norris and Mr, Justice Beveiiley. 


Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah.Petitioner 

versus ^ 

Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah.Opposite Party.* 


Sanction to prosecute—Case settled without evidence—Jurtsdiciton to give 
sanction—Eimuiry by Court prior to granting sanction—Crtmitial 
Procedure Code (Act X of 1882), ss. I9f., 476. 

It IH competent for a Civil Court iiefore which a case may have been settled without any 
evidence being gone into, and which has grounds for supposing the offence of the nature 
referred to in hection 196 of the Code of Criminal Procedure has been committed before it 
during the pendency of such case, to make a preliminary enquiry, and thus satisfy itself 
whether [846] a prxmA facie case has been made out for granting sanction, and if so satisfied, 
to grant sanction for the prosecution of the person alleged to have committed such offence. 
A sanction granted after such preliminary enquiry and based thereon is not illegal. 

In re Kan Chunder Moeumdar (I L R , 6 Cal , 440) and Zermadar of S%vaytn v. The 
Queen (1. L. R., 6 Mad., 99) dissented from on this point. 

This was a rule to show cause why a sanction granted by the Registrar of 
the Court of Small Causes, Soaldah, to prosecute the petitioner, Shashi Kumar 
Dey of Paikparah, for ntTences under sections 195 and 205, and for abetting 
one Chandra Kishore Dutt (for whose prosecution sanction was also given at 
the same time) in the commission of offences under sections 190, 209, and 
471 of the Penal Code, should not be set aside. 

The circumstances and proceedings which gave rise to the rule being 
granted were as follows .— 

It appeared that in the district of Dacca there were two neighbouring 
villages called Khilparaii and Paikparah. On the 4th Pous 1296, corresponding 
to the 18th December 1889, one Sobar Bibee executed a deed of sale of certain 
immoveable property in favour of one Sharfunnissa, the mother of one Peer 
Mahomed, who was the partner of Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah, for a 
consideration ot Rs. 4,500. The deed of sate was written by Shashi Kumar 
Dey of Khilparah at Bairagaii in the district of Dacca un the above Kate. 

On the 3rd Chaitra 1296, corresponding to the idtb March 1890, Sohar 
Bibee executed a second deed of sale in respect of the same property in favour 

' Orixoiiial Motiou No. 562 of 1891, against the order passed by B. F. Rampini, Esq., 
Sessions Judge of Aliporo, dated the 19th ol September 1891, affirming tfas order passed Is^ 
H. Byper, Esq,. Registrar, Court of Small Ckiuses, Seatdah, dated the 6th of August 1891. 
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of Qopal Krishna Sarkar, father oi Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah,"'for a 
oonsideration of Bs. 5,000. 

Gopal Krishna Sarkar impeached the genuineness of the first deed of sale, 
alleging it to be a forgery. An enquiry was held by the Sub-Eegistrar of 
Munshigunge, who oame to the conclusion that the allegation was false. 

In 1890 a suit was instituted in the Sealdab Small Cause Court, in which 
one Chandra Kishore Dutt was the plaintiff and Shashi Kumar Dey of 
Khilparah and Shama Churn Guba were the defendants. The defendant 
Shama Churn Guha was a nhphew by marriage of Gopal Krishna Sarkar, 
the purchaser under the second d.sed of sale; and the plaintiff was a friend of 
Shama Churn. 

The suit was based on a bathohitta for Bs. 15, alleged to have been signed 
by the defendants m Calcutta on the 4th Pous 1296, corresponding with the 
18th December 1889. The hathchitta was filed with the plaint. 

After the plaint was filed a summons was issued, which was served on the 
defendant, Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah, by leaving it at his residence at 
Khilparah^n the district of Dacca, he being at the time absent in Calcutta. 
The witnesses to the service of the summons were Kalibar Ghose of 
Paikparah and Prosunno Kumar Mittra ; the former was a grandson of Gopal 
Krishna Sarkar. 

Three days after the service of the summons three Muhammadans came to 
the residence of Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah and informed his mother, he 
being still absent in Calcutta, that Shaikh Ali Buksh, brother of Peer Mahomed 
had sent them to take a copy of the summons and do what was necessary to 
he done on his, Shashi Kumar's, behalf in the matter of the suit. The mother 
thereupon handed them the summons. 

On the Ist August 1890 the suit came on for hearing, and on that day the 
plaintiffs, Chandra Kishore Dutt and Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah, and the 
defendant, Sliama Churn Guha, appeared before the Biegistrar of the Sealdah 
Small Cause Court; and on the case being called on, it was alleged that Shashi 
Kumar Dey of Paikparah represented himself to be Shashi Kumar Dey of 
Khilparah, and he and Shama Churn Guha confessed judgment. 

The case was called on shortly before the Begistrar retired for lunch, and 
as he was leaving the Court, Babu Kedar Nath Ghose, a pleader who was 
watching the case on behalf oi Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah, called his 
attention to the fact that Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah was nut the real 
defendant. The Begistrar said he would make enquiries after lunch. On his 
return from lunch the plaintiff' and Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah and 
Shama Churn Guha had vanished , and on looking at the plaint the Begistrar 
found that the defendants were therein described as residing in Dacca, and as 
the leave of the Court had not been [348] obtained when the plaint was filed, 
be dismissed the suit, notwithstanding the fact tiiat a person alleging 
himself to be Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah and Shama Churn Guha had 
confessed judgment. 

On the 13th August 1890 Shashi Kumar Dey of Khilparah presented a 
petition to the Begistrar of the Sealdah Small Cause Court, asking for sanction 
to prosecute Gopal Krishna Sarkar of Paikparah, his son Shas^Kumar Dey of 
Paikparah, Chandra Kishore Duct, the plaintiff in the suit, andbffama Chum 
Guha, the second defendant in the suit,'for offences under va« lous sections of 
the Penal Code. The petition alleged that the hathchitta was a forgery , that 
the institution of the suit and the confession of judgment were fraudulent and 
collusive, the result of a conspiracy to obtain a decree against the petitioner, 
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which could be used in evidence to show that he was not at Bairagali on the 
4th Pous 1296, and consequently could not on that day and at that place have 
written the deed of sale. 

On 29th January 1891 the Begistrar refused the application, holding that 
he vf0,5 functm officio. From this refusal the petitioner appealed to the District 
Judge, who on 17tli February 1891, held that the Begistrar was not/uncluji 
officio, and directed him to enquire into the case and decide whether thp 
sanction asked for should be given. 

On 2dth July 1891 the Begistrar held an enquiry, when Shashi Kumar 
Dey of Khilparab, Babu Kedar Nuth Ghose, the pleader, Callyhur Bose, Haro 
Mouun Mittra^, and Peer Mahomed were examined, and cross-examined by a 
pleader who appeared on. behalf of Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikp-irah and his 
father, and in the result he sanotioned.the prosecution of Chundra Kishore 
Dutt, the plaintiff in the suit, lor offences under sections 196, 209, and 471 
of the Indian Penal Code, and of Shashi Kumar Du) of Paikparah for offences 
under sections 195 and 205, Indian Penal Code, and for abetting Chunder 
Kishore Dutt in the commission of offences under sections 196, 209,||and 471 of 
the Indian Penal Code. Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah then applied to the 
Sessions Judge to have that older set aside, but the Sessions Judge oil the 
19th September 1891 rejected the application, as he saw no ground to revoke 
it or in any way interfere with it. 

t349j The petitToner then applied to the High Court to have the sanction 
revoked, on amongst others the following grounds • — 

(1) That the sanction should not have been granted, because the original 
suit had been disposed of without any evidence being taken, and there¬ 
fore there was nothing on the record to give rise to any suspicion of an 
offence having been committed before the Court. 

(2) That the sanction should not have been granted, as there was no con¬ 
clusion come to nor any decision arrived at in respect of the guilt of the 
petitioner or the truth or otherwise of the document or evidence recorded 
by the Court when trying the original suit. 

(3J That section 196, read with section 476 of the Code of Criminal Proce¬ 
dure, contemplates there being sulhcient materials before the Court 
trying the original case on which to found charges, and in this case there 
were no materials whatever. 

(4) That the Begistrar should not have gone lieyond the record in the 
original case and was in error in acting solely upon extraneous facts in 
giving the sanction. 

On the 26th November 1891 a rule was granted by a Bench of the High 
Court, consisting of O'Kinealy aud Brvrhlry, JJ , to show cause why the* 
sanction should not be set aside. 

The rule now came on to be heard. 

Babu Haresh Uhunder Chakravat* for the Petitioner. 

Munsbi Syed Shamsul Btida for the Opposite Party. 

The nature of the arguments appears sufficiently in the judgment of the 
High Court (NOKBlS and Bbvebdey, JJ)., which, after setting out the*above 
facts oontinqRd^s follows: — 

The rule was argued before us on the 14th December 1891, and we took 
time to consider our judgment. 

In support of the rule it was argued that the sanction was illegal, because 
the Begistrar ought not to have travelled outside the record of the Small Cause 
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Coorti case, which disclosed rfo foundation for the charges mode. In other 
words, it was argued that the Registrar ought not to have made any 
enquiry; and in support of [SdO} the argument the following cases were relied 
upon : -Hurro Nath Boy and others [L'eUtioners) (7 W. E., 482), re Kasi 
Chunder Mozumdar (I. L. R., 6 Gal., 440), and Zetnrndai of Sivaynii v. The 
Queen (I. L. R., 6 Mad., 29j. 

The facts of the case of Hurro Nath Boy ajul others are as follows Sris- 
teedhur Dass, alleging himself to bo a rnokuniridar, sued Hurro Nath Roy and 
others to have his mokuran right declared, and obtained a decree. On special 
appeal to this Court the case was remanded to the Lower Apiiellate Court in 
order to determine whether a document filed bv the plaintiff was a forgery. The 
Lower Appellate Court, without hearing the appeal, instituted an inquiry as to 
the genuineness of the document ^nd as to whether the defendant's written 
statement was untrue, and he required the personal attendance of the mukhtear 
who had verified the written statement. The mukhtear did not appear • there¬ 
upon the appeal was struck off the file, and the rlefendants wore required to 
appear in person. The defendants filed a special ap|je:il again.st the order strik¬ 
ing the appeal off the tile, and also moved this Court to have the order for their 
personal attendance quashed. L. S. Jackson, J., after reading sections 16 and 
19 of Act KXIII of IHGl, says ■—“ Under these two sections Civil Courts have 
power to refer to tlie Magistrate, or to make coniniitmonts to the Sessions in 
oases coming under the Xlth or the XVIIIth Chapters of tl?e Indian Penal Code, 
but they are to maki^orders of that kind when a witness or other person ‘shall 
appear to the Court' to have been guilty of auy offence, or when there shall 
appear to the Court sufficient ground for an investigation ’ it seems quite 
clearly, I think, the meaning of tliese sections that the Civil Court must come to 
some conclusion in respect of the guilt of the party concerned, or the truth or 
otherwise of the document or evidence.” 

When the learned Judge says “ that the Civil Court must come to some 
conclusion in respect of the guilt of the party concerned, or the truth or other¬ 
wise of the document or evidence,” it is clear that he means to say that such 
conclusion must be ai rived at from sonieliinig that transpires during the hearing 
of the case ; that the Civil Court cannot enter upon an altogether independent 
inquiry as to whether a primd facie case of an offence under tlie sections of the 
[38lj Indian Penal Code, enumerated in sections 16 and 19 of Act XXIII of 
1861, is made out, for he goes on to say —“if on lieanug the ajipeal in this 
case the Principal Sudder Amin had been of opinion that the plaintiff had 
produced a forged document, or that the defendants had knowingly tendered a 
false written statement, he might have proceeded under the 16th or 19th 
section as the case might be." 

« The decision in that case turned upon the construction to be put upon 
sections 16 and 19 of Act XXIII of 1861, the pro^isions of which have been 
reproduced in section 643 of the present Code of Civil Procedure. Those 
provisions deal with a case in \.'liich a Civil Court of its own motion 
during the pendency of a case is of opinion that one of the offences therein 
referred to has been committed before it. It is no authority in respect 
of proceedings which are authorized to be taken hy the Code of Criminal 
Prooedlirfi. 

We shall examine these provisions latq^ on. 

In the ease of In re East Qhunder Mo^tunidar (1. L. R., 6 Cal., 440) the 
facts were as follows .--In July 1668 Juggnt Chunder Mozumdar mortgaged 
certain property to Kasi Chunder Mozumdar to secure a certain sum of money 
with interest. In October 1878 the mortgagee presented under Regulation 
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XVII of 1806 a verified pefcition to the Oourt of Bajshahi fir the foreolosore 
of the mortgage. Hubsequently to the date of the petition, the Bajshahi 
district was divided, and the land, the sabjeot of ttie mortgage, was included 
in the newly-formed district of Pabna. In December 1879 the mortgagor 
presented a counter-petition to the Bajshahi Court, alleging that the mortgage 
money had been paid in full, and in support thereof filed a registered receipt 
which, on the face of it, purported to show tlftit the repayment had been made 
in 1869, and prayed that the property might be deolar^ free from the mort¬ 
gage charge. The mortgagee denied the truth of these statements. In 
February 1880 the mortgagee presented a second petition to the Bajshahi 
Court, stating j^at matters bad been amicably settled, and praying that the 
first petition mi^t be taken oil the file A decree by consent was accordingly 
drawn up an.d filed In July 1880 the mortgagor applied to the District C3323 
Judge of Pabna for sanction to prosecute *the mortgagee under section 193, 
Indian i^enal Code, for the statements contained in the petition of October 
1878, and the Judge gave the sanocion. The Court (GARTH, C.J., and 
MacLKAN, J } set aside the sanction upon the ground that the application for 
it should have been made to the District Judge of Bajshahi and not to the 
District Judge ot Pabna. 

In the course of bis judgment Garth, G.J., made the following observa¬ 
tions :—“ It seems to me that the reason of the rule laid down in section 468 
consists in this, thftt suitors in a Court of justice ought to be allowed the 
fullest liberty of speech and action in support of their respective contentions, 
and so long as they use that liberty in good faith and honestly, they ought 
not to be subjected to inahcious prosecutions. 

“ The Court which has the best means of forming an opinion upon the bond 
jidiiS of the parties and the truthfulness of the witnesses is the Judge who 
hears the evidence, and therefore, upon that Court, or upon some superior Court 
whicl) has the power of looking into the proceedings, the law imposes the duty 
of sanctioning or refusing to sanation criminal prooeoding.s against the parties 
or their witnesses. 

“But if a c.ise is settled without any evidence being gone into, it seems to 
me that the Court in which the suit was broug'it has no opportunity of judg¬ 
ing of the hotul (td/'S of the claim or defence ; and if it has any power at all 
under such circumstances, which I very much doubt, to give its sanction to 
criminal proceedings against either party, I think it would be guilty of a great 
impropriety and indiscretion in so doing. In this particula** case no evidence 
wa“ g..me into. The proceedings taken by the mortgagee in 1878 were instituted 
under Begulatioii XVII of 1806, which does not make it necessary that his 
petition should even he verified in the ordinary way. The suit was subsequently 
compromised by consent, each party paying his own costs; and it seems 
me that as no evidence was given on either side, it was auite impossible for 
them to form anything like a correct judgment as to whether the mortgage 
money had or had not been paid when the proceedings were instituted in 1878.” 

[3d83 These observations are entirely obiter ; they were in no way 
necessary for the decision of the case ; they were apparently not concurred in 
by Maclkan, J., who based his judgment simply “ on the ground that the 
Court of the Jjt'dge of Pabna and Bogra was not the Court before v^ibh the 
alleged offence was committed." 

We are unable to agree with the observations of Garth, 0. J. It appears 
to us that the provisions of s. 471 of Act X of 1872, the Code of Criminal 
Prof^dare then in force, escaped the attention of the learned Judge, as it does 
not appear to have been referred'to either in the argument or in the judgment. 
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That section runs as follows: - “When any Court, Civil or Criminal, is of 
opinion that there is sufScient ground for inquiring into anv charge men¬ 
tioned in Bs. 467, 468, and 469, such Court, after making such preliminary 
inquiry as may be necessary, may either commit the case itself or may send 
the case for enquiry to any Magistrate having power to try or commit for trial 
the accused person for the offen^ charged.” 

That section seems to us clearly to contemplate the making of a prelimi¬ 
nary inquiry when the materials already before tbe Court are in themselves 
insuihoient to establish a primd facte case, or when tbe Court is sought to be 
put in motion after the termjnation of tbe original proceedings. It seems diffi¬ 
cult to imagine why the legislature should have distinctly recognized tbe 
possibility of a preliminary inquiry being necessary if it intended a Court to 
act only upon materials presented 4o it during the hearing of the case. 

The decision in Zemindar of Stvagin v. The Queen (I. L. R., 6 Mad., 29) 
followed the o&?£cr dtcto of GarSh, C.J., in Kast Chunder Mozumdai's case, and 
we are unable to agree with it. 

Since these cases were decided the provisions of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure upon the point under consideration have been altered and enlarged. 
Section 468 of Act X of 1872 provided that" a complaint of an offence against 
public justice described in (^certain sections) of the Indian Penal Code, when 
such offence is committed before or against a Civil or Criminal Court, shall not 
be entertained in the Criminal Courts, except with the sanction of the Court 
before or against which the offence was committed, or of some other Court 
to which such Court is subordinate ” Section [354] 195 of Act X of 1882 
provides that “ oo Court shall take cognizance of any offence punishable 
under ” the same section “ when such offence is committed in or in relation to any 
proceeding tti any Court, except with the previous sanction, or on tbe complaint 
of such Court, or of some other Court to which such Court is subordinate.” 

Then s. 476 of Act X of 1882 provides that “ when any Civil, Criminal 
or Revenue Court is of opinion that there is ground for enquiring into any 
offence referred to in s. 195, and committed before it, or brought under 
its notice in the course of a ludicial proceedirig, such Court, after making any 
preliminary inquiry that may be necessary, may send the case for inquiry or 
trial to the nearest Magistrate of the first class, and may send the accused in 
custody or take sufficient security for his appearance before such Magistrate, 
and may bind over any person to appear and give evidence on such enquiry 
cr trial.” The powers conferred by this section are much more extensive than 
those conferred by s. 471 of Act X of 1872. 

Now, upon the facts as above stated, we think that it is clear that a Civil 
.Court, viz., the Registrar of the Sealdah Small Cause Court, had ground for 
enquiring into an offence referred to in s. 195, Code of Criminal Procedure, 
and committed Mfore it, viz., an offence by Shashi Kumar Dey of Paikparah 
under s. 205 of Indian Penal Code of falsely personating Shashi Kumar 
Dey of Khilparah, and in such assumed character confessing judgment, and 
we are further of opinion that it was competent to such Court to make a 
preliminary inquiry and thus satisfy itself whether a primA facie case had 
been furfde out for granting a sanction. ^ ^ 

It is clear that the alleged personation and confession of judgment took 
place in the Small Cause Court, and under s. 195 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure no Court could take cognizance of that offence except with the previ¬ 
ous sanction or on the complaint of that Court. It is equally clear that upon 
the record of tbe suit as it stands no sanction could properly have been given, 
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inasmuch as it does not disclose either tlfe personation or the confession of 
judgment. Unless, therefore, the Court was at liberty to make a preliminary 
inquiry and travel outside the record, the charge against the petitioner could 
never have been tried. 

C3S53 Whether sanction was necessary tor tl\e proceedings against the 
petitioner for an offence under s. 195, Indiaij^ Penal Code, and for abetment 
of offences under ss. 196, 209, and 471, we express no opinion. Supposing 
that sanction was necessary, we think it was rightly given. Neither do we 
express any opinion as to the legality or otherwise of the sanction accorded 
for the prosecution of Chunder Kishore Dutt, as his case is not before us. 

We are thus of opinion that the rule should ho discharged. 

Rule discharged. 

H.T.H. 


MOTES 

[ See alHo (1897) 20 Mad., 389. ] 


c 19 Cal. 855] 

CRIMINAL MOTION. 

The. 16th F'e.bniary, 

Present. 

Mr. -Iustice Norris and Alri .Justice Hevekley. 


Gohind Chandra Heal. Patitionei 

versus 

Queen-Empress.Opposite Party. 


False evidence.—Omi'iston to jnove that acejised loas sworn or affirmed hefoi»- 
giving hto evidence—Penal Code. {Act XLV of I'ifiO), s.7 lUl — IHH — 
Oaths Act f.Y of IH7S), .ss, 6, 13, and 14. 

The offence of mtuntionallv giving false ovidonci', rrfurred to in ». 193 of tho Penal Code, 
may lx* committed, although the porsrm givingcvidutice has iieilhur been sworn nor affirmed. 

The petitioner in this case was tried by the Deputy Magtitrate of Faridpur 
for an offence under s. 193 of the Penal Code, and convicted and sentenced 
to two years’rigorous imprisonment. The charge arose out of certain evidence 
given by the petitioner in a trial before the Hessions .Tudge of Faridpur, 
when he contradicted the evidence he had given in the same case when 
under enquiry before the Deputy Magistrate of Madaripur. It was proved 
that before giving his evidence before the latter Court, the petitioner was duly 
affirmed, and his deposition before that Court was put in, but there was no 

* Criminal Motion No. S3 of 1892, against the order passed by J. Poafotd, Baq., Scs- 
aions Judge of P'atidpur, dated the 28th of November 1891, affirming tho ordor passed by 
Baba Jnnnendru Nath Lahiri, Depatv Magistrate of Faridpar, dated the 12tb of November 
i891. 
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evidenoe bo show that he had been affirmed or anv oath administered to him 
before giving his evidenoe in the Sessions Court. 

Before the Deputy Magistrate of B'aridpur it was urged on behalf of the 
petitioner that the want of that evidence was fatal to fSoGj the ease, but this 
objection was overruled, as the Magistrate uonsinered that, having regard to the 
provisions of s. 13 of the Oatli# Act and s. 114 of the Evidence Act, be 
might presume that the oath or aflirmatiou was duly administered to the 
accused in the Sessions Court, and as he found that it was clearly proved that 
the accused had made tlie two contradicfciirv sfcatmnents, lie convicted him 
and passed the sentence referred to above. 

Against that conviction and sentence the accused appealed to the Sessions 
Judge, and on that appeal being ^ejected, he. moved the High Court, and a 
rule was issued which now came on to bo heard 

Babu Gnja irnnku) Mozunmilar for tlio petitioner ui support of the rule. 

Mr. Kilby (Deputy fjogal Hutnumhrancei) foi the Grown, contra. 

The onlv ground upon whicli t!io rule was issued, and argued at che 
hearing, was that the conviction could not be sustained in the absence of 
evidence that the sucused had been dul\ aflirtiied before the Sessions Judge 
before giving his evidence. 

Mr. Kilhj/ (showing cause).- The offence punishably undei s 193 of the 
Penal Code is inteetionallv giving false evidence in anv stage of a judicial 
proceeding. By s. 191 whoever, being legally hound by an oath (which 
is .not the case before the Court, as the accused, being a Hindu, could not be 
legally bound hv an oath,—see Oaths Act, s (i), or by anv express provision 
of law to state the truth, makes any statement which is false, is said to give 
false evidence Hv s 14 of the Oaths Act every person giving evidenoe 
on any subject, before juiv Court, is hound to state the truth. Tlie idea 
of the oath, viz., that the person swearing renounces the mercy and 
imprecates the vengeance of Heaven if lie do not speak the truth, the idea of 
binding the conscience of tlie witness, which still piuvails in Plngland, and 
which in former times led to the swearing of Hindus on the Tulsi and Ganges 
water, and of Muhammadans on the Koran, finds no place in the Oaths Act. 
The superstitious or religious sanction has been disregarded and the legal sanu- 
^tion alone is relied upon. The law in effect says to the witness (s. 13) 
whether or not you have made an oath ^367 j or aflii ination, and notwithstanding 
any irregularity in the form of such oath or affirmation, if you give evidence 
in a Court of .lustice, vou nflnst speak the truth (s. 14) or be punished 

The diffeieoco between the English and Indian law on the subject appears 
in a striking manner, by coitiparing an indictment for perjury with the form 
of charge laid down in the Criminal Procedure Code The latter is merely to 
the effect that the accused in the course of the trial made a statement while 
giving evidence which he know or believed to he false or did not believe to be 
true, and it is unnecessary even to allege that lie had been sworn or affirmed, 
whereas in England the due taking of the oath is a material part of the 
indictment, and must bo proved. Hero, therefore, it is, I submit, not necessary 
to pwjve that the accused was either sworn or affii'ined, the mere fact of his 
having given false evidence being sufheient to justify a convic8fen,nnder s. 193. 

In England, again, no person can give testimony upon any trial until he 
bas given an outward pledge that he considers himself responsible to God for 
the truth of what he is about to narrate, and, if he be insensible to the 
obligations of an oath, whether from irreligious opinions or weakness of 
understanding, because he is an atheist ora child, he cannot be sworn; whereas 
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by 8. 118 of the Evidence Act all that is necessary is that the witness shall be 
able to understand the questions put to him and be capable of giving rational 
answers to chose questions. Matters of religious belief or disbelief are 
completely disregarded. 

In this case tlie person called to prove the making of the affirmation in 
the Sessions Court says that it is the invariable practice of the Court to affirm 
all witnesses, but he cannot remember whether the accused in this case was 
affirmed or not. In I'he Queen v. Sewa Bhogta (14 294), a Full Bench 

have held that the intenttonal omission to affirm a witness did not affect 
his tesbimonv. 

Babu Grtja Sinikur Moznomdar (in support of the rule).—The words in 
s. 191 of the Penal Code “ being legally bound bv an oath ’’ must be read 
as including an affirmation, and must be read as distinct from the rest of the 
section, which it must be taken was framed to meet cases other than that of 
giving evidence during the course of a trial. Section 13 of the Oaths Act only 
[SSSj provides that the omission bo administer, or irregularity in administering 
an oath or affirmation, should nut invalidate the proceedings (that is, the 
proceedings in which the evidence is given), or render the evidence given 
inadmissible, or iffect the obligation of the witness to state the truth, and does 
not in any way affect this (juostion It could never have been the intention 
of the Legislature to provide tliat evidence should be given on oath or solemn 
affirmation, and vet that to sustain a conviction under s 193 it is unnecessary 
to prove that the law has been coiuphod with. 

The judgment of the Court (Norbis and BEVERLEY, J.J.) was as follows; - 

It seems clear that tlio offence of giving false evidence may be committed, 
although the person giving evidence has been neitlier sworn nor affirmed. 

The rule must tlierefore be discharged. 

H. T. H Rule discharged and conviction upheld 

NOTES. 

£ A similar dvcision wm"- given in (1891) IG Bom , 3.*)9 , scr alMi (1888) 10 AIL. ‘207 contra,^ 
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OKIGINAL CIVIL. 

7he 6th April, lH9ii 
Present: 

Mr. Justice Trevelyan, 


La,nd Mortgage Bank.Plaintiff 

. vnsus 

Sudurudeen Ahmed.Defendant.'^' 


Jiirisdictt&n— Specific performance—Letters Patent, 1865, cl, 12—Sutt for 
land—Land sHvate without local limits of jurisdiction. 

A vendor, having obtained leave to sue under ol 12 of the Letters Patent of 18G5, sued 
lu tbs High Cuuri) to enforce, mter aha, the specific performance of acontraot entered into by 

Original Civil Suit No. 842 of 1891. 
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the defendant for the purchane of certain land situated in the district of Burdwan, and in 
the alternative for damages. Held, that, as far as the above-mentioned objects of the suit 
were concerned, the suit was not one for land within the meaning of that clause. 

This suit was brought to enforce specific performance of an alleged cPntract 
for the purchase of a certain patni taluk situated in thp district of Burdwan. 

The plaintiff Bank alleged that on the 16th September 1890 an agreement 
was entered into in Calcutta hv and between the Bank and the 

defendant for the sale by the plaintiff Bank to the defendant of a patni taluk 
(Satsaykea) situate in the district of Burdwan for the sum of Es. 85,000, and 
certain other sums set out in a certain letter ol tlie 12th September 1890. 
This agreement was alleged to be embodied in two letters—one from the defend¬ 
ant to the plaintiff Bank, the other from the plaintiff Bank to the defendant, 
dated, respectively, the 12th and hBth Septomher 1H90, sucli letters having been, 
on those dates, respectively, written in Calcutta and interchanged between the 
parties ; the letter of the 16th September having been posted and registered at 
Calcutta on the I8th September 1H90 to the address of the defendant at 
Satgachia in the district of Burdwan 

The plaintiff Bank obtained the usual leave under clause 12 of the Letters 
Patent of 1865, and prayed (a) for specific performance of the contract: and (5) 
in the alternative that the pi'operby iniglit be sold by the Court, and the sale 
proceeds applied in compensating and making good to the plaintiff Bank the 
amount of the purqjiase money, and other moneys payable under the contract; 
and that if the proceeds of such sale should he iiisuificient to cover the plaintiff 
Bank’s claim, then that the defendant sliould be ordered to pay any deficiency 
to the plaiiitifl Bank with interest, or (c) that the defendant niiglit he directed 
to pay such sum as the Court should consider reasonable as compensation for 
breach of contract. 

The defendant denied having entered into the contract, and, amongst other 
matters (to which it is unnecessary to refer), ploaded tliat the suit, hemg one 
for land situated in the district of Burdwan, could not bo tiled m the High 
Court. 

The suit came on for settlement of issues, and amongst the issues framed 
was the following:—Whether this Court liaslurisdiction to try the case? 

The Ofheiating Standing Counsel, Mr. Pnrjh (with him Mr. llill), for the 
plaintiff.- 1 contend that the Court has jurisdiction Holkar (H. IT. Shr/inai 
Maharaj Yashvant?av) v. Dadabhai Cursetji .ishbuttuu- (I L E., 14 Bom., 3bH). 
In SrMnath Itoyv. Calltj Dons Ghose (I. L R., 5 Cal., H2) no decree was asked 
for for specific performance of the agreement, or with regard to the mufassal 
properties. In Kellie v. Fraser [1 L E, 2 Cal., 445 (463) I the Chief [380] 
.luatioe distinguishes the authorities cited, and particularly The Delhi and 
London Jiank v. Wordic (I. L. E., i Cal., 249) from the case before him A direct 
authoritv is to bo found in Bamdhone Shaw v. Sreemutty Nobnmoncy Dossee 
[Bourke, 218 (223)] There is no question of title in tins suit I do not ask for 
possession of land, nor of any interest in land, but having entered into a 
contract in Calcutta, I am entitled to have it specifically performed in Calcutta. 

Mr. Jackson (with him Mr. Evans and Mr Ahdur Rahman) for the' 
defendant.—The case is concluded by authority for the defendant In Sreenath 
Boy V. Cally Do.ss Ghose [I L E., 5 Cal, 82 (85)1 it was loudly alleged that it 
was a suit for land ; all that was sued for-was to compel the specffic performance 
of a contract—the execution of a piece of paper. PONTIPEX. J , however, said 
that, " so far as the suit is a suit for specific iierforraaoce of the agreement with 
respect to land, the defendant’s contention is correct. I have no jurisdiction 
to make a decree in that respect." 
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Kellie v. Fraser (1. L B., 2 Cal., 445) is not cited in the Bombay decision, 
and does not alter the law as laid down in The Delhi and London Bank v. 
Wordxe (I. L. B., 1 Cal., 249); that case is directly in point, on the question 
whether this suit is “ a suit for land ’’ within the meaning of clause 12 of the 
Letters Patent. It has been oontoudeid that that ruling on this point is a dictum 
only, but 1 say it is a direct decision. Mr. .lustice PoNTlFBX was a party to 
both the decisions in Kellte v. Fraser (I. L. B, 2 Cal , 446) and The Delhi and 
London Bank v. Wordte (I. L. B., 1 Cal., 249). 

The plaintiff here wants a sale of the property, and further asks to bid at 
such sale. The whole intent of tlie Letters iv.ent, clause 12, is to prevent such 
suits as the present being brought. A suit for land is a suit for, or concerning, 
land. In The Delhi and Laadim Bank. v. Woidie (1. L. B, 1 Cal., 249), the 
Court, aftei taking into consideration llio two sides of the question, considered 
that, having regard to the obiect of the suit, it was impossible to say it was not 
a suit for land. As to the Bombay case, the Cuurt does not put the ground of 
its decision on clause 12, but on the grouiul that the suit was one which the 
Courts of Equity in England would entertain, and on the fact that the 
High Courts in India have all the powers of a Court of Equity in England for 
enforcing their decrees in r36l j jinsonant. But the tendency of the Courts in 
England at tlie present time is not to grant relief out of their lurisdiction,—see 
De^ousav. British South Aft tea n Compani/ {Tiiiu\s' Law Reports, Vol. VIII, 
p. 369) decided on the 20th Eebruarv 1692 by LAWitANt'E and Wbight, JJ.* 
wheie all the late cases on the subject are cited. Wliat* is intended by the 
words “ suit for land ” in clause 12 of the Letters Patent is the sole question. 

In In re Hawthorne, Gtaham v. Massey (1. B., 23 Oh l)iv., 743^ the 
Court held that a contested claim to land situated in a toicign country, the 
parties being resident in England, could not he heard fui want u) jurisdiction. 

Tkkvelyaw, J.—A similar question was, I think, laised before me in t^e 
case oiKantt Chunder Tul Chandiny v. hissory Mohun Hoy ' and there argu^. 

* Regular Suit No liUt* of IMHG. 

Present . 

Mr. Justice Trkvei yak 
. Kanti Chunder Pal Cllalldln•^ 

L'crsus 

Kissory Mohun Bo\ 

This bUU> came uu for huariug ou setduiuent of issues on January lilLh, 1H87. The facts of 
the case, m so far as they faavu any be.tiiiig upon the question i<f juiisdietion, <tre sufticienlly 
stated in the judgment of the Court, which, ountting the iiiimdlerial portion, was as 
follows;— 

TKEVELYAN, j.—I n this case there w.i-an .ipplieution to take the plaint off the file, 
and at my euggestion the suit was set down lor settlement of issues. 

As originally framed, the plaint recited a mortgage to srenre the sum of Es. 10,000 with 
interest at 36 per cent, per annum. The 3rd paragrapli alleged that of that sum of Bs. 10,000 
the plaintiff received Bs. 1,000 only from the defendant, and the defendant rviuAod to pay 
the balance to the plaintiff or spend the same on his behalf, though frequently requested so 
to do. The 4th and last paragraph atated that the plaintiff au>n willing to repay the said ‘iiun 
of Bs. 1,000 received from the defendant, together with aiirh interest as the Coart might 
order. . , 

The let paragrimh of the prayer of the plaint asked that tho defendant be ordered, on 
the payment of ^h^sum of Ba. 1,000, together with intereat, to ru-convey the mortgaged 
premises to the plaintiff at the cost of the defendant. The 2nd paragraph asked that the 
defendant be ordered to pay such compensation to the plaintiff as to this Court shall Msm 
right. There were then prayers for costs and foi further and other relief 

When the first application was made to take the plaint off the file, 1 gave the plain¬ 
tiff leave to amend the plaint. He has' altered the Brd paragraph by oollusion 
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r363j Mr. Jackson .—The case of Bamdhonp Shaw v. SrmmuUy Nobu- 
money Dossee Bourke, 218 completely fails to bear out wbat is said about it 
by Mr. Bourke, such a suit ought not to lie here. 

Thevelyan, J. -In that case there was an a])peal which was heard before 
Morgan and PHEAR, J.I., and the latter said that the })ioper Court to sue in was 
the Zillah Court but did not 8a\ that sucli a suit could not bo brought in the 
High Court. He dismisses the suit as agaitf^t Suuit)oo Chundra, the person 
outside the jurisdiction. 

between tlie dofeudant and •^ome persons who are not parties to this suit, lie hus altered the 
4th paragraph by submitting his willniguesH to pa\ the Us, 1 .(KKJ .nul iiitcrost, “ .should the 
Court HO order,” and he has add(‘d a 5th p.iiagi.iph in thf billowing words 

‘‘That the pl.iintilf would not have executed the s.nd morig.igf dt-i d hut tor various 
falee reprcaentations and indiiccmoiits hv the said di'fcnd.int ihat the- aaid rupeus ten thou¬ 
sand would be paid to him or spent on fais huh<ilf fur the purposes of t)i“ suid appeal, and the 
release of his said attached properties, but the smd iuoik \ li,is not been so paid or spent.” 

He has also substituted fur the 1st paragraph <il ilie pr.ixer the (rilUiwing — 

” 1. That the mortgage contract be declared \oid aiicl the mortgage tloed of the 13th 
of October 1B85 be cancelled and set <isido.” 

(Hir Lordship then proceeded to deal with other qiicstioiis raised it the bearing and 
continued)—Two other qnostioiis have been argued heicire me The lirst iai-.es a question 
ot juiiadiction . the second has icfereucu to .tiiolhet suit, which was filed liefore this 
suit, and raises tho question whether a portion of this suit should not await ihe decision of 
the other suit. « 

The Ist of those questions is whether this is a ” suit fur land" within tboiueaumgof 
the Charter. 

Thu laud which wa'i charged bv the mortgagu is oalsid.- che limits of Caloutta. Tho 
decision of this question of jiiiisdictioii does not, however, dispust of the suit, as the only 
issue of fact, viz.- “ What sum was advanced hj dcfend.iut U' pl.iiiitifT on the security of 
the mortgage deed mentioned in tho plaint ” must be tried 

There is in the mortgage deed a covenant fur the npaiment of the inuuey, aud as tho 
defendant resides lu Caleuttii. and al^ as the c-outrai f w.ts made in (.'.ileutta, thi.s Court has 
jurisdietu ii to try this issue, and, with rcfureiici to thcpeisonal covenant to make a declara¬ 
tion as to the aiuouut of munei idvaiiced The following is.siie must he tiled, iianielv — 

What sum was advanced to the pLiiutiif by the defendant on tliu security of the 
mortgage di^ed mentiniii'd in the plaint ? 

If the plaintiff failed 111 this issue, it would become uniieci ssarv tu try the question of 
juiisdictiou, but as it has been fullj aiguud before me, T tliink iliat I ought, to decide it now. 

The plaiiuiff's case IS that lie executed in f.ivuiii of tlie defindaiit a deed charging his 
piopcrt\ with a sum of Bs 10,000, yit tliat the deii-ndaiiL oiilv adv.meed hiiu Bs 1,000. 
The relief that the plaiiitilT would be entitled to would he a deelaratioii n leasing the pioporty 
from the charge of Bs 9,000 .nid tho interst thoteon He is not eiititJed no sue for redemp¬ 
tion, as the tune fixed for the payment of the money has not vet expired As there has been 
a default in payment ut intt lost, the mortgagee can enforeo p.iyment of the principal, but I 
think it IS clear that the plaintiff cannot take advanUge of his uwii duf.iiilt and sue for 
redemption. 

There have boon, as ] have t>'»»l‘‘3d out, certain auieiidmeiits in tho pniver ot the plaint, 
but those amendments are not, I think, very material, au.l thi v io nut alter the real object 
ol the suit. 

The leading cases on the construction of clause ISl of the Charter Lave been cited. It 
IS, 1 think, settled law that suits for toreelusure or sale and ..uits for redemption are suits for 
land within tho moaning of clause l:i. 

The present suit has been compared to a suit for specific performance of sii agreement to 
sell land, which, uccording to Mr. dustice NOKMAN in a case reported in Bourke’a reports, is 
not a suit for laud, but accordiug to l-’Oi«TlFEX, J., in the ease of Hreentilh Nmy v. Cally Doss 
Ohose (I. L. R , 5 Cal., Sli), is a suit for land, but 1 ijo not think that this suit U on the same 
footing as a suit for Hpccific pcrforniance. It Heems to me that a suit of this kind, although 
in form not a suit for redemption, has much in common with a suit for redemption. A suit 
for redemption is brought to relieve the property from a charge and to obtain a reconveyance 
ot the property. Tho object of this suit is to release mortgaged property from the efteot of 
a mortgage deed, and this suit in reality seeks to re-transfer property to the mortgagor freed 
from the dharge. 
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Mr. Jackson. —In Bagram v. Moses (l Hyde, 9B4) MORGAN, J., doubted 
if there was jurisdiction at all, and in Juggodumba Dmseev Puddomoney Dossee 
(16 B, L. R , 3lB) where the land was outside Calcuwa, the parties dwelling in 
Calcutta, the Court held that it had jurisdiction, and that it was not a suit for 
land. You cannot create jurisdiction so as to bring a case within the principle of 
the Chancery [363] cases in England. Both MarKBY and PONTIPEX, J.I., m 
Jtiggodumba Dossee v. Puddomoney Dossee (15 B. L. R , 31H) say that every suit 
with reference to land is a suit for land within the meaning of clause 12. In 
Juggernauth Doss v. Bn/nath Doss (I. L, R , 4 Cal., 322) it is said that a suit 
to recover title-deeds, although it mav involve a question of title, is not a suit 
for land , but this is contrary^ to Wright, J ’scase reported in the Times' Law 
Reports, in which he savs- “ wherever vou got a question of title to land at 
once the jurisdiction 18 gone.’' lu Jairam Narayan Rnje v Atmarnn Naruyan 
liaje (1. L. R., 4 Bom., 4B2) a suit for partition was hold to be a suit for land. 

Thevel\an, .1.—In clause 12 the words “ or in all other cases if the cause 
of action shall have aiisen " should be treated as being in brackets. 

Mr —Tlie words of the clause are to he construed in tiio ordinary 

way. A suit for land ” means a suit ** for or fSBlJ concerning land ” Here 
the suit is tor the put'ijose of coiniHilIing the defendant to fulfil an agreement 
to buy land. The^case of KelLie v Piaser (I. L. R., 2 Gal , 445) is put upon 
the ground of Paget v. Ede (L. R , IB Kq., 118) and Pen V Lord Baltimore. 
fl VeSk, Sen , 44-1), but the aut'.iors of White and Tui^or’s Loading Cases in 
Equity (0th ed ), Vo) 2, p 1075, say that “ t)ie claim to affect foreign lands 
through the person ot the party must bo strictly limited to those cases in which 
the relief decreed can ho entirely ohtainedtlirougli the party's personal oliedience ” 

Mr. Pnqli in leply, 

Trevelyan, J.- -This case has come before me on settlement of issues The 
issue which I liave now to dociilo is as to w'huther this Court has any jurisdic¬ 
tion to try this suit. The leuiaiiiing issues will have to he determined hereafter 

(]36ij3 The suit i.s brought by the vendor of a jiatru taluk sitpiiate in the 
Buvdwan dintrict to enfoico specific performance of the contract. .V portion 
of the contract was made in Calcutta, and leave to sue has been obtained. 
The title is accepted in the contract All the plaintitl really wants is tlie money 
for whicli he has contracted to sell the patni, thougli of course the relief is 
more complicated tluin m a mere suit for money. 1 will only now consider the 
(a) and {c/ poitions of the jiravor of the plaint. Tlie first seeks the ordinary 
relief in a suit for specific performance, viz, that the agreement may be 
specifically performed, that a proper transfei may be settled, and that upon the 
execution and registration of the transfer the defendant may be ordered to pay 
the money. The (c) portion asks for damages. 

The question is whether tliis is a suit for “ land ” within the meaning of 
the Letters Patent 

In The Delhi and London Bank v Wordie [I L R. 1 Cal , 249 (263)J, a suit Tor is 
defined being a suit for the purpose of acquiring title or control over land. Icuthf later case 
of Kellie v. Fni>«fr fl. L. R., 2 Cal , 146 (463)] the then Chief Justice, Sir RlCHSKD GaRTH, 
saysIt Will be observed, however, that m all. or almost all. the cases upon which the 
appellant relies, the suit was brought for the purpose of acquiring the poasehsion of. or of 
establishing a title to. or an interest in, the property which was the subject of dispute, more 
partionlarly in the case ot The Delhi and Lpndon Bank v. W'ordt«',[I. L R ,1 Cal., 249 (263)J 
whore the object of the petitioner was to establish the title of certain trustees to a share in a 
portion of the trust property claimed by a person of the name of Lighlfoot, and th« establish¬ 
ment of this title was an essential element of the entice claim.” MaCPHBRSON, J., also points 
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[366] A great many authorities have been cited to me, but I do not think 
that, so far as their applmation to the present case is concerned, there is any 
difference between them* The chief cases cited before me were liamdhoiie 
Shaw V. Sreemutty Nobumoney Dossee (Bourke, 218), The Delhi and London 
Bank v. Wordie (I. L. R., 1 Oal, 249), Kelhe v. Fraser (I. L. R.. 2 Cal., 445), 
Sreenath Roy v. Cally Doss Ghose <1. L. R , 5 Cal., 82), and Ilolkar (H. H. 
Shrimant Maharaj Yashvantrav) v. Dadabhai Cursetji Ashburncr (1 L. R., 
14 Bom., 353). Bamdhone Shaw v. Nobumoney Dossee (Bourke, 218) has not 
been very accurately reported, but f liave referred to the original judgment, 
and I think it clear that m that case Mr Justice Norman held that a suit for 
specific performance would lie. That was a purchaser’s suit. 

It seems to me that, having regard to the expressions used in Ke.llie v 
Fraser (i. L R., 2 Cal., 445), and ^he Delhi and London Bank v. Woidie, 
(I. L. R., 1 Cal, 249) as to the meaning of a “suit for land,” that there is a 
distinction between a vendor’s suit and a purchaser’s suit for specific 
performance. 

The question as to whether a purchaser’s suit would lie is one which 1 
need not decide here 

In The Delhi and London Bank v Wnjdie fl Ij. R, 1 Cal, 249), (tARTH, 
C.J., at page 263 of the Report, defines a “ suit for land ” as a suit for the 
purpose of acquiring title to or control over land. In Kellke v Fraser (I. L R., 
2 Cal., 445) the same*learned Judge sav*!It will he observed, however, 
that in all, or almost all, the cases upon which the appellant relies, trhe suit 
was brought for the purpose of acquiring possession of, or establishing a title 
to, or an interest in, projierty which is subject to dispute.” 

In Syeenath Hoi/ v. Ca/ly Doss Ghose, fl L R , 5 Cal, 82) Mr Justice 
PoRTIFEX held that a suit for specific performance was a suit for land within 
the meaning of the Letters Patbnt But that was a purchaser’s suit, and as the 
object of a purchaser’s suit is to get possession of the land, it might ho properly 
described as a suit for land. 

The Bombay case to which I have been referred goes much further 
than it is necessary for me to go in this case. That was jiractically 
a purchaser’s suit and was put upon the authority of [367] Payet v. Ede 
(L. R., IH Bq., 118). Mr JacKHON lias cited a decision of Mr. Justice 
Lawrarce and Mr. Justice WrKtHT, decided on the 20lh of February last 
(Z)eiS'oi/.vfl V British South African Company (Times' Law Reports, Vol. VIII, 
p. 369)]. That case, there is no doubt, shows the present tendency of 
the English Courts to abstain from interfering even in personam, where the 
matter concerns land outside their jurisdiction But I do not think, myself, 
that this ease depends on those English cases. It depends entirely on wliat 
is a “ suit for land ” within the meaning of the Letters Patent. 

So far as the paragraphs of the prayer of the plaint in this case under the 
headings (a) and (c), I do not think that this is a suit for land It is not a 

out that in The Delhi and London Bank v Wordie [1. L B., 1 Cal , ‘249 (*263)] the question 
of title arose and the suit was held to be for land. 

A suit for the purpose of declsring an interest in land is a suit for land, and that is in 
reality the object of this suit, ^ ^ , 

I must bold here that, an far as the suit seeks to discharge the laud from the obligations 
imposed on it, it is a suit for land, and that I can only deal with this suit so far as it seeks 
to obtain a declaration with regard to the covenant to pay tho money 

(His Lordship then dealt with the remaining questions raised in the suit, and directed the 
case to be set down in due course for trial of the issue of fact.) 
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suit feo sell or acquire possession of or title to land in any sense. Clearly it 
does not come witliin the definitions given by Sir R. GarTH. I deoline to hold 
that wherever land has anything to do with a suit is is therefore a " suit for 
land." 1 must go so far as that to accept Mr. JACKSON’S argument. 

If the framers of the Letters Patent had intended to exclude the jurisdic¬ 
tion of this Couit in the wav suggested, they would have used different words. 

I hold that, having regard to everything except paragraph (6) of the prayer 
of the plaint, this is not a suit for land. I am inclined to hold that, so far as 
that paragrapli is concerned, this is a suit for land, hut it is nut necessary to 
determine that question now, as the light to relief under that prayer cannot 
be determined until the facts are found. 

The case must be set ’^own for final disposal for deterrainatiou of the 
remaining issues, which are-- •* 

(1) Was tliore a concluded and binding arrangement for the sale of the 
property mentioned in the plaint? 

(2) If so, what is the legal effect thereof ’’ 

(3) To what relief, if anv, is the plaintiff entitled ? 

The case must go to the bottom of the remanet. list The coats of the 
settlement of issues will he costs in the cause. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff ■ Messrs SatifJfr<ion and Co 

Attornov for Defendant Hahu O'. (J Dhur. , 

T.A.P 


NOTES. 

tSimiliir riiliiiB'. vkerc gocn in (lOOfi) JlS Cal., lOOfi, (1009) Sfi C.il . 59 ; (191‘2) 39 Odl.i 
739; (1903) 27 Mad , 157 , (1901) 2>< Mad., ‘i'27. (1909) 03 Mid . I'll i.iii th« Bt.inbav High 
Court hiw given a re<.trit‘tt'd nii'aning —(1H97) 25 Roin.. 22 ; (1898) 22 Bom., 701 , (1905) 29 
Bom., 249, 7 Bom. L R., 319 ] 


raesj RMALli CAUSE COURT REFERENCE. 

The 1/^th March, 7^9-2. 

I’RKSENT 

Sir W. ComeH PKTiiEiiAM, Kt, Chief .Iustjce, Mr. Justice Prinsep, 

AND Mk .lUSTlCE NOKHIS 

Orr 

versus 

Norendra Nath Sen and others." 

Attorney's hen- Costs—Change of attorneys during apendtng suit—Costs 
of both attorneys realized by the second attorney- Lien, Attorney's. 

Case in which, upon a change of attorneys during the pendency of a suit, tbera being no 
expreaa agre^tiM^t ah to the first attorney’s costs, it was held, that the second attorney, on 
recovering the cohts of both attomevs from the client after notice that the costs of the first 
attorney were unpaid, did so on behalf of the first attorney to the extent of his share of 
the costs f 

* Bmall Csnse court Reference No. 4 of 1891, made by G. C. Sconce. Esq., Chief Judge 
of the Court of Buiall Causes, Calcutta, dated the 18th of April 1891. 
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This was a reference to the High Court made by the Chief Judge of the 
Small Couse Court. The material facts and findings were as follows * — 

The plaintiff, Mr.^Orr, was the attorney for T1 akamoney Dassee in a suit 
of Thakamoney Dassee v. The Secretary of State, in respect of which Thaka- 
money owed to Mr Orr a certain sura for costs. While the suit was pending. 
Thakamoney, with Mr. Orr's consent, changed her attorney and engaged Messrs. 
Sen and Company, the members of that firm being Norendi’a Nath Sen and 
Kamini Kumar Guhu. The order for change of attorneys made no mention of any 
undertaking on the part of Messrs. Sen & Go. to secure the payment of Mr. Orr’s 
costs, and no suoli undertaking was found to be proved. On Thakamoney Dassee 
obtaining a decree against the Secretary of State in the above suit, Mr. Orr 
sent his bill of costs to Messrs. Sen & Co., with the words “ no advance " 
written at the foot, and it was prowd that Messrs. Sen dt Co. understood by these 
words that no part of Mr. Orr’s costs had been paid. Subsequently, Messrs. 
Sen A Co. had their own, and also Mr Orr’s hill, taxed as one bill, and received 
the whole amount due thereon, and on learning (as they alleged) from Thaka- 
money’s manager that Mr Orr had been paid his costs, they made over the 
amount of Mr. Orr’s bill to the manager 

C36@3 Mr. Orr now sued to recover from Messrs. Ken A Co. and Thaka* 
money the sum of Bsr673-H, his taxed costs, and prayed for a declaration that 
the defendants, Messrs. Sun A Co , were trustees for lam The Chief Judge 
wag of opinion that«the words " no advance ” constituted notice to Messrs. 
Sen A Co. that the plaintiff’s costs had not been paid, and that they were not 
justified in {laving the money over as they did, and thus defeating the plaintiff’s 
lien, and that the case fell within the principle of liea'l v. Dupper ((> T. II., 
361) and Onnorotl v. Tate (1 East., 463). He therefore gave ludgment against 
Messrs. Sen A Co. and Thakamoney Dassee, hut at the request of the 
defendants Messrs. Sen A Co. made such judgment contingent upon the opinion 
of the High Court, to whom he referred the case, setting out the above facts. 

The reference now came on for hearing. 

Mr. Ilill appeared for the defendants Norendra Nath Son and Kamini 
Kumar Guhu. The defendant Thakamoney Dassee did not ajipear or contest 
the suit in either Court. 

Mr. Orvwnd appeared for the plaintiff'. 

Mr. liill. —The referring ' Judge has found there is no evidence of an 
arrangement or undertaking on the part of Messrs Son A Co , hut decides in 
favour of the plaintiff on the authority of Read v. Diippei (6 T. E., 361) and 
Ormcrod v Tate (1 East, 463). In the later case of JJrunidon v Allard (2 B. 
A E., 19) the previous cases are noticed, and it was held that Lord MANSFiELD’.S 
doctrine in Welsh v. Hole (1 Doug., 238) had been pressed too far. This is not 
a case of attorney’s lien at all. The plaintiff in handing over the cause papers 
to the defendants Messrs. Sen A Co unconditionally abandoned his lien. 
Messrs. Sen A Go. were his client’s agents, and W’hen the amount of the costs 
in question came to their hands, it thereby came into the possession of the 
client, which efl'ectuallv destroyed any lien the plaintiff might have had. 
Mes^s.* Sen A Co. would not have been justified in parting ^dth this sum to 
the plaintiff without their client’s consent. * 

Mr. Ormond. —The case of Brunsdon v. Allard (2 E. A E., 19) merely 
decides that parties are entitled to compromise suits without the leave of their 
attorneys, and is therefore not in point. Solicitors' [370] liens for unpaid 
costs are of two kinds— (i} a lien onr the papers, which exists so long as the 
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papers remain in the solicitor’s hands, and (ii) a lien on the proceeds of a 
judgment obtained through his labour, which exists until such proceeds have 
actually corae into the hands of his client. Messrs. Sen & Co. received both 
sets of costs in tiie same manner, not as money to be paid over to Thakamoney, 
but as unpaid costs due to her attorneys. Mason v. Whitehouse (4 Bing. 
N. S., 692) shows that although a plaintiff has been ordered to pay the costs to 
the defendant, the defendant's solicitor, in preference to his client, is entitled 
to be paid such costs. The principle is that the solicitor has a prior right to 
his client to be paid his coats out of the fund recovered , and it makes no differ¬ 
ence whether he has to receive this money from an opposing solicitor or from 
a solicitor engaged in the same interests with himself. Bead v. Dupper (6 T. 
B., 361) lays down that a party may not run away with the fruits of the cause 
without satisfying the legal demands of his attorney. In Boson v. Bo/land 
(4 M. and Or., 354), which is a case in point, the two kinds of liens are 
explained, and it was there held that a solicitor discharged during a cause retains 
his lien for costs upon the fund ^^!Jlcil is recovered paitly through his efforts. 
The judgment in Thakamunev’s case was the result in the first place 
of Mr. Orr’s labours, and his lien for costs should rank in priority to 
Messrs. Sen & Co.’s lien. 

Then as to Mr. Orr’s lien on the pafiers. Although at law this lien no 
longer existed when he parted with the papers, yet I submit, on the authority 
of Swan V. Barber (L.^R., 5 Ex. D., 130), that an implied contract would be 
raised in equity from the conduct of the parties that Messrs. Sen Sc Co should 
realise and pay over to Mr. Orr his costs out of tiie fund that might be recovered, 
in consideration of Mr. Orr’s parting with the papers; for without such 
concession on Mr. Orr’s part, Messrs. Sen A Co could not have earned thou 
costs. Express evidence would be required to show that a common law lien is 
absolutely, and for no consideration, abandoned without some such contract 
being implied. Messrs. Sen «t Co., therefore, received this money as agents for 
the plaintiff. 

C371] Mr. Iltll (in reply).—The facts are not made out so as to support 
• Mr. Orr’s case of an implied contract. There was no implied agency to receive 
the money; there is at mosc a license. 

The judgment of the Court (Petheham, C..1., Pbinbep and Noukis, JJ.) 
was delivered by 

Petheram, C.J. —Upon the facts stated, our answer is that judgment was 
rightly given in favour of the plaintiff against Messrs. Sen & Co. 

When judgment was given in favour of Thakamoney Dassee against the 
Secretary of State for her claim and costs, both Mr. Orr and Messrs. Sen & Co. 
had a lien on that judgment for the amount ot their costs, which either of them 
might have enforced by notice to the defendant not to pay over the amount 
recovered to the plaintiff* until the lien was satisfied, and after the judgment hsM} ' 
been satisfied, and the amount thereof was in the hands of Messrs. Sen & Co., 
they had a lien upon the fund for their costs. Mr. Orr by handing his bill 
to Messrs. Sen & Co. for tsjcation, and by nob giving notice to the defepdAut of 
his Uen, enabled' 'Messrs. Sen & Co. to get the whole fund into their hands; but 
we think they did so on behalf, not only of themselves and the plaintiff, but 
on behalf of Mr. Orr also, and that the fund when in their hands was subject 
to a lien for the whole of the costs, which bad been incurred in recovering it, 
i.e., not only for their own costs, but for those of Mr. Orr as well, and that 
they were bound not to part with the fund until so' much of the lien as was a 


G98 



DUNCAN BBOSm&CO. V. JEBTMULL GREEDHARBE i&O. [1892] I.L.R. f9 Cal. 872 

aeottrity tor Mr. Orr’s costs ha3 been satisfied. They have parted with the 
fund without reference to those costs, and the plaintiff is, we think, entitled to 
call upon them to pay the amount. 

Attorneys for the Plaintiff : Messrs. Orr ami Co 
Attorneys for the Defendants’ Messrs. Sen nn<l (’-i. 

A. A. C. 


[372] SMALL CAUSE COUET REFERENCE. 

The Silht May, 189ii 
Present : 

Sm W Comer ^*l^THERAM, Kt , Chief Justice, Mr Justice 
Pkinsep, and Mr. Justice Norris. 

Duncan Brothers A: Co.Plaintiffs 

vprsiiH 

Jeotniull Greedharoe Lall.Defendants ' 

Civtl Procedure Code (Act XJV of IHH‘4), s. 48—Breaches of the same 
contract, hov' sued upon- -Cause of action - Contract. 

Where a contract for the and pnrchtisc of good», is broken bj the purrha’ier, in part 
liy refusal to take dcliverv, and m part by refusal to p.iY for goods delivered, both broaches ^ 
having occurred before any suit ih brought, the vendor is debaricd by section 43 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure from bringing two suits against such purchaser, his cl.vini being one arising 
out of one cause of action aii<i based on one .ind the same contract 

The view taken by WITjSON, J , in .-Iwiffr.soii, Wnqht tt Co. v Knlaijarla Swjwuvram, 
(I. L B., Oal , .339) approved. 

PETHRKAM, C.J.—“ The whole of the claim which the pkintiff is entitled to make in 
respect of the cause of action " in section 13 means, in the above case, the entire claim which 
the plaintifl has against the defend,ini .it the tune the .action is brought, in respect of .any 
failuro or failures to accept and pay fur goods purc-hased of him by the defendant under one 
contract, and the whole of such claim must be included in one action 

PrINSBI’, J.—The expression * o.iusc of action 'is to be construed with reference to the 
substance rather than tb« form of the. .action The claim in both the above cases being for 
damages on account of breaches of the same contract, section 43 read with the illustration 
debars the plaintiff from bringing two suits 

REPEfRBNCE to the High Court made bv R. S. T. MacBwen^Esq., 2nd Judge 
of the Calcutta Court of Small Causes. 

The following was the referring order -;—“ The defendants entered into a 
contract No. 1797 with the plaintiffs on the 7th January 1889 for the purchase 

* Small Cause Court Reference No. 3 of 1891, made by R. S. T. MacEwen, Esq., Second 
Judge of the Calcutta Court of Small Causes, dated the 13th Apnl 1891. 
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of ‘ 50 bales grey shirtings, qaality 3010, at £s. 4-13 per piece, shipment in 
March or April next. Bill of lading date to be counted as date of shipment 
under this contract. Goods to be as per sample shown buyer in seller’s pos¬ 
session. Dimensions 37" x 38 yards. Goods to be stamped T. P.’ 

[37S3 " All the bales arrived between 25th April and 14th June 1889. The 
defendants took delivery of 1 bale on 1st May and paid for it; 5 bales were 
delivered to them on 27th .lulv for which they refused to pay, and they refused 
to take delivery of, and pay for, the remaining 44 bales, which were resold by 
tlie plaintiffs after notice to the defendants. 

“ The plaintiffs instituted two suits on the same date—one for Bs. 1,628-8-3, 
being the damages arising on the resale of the 44 bales: the other for 
Bs. 1,229-3-6, the price of the 5 bales and interest. 

" By consent both suits were hoaid together. In both suits the defence 
was taken that the plaintiffs had split their cause of action. In the suit for 
.damages it was also pleaded that the goods were n<it according to sample: that 
the breach was on the part of the plaintiffs. that the plaintiffs had no right of 
resale, and that the defendants were not liable in damages. 

“ In the suit for the price of the 5 bales it was pleaded that there had been 
no acceptance of the goods, and that the suit would consequently not lie. 

“ The contract sued upon was admitted. 1 found the following facts , that 
41 bales had been shipped within the contract time : tluvt 9 had not been so 
shipped : that the defendants had notice of the arrival of all the bales, includ¬ 
ing the 9 late shipped : that the defendants despatched the first hale received 
by them to a constituent up-country without opening it or examining its con¬ 
tents : that in consequence of information received from this constituent they, 
for the first time, on the 13th June 1889,complained to the plaintifls in a letter 
of that date that the bale sent up-country was found to be ‘ of very inferior 
quality,’ and desired that the contract should be cancelled : that they had no 
personal knowledge of the fact therein stated . that in reply to this complaint 
the plaintiffs refused to cancel the contract, but ottered to put the matter in 
«the hands of the Chamber of Commerce for survey : tliat the defendants refused 
the offer: that thereafter, that is to say on 10th August 1889, Haxareeniull, 
one of the defendants, proposed that the goods should be surveyed by two gen¬ 
tlemen —one from the firm of Messrs. Uorne, Dunlop & Co., and the other from 
the firm of Messrs, Hoare, Miller & Co.: that the plaintiffs, w'aiving their right 
imj undei the contract to nominate a surveyor, agreed to this proposal that 
the decision of the surveyor should cover all the bales which had then arrived, 
that is to say, 44 then in the plaintiffs' godowns, and the 5 which iiad been 
previously delivered to the defendants ; that the defendants had accepted the 5 
bales subject to the survey agreed upon . that in pursuance of such agreement 
the plaintiffs on 21st August intimat^ to the defendants that the survey would 
be held in their office at 12 o’clock the next day, when they were requested to 
be present: that on 22nd August the survey was duly held by Mr. Dunlop, of 
Horne, Dunlop & Go., an*d Mr. Ormerod, of Hoare, Miller & Co.: that there was 
no difference between the sample and the goods tendered ; that the goods tendered 
wera a fair delivery, and that the defendants had no cause of complain^ qn the 
ground of inferiority, which was the only ground of complaint at tliat time. 

“ I held that the defendants having refused to take and pay for the 44 
bales and to pay for the 5 bales delivered to them after the survey agreed upon, 
had committed a breach of the contract: that the plaintiff's were entitled to 
resell the 44 bales; that the damages and the price of the goods claimed had 
been proved, and that the plaintiffs were enticed to* a decree in both suits, 
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" My judgment is contingent upon the opinion of the High Court on the 
following question submitted by the defendants' pleader : — 

Whether or not the plaintiffs are debarred from bringing two suits against 
the defendants based on one and the same contract, both causes of action 
having accrued at the time of the institution of the suits.’ 

This question was decided in the case of Anderson, Wnght tC Co. v. 
Kalagarla Surjinaroin (I. L. R , 12 Cal., 339), but tliere was a difference of 
opinion between the learned Judges on the point. ThcCbief Justice, SirBlCHAfiD 
Garth, held that a claim for the price of goods sold was a cause of action of a 
diff erent nature from a claim Tor damages for non-acceptance of goods, and that 
such claims, although arising under one and the same contract, may be sued 
upon separately, section 43 of the Civil Procedure Code notwithstanding. 

[375 j " Mr. .lustice WiLSOlf held that where there is one contract for the 
purchase of goods, and the purchaser takes some of the goods, but breaks his 
contract in part by not paying for the goods he takes, and in part by not taking 
and paying for the remainder (which is precisely the present case), and both 
breaches occur before any suit is brought, the plaintiff’s claim is one arising 
out of one cause of action, and the whole claim must be included in one suit. 

" The whole claim in the present case exceeds the pecuniary jurisdiction 
of this Court The Court has only jurisdiction if the plaintiff s are entitled to 
bring two suits in the wav they have done • or one suit embracing both counts, 
but abandoning any 9xce8s over Rs. 2,000. The question in dispute between the 
parties at the time that the defendants agreed to a survey as a means of settle¬ 
ment affected all the goods, i.e., the 5 hales which had been delivered to the 
defendants and the price of which is claimed in one suit: and the 44 
bales which formed the subject of the re-sale, and in respect of which 
damages are claimed in the other suit. and the decision was to cover the 
whole 49 bales. 

“I considered myself bound by the decision in the above-quoted case, and 
gave the plaintiff's a judgment in both cases. But having been asked to refer 
the question under section 69 of the Act, and having regard to the fact that it 
IB a decision of only two Judges, and that they differed in opinion, I considered 
I ought to comply with the application for a reference. 

“ The debt and costs in both suits and the costs of tins reference have 
been deposited.” 

Mr. Acioorth appeared for the Defendants. 

Mr. Henderson appeared for the Plaintiff's. 

Mr. Acivorth. —I adopt the view of WiLSON, J., in Anderson Wright d Co. v. 
Kalagarla Surjinarain (I. L. R., 12 Cal., 339), and 1 submit the terms of 
section 43 of the Code of Civil Procedure are in my favour. The section was 
enacted to prevent multiplicity of suits, and its language shows that what the 
Legislature intended to look to was the substaniie of the action, and not the 
technical cause of [876) action—see Soorjomonee Dayee v. Suddanund 
Mohapatiet (L B., I. A., Sup. Vol., 212; 12 B. L. R., 304). It w'as meant that 
all the claims as to one cause of action should he included in one suit. The 
cause of action is the breach of the contract, and all the breaches must be sued 
upon at one and the same time— Grimbly v. Aykroyd (1 Exch., ^9), Mauhntosh 
V. Gill (12 B. L. R., 37), Wood v. Perry (3 Exch., 442), Shib Kristo Dah v. Ahdool 
Sobhan Chowdhry(16 W.B,„i06),Bangammav. Vohalayyail L.R , 11 Mad., 127), 
Alagu V. Abdoola (1. L. B., 8 Mad., 1471. 

Mr. Henderson. —The two claims here are of a different nature, the first 
being for non-payment of sums due for goods accepted, and the second being for 
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damages for non-acceptanoe. ‘ Cause of action * means the right to come into 
Court to e?iforoo a claim, I relv on the judgment of Gaeth, C.J, in Anderson, 
Wright Co. v. Kalagarla Surjinar'iin (I. L., R., 12 Cal., 339). 

.Mr. Acworth was not heard in reply. 

The following opinions were delivered by the Court (Pktheham, C.J. 
PBINSEP and NORRtS, J.T.). 

Pethepam, C.J. —Mv answer to the question referred to us by the Judge 
of the Small Cause Court is. that the plaintiiTs are debarred from 
bringing these two suits against the defendants by section 43 of the Code 
of Civil Procedui’e. I frame my answer to the question in this form, 
because, as was said bv Mr.-Justice Wilson in the case of Anderson, Wright 
Co. V, Kalagarla Surjinarain (I. L. R,, 12 Cal., 3.39), I prefer to guard myself, 
against expressing any opinion wider than is necessary for the purposes of this 
case, and as was done by that learned Judge in that case, 1 found my judg¬ 
ment solely on the construction which T place on section 43 of the Code. I 
agree with him in thinking that the words “ the whole of the claim which 
the plaintiff is entitled to make in respect of the cause of action ’’ in that 
section in such a case as the present means the entire claim which the 
plaintiff has against the defendant at the time the action is brought, in respect 
of any failure or failures to accept or pay for goods purchased of him by the 
r3773 defendant und^ one contract, and that the wliole of sucli claim must be 
included in one action. • 

I am not aware of any othor decision on this section, except the one cited 
in the judgment, and to which I have referred, and, as I have said before, I base 
rnv judgment on the construction of that section alone. 

Prinsep, J. —This is a reference from a.Judge of the Small Cause Court, 
Calcutta, in which the opinion of this Court is asked whether the two suits 
tried by that Court are or are uot barred by reason of s. 43 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. The objection taken is not merely technical, because, if undei s. 43 
the claims now made should have been made the subject of one suit, the 
amount involved would exceed the jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court. 

The point referred to us is thus stated by the learned Judge of the Court 
of Small Causes. 

“ Whether or not. the plaintiffs are debarred from bringing two suits 
against the defendants based on one and the same contract, both causes of action 
having accrued at the time of the institution of the suits 

The case stated is admittedly on all fours with Anderson, Wright it Co 
V. Kalagarl.a Surjinarain (I. L. R., L2 Cal., 3-39), in which the learned Judges 
(Garth, C.J., and Wilson, J.) differed. 

The two suits are based on breaches of the same contract. One suit is 
for the price of goods delivered, the other for damages for non-acceptance of 
other goods. Rectiou 43 of the Code of Civil Procedure declares that “every 
suit shall include the ivhole claim which the plaintiff is entitled to make in 
respect of the cause of adtion.” The matter submitted to us therefore is, are 
these one or two causes of action arising out of this transaction ; in other 
words, what is the proper meaning of ‘ cause of action ' in section 43. . 

GartHi in the case already mentioned, laid down that the " real 
principle which runs through all cases is that if the several items which make 
up the claim are of the same nature andl^form part of the same course of dealing 
00 as lo pass under the same description and form part of one transaction, they 
must he considered £378] as one cause of action, and must be joined in one 
salt, though they may have arisen out of severaf contracts. But claims 
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vrhioh are diverse in character, which dp not answer the same description, and 
which would require a different class of evidence to support them, may be 
made the subject of different suits, though they may arise out of the same 
contract.” The learned Chief Justice observed that m that case, as iii the case 
now before us, there is "a claim for debt and a claim for damages,” and he 
mainly relied on the fact that the evidence in each case would be different, so 
as to entitle the plaintiff to bring separate suits. 

Wilson, J,, observed that ** in one sense every breach of contract is a 
separate cause of action.” Hut, he added, the illustration to s. 43 “ shows that 
the framers have not here used the expression in this sense.” That illustration 
ig: " /I lets a house to at a yeailv lent of Ks 1,200. The rent for the 
whole of the years 1H81 and 1882 is due and unpaid .1 sues li only for the 
rent due for 18H2. .-1 shall not afterwards sue B for the rent due for 1881.” 

I do not propose to consider the oases cited liy tlie learned Judges which 
relate to the practice in the Courts of England, and which do not, therefore, 
necessarily help us in deciding tiio practice in the Courts ol India which has 
been laid down by a special Code, and has been discussed in some of our 
reported cases. The terms of s. 7 of tiie Code of 1859, and of s. 48 of that of 
1882, do not vary iiiateiially. The former declared that “ everv suit shall 
include the whole of the.claim arising out of the cause of action ”, s. 48 of the 
Code of 1882 provides that “ every suit shall include the wliole of the claim 
which the plaintiff' is entitled to make in respect of tho oHusoof action ” The 
oases, therefore, deciffed under tlio Code of J859 are in iioint. 

Their Lordships of the Privy Council expiossed their opinion on this 
subject in Mounslute Buzloot R\thct‘m v bhnmkoojtniitsa Begum (11 Moo 1. A., 
551) (see page 600 of the report). In tiiat case, after previous litigation to 
recover various moveable jjrojierties nnaappropiiated bv the defendant, the 
plaintiff brought a Iresh suit to recover some “ Company's paper ” which she 
might have included in the former suit as part r379j of her claim. Their 
Lordships stated that " tlie correct test in all cases o*f this kind is, whether 
the new suit is, in fact, founded on a cause of action distinct from that 

which was the foundation of the former suit.But the cause of action in 

the former suit of the respondent seems to them to be the refusal by the 
husband tu restore, or his rinsappropriatiun of the wife's propeity which be 
says she intrusted to him There is nothing to distinguish the deposit of this 
particular Company’s paper from the deposit of those which slie deposited with 
it, and has recovered in the former suit. It was a mere item ol her demand, 
and is admitted on tho face of the present plaint to iiave been omitted from it 
for no other reason than the very insufficient one before mentioned.” 

In Thakur Shankar Baksh v. Dya Shankar (L. E., 15 1. A., 66,1. L. E., J5 
Cal., 422) the plaintiff sued for redemption of a mortgage of certain villages, 
having previously sued for redemption on a sub-proprietary or lesser title in the 
same village. Their,Lordships held that the secoud suit was barred, holding 
that it did not make any difference as regards the cause of action, that in the 
former suit the plaintid asked tor the sub-proprietary right aud in the latter for 
the superior proprietary right. “ It is not,’' their Lordships state, “ part of 
the cause,of action. It is the manner m which the redemption of the mortgage 
wastoSegiven.” AstheirLordshipslaid.downin Soorjomonee Dagmev. Suddanund 
Mohapatier (L. E., 1. A. Sup., Vol. 212 ; 12'B. L. E., 304), “ the term ‘ cause of 
action' is to be construed with reference rather to the substance than to the 
form of action.” * 

To apply the test laid down by their Lordships of the Privy Council, each 
of the two cases before us is founded, in fact, on a cause of action distinct from 
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that which is the foundation of the other. The two suits were brought 
simultaneously, and tiiev are no doubt different in the form of action, but still 
the claim on both IS for damages on account of breaches of the same contract. 
The difference in the form of action is of no consequence, for it has been laid 
down by their Lordships of the Privy Council that the substance rather than 
the form of action should be taken into consideration. 

[3803 In both the plaintiff seeks to recover moneys due from the defendant 
on breach of the same contract--in the one suit as the price of goods delivered, 
in the other as damages in consequence of non-acceptance of other goods. In 
substance, however, the two suits are the same. In both the plaintiff seeks to 
obtain the benefit of his contract. Taking this with the illustration to s. 43 pf 
the present Code, I think that the plaintiff was debarred from bringing two 
suits, and wo should answer the learned. Judge of the Small Cause Court 
accordinglv- 

Norris, J. —I concur m holding that the question upon which our opinion 
is asked bv the learned Judge of the Small Cause Court should be answered 
*in the affirmative. 

Attorney for the Plaintiffs . Messrs Digtiam, Bnbinscn and Spatkes. 

Attorney lor the Defendant ■ Mr. N. (J. Bose 
A.A.C. 


* NOTES. 

[ As rt'giirds the moaning of the term ‘ cause nf action,' see also 11 Bom., 15S . 16 All., 
105 ; 27 Bom., 379. 

For the principles underlying the bar of splitting causes of action when applied to con¬ 
tracts, reference should be m.i,d(’ to Hukm Chand'a Ciml Ptoctdure (1900) Vol 1 pp. 531 — 
546 where there is a mrits/e)///.ind exhaustive e.'cpositioii of the subject also* 21 Bora., 

267 , (1908) A. W N.. 199.1 


[igCal.SBO] 

CRl M INAL RE FEREN CE. 

The '-iOth April, 1802. 

Pkesent. 

Mr. Justice Norris and Mr Ju.stice Bevehlev. 

Queen-Empress 
vets ns 

Haradhun alias Rakl'al Dass Ghosh.Accused." 

Forqenf - -Cheating Usint) a forged document —“ Fraudulently "— 
"Dishonestly ” —Penal Code (Act KLV of 1860), ss. 24, 26, 416 
and 471 — Practice—Right to begin in Reference by Presidency 
Mofjistrate iJn question of law —Criminal Procedure Code 
(Act X of 1882) s. 432. 

In construing ss. 24 and 25 of the I’enal Code, the primary and not the mpre^ remote 
intention of the Housed must be looked at. , 

Queen-Empress v. Girdhari Lai (I. LB., 8 All., 663) cited. 

Under the rales nf the Calcutta Uniyersity a private student desiring to appear at 
the Entrance examination is required to forward to the Registrar, with his application 

* Cnmina] Reference No. 1 ol 1692, made by F. J.^Marsden, Esq., Chief Fresideney 
Magistrate, Calcutta, dated the 11th of February 1892. 


704 




I.L.R. i9 Cal 881 


HABADHAN [1892] 


for pennistion to appear, a certificate to the efiect, inter alia, that he is of good moral 
character and ha<; submitted himself to a test examination by, and furnished exercises to, 
the person signing tho certificate shifioieat m that person’s opinion to show that his 
C881] qualifications give a reasonable probability of his passing the examination. Such 
certificate has to be signed by one or other of the persons mentioned in the rules, amongst them 
being the Head Master of a high school under jmblic management. On such certificate being 
sent to the Bogistrar and tho prescribed fee paid, that officer forwards a receipt to the candi¬ 
date with his roll-number thereon, which is also an authority for him to appear at the 
examination and enter tho examiiiation-hHll. A private student forwarded to the Registrar, 
with bis application for permission to appear, a certificate in the prescribed form, purporting 
to bo signed by the Head Master of a high school, such signature, however, being, as the appli- 
c.int well knew, a forgary The Registr.ir. knowing at tho tune that the signature of the 
Head Master was not geuumo, sunt to tho applicant the receipt lor his fee and the necessary 
authority allowing him to appear at the ex.imi nation, and in due course the applicant appeared, 
took his >>Q.],t in the hall at th .• desk illotted to him, and '’omineiiced tho examination. 

Upon charges being preferred against the applicant of using as genuine a forged document 
(b, 471) and attempting to cheat (ss. 415 and 511)— 

Held, that his primary objector intention was, b\ falsely inducing the Registrar to 
believe that the certificate was signed by the Hoad Master of a (1 ivernmcnt school under 
public management, to lie permitted to sit for the Entrance examination, and that such 
iiiteutiuii could uot be held “to bo “ fraudulent ” or “ dishonest ” within the meaning of 
ss. ‘J5 and *24 of the Penal Code. , 

Held, consequently, that tho use of the forged document, though with the knowledge or 
belief that it was forgod, was not fraudulent or dishonest, and that as these are essential 
elements to ofionces under ss 471 and 415 of the Peii.il Code, the accused had not committed 


either of tho offences charged. 

'/e2d,*furthcr. th.it tin* accused had not coininitted aiiv oitcnce under the Penal Code. 

Jan Mahomed v Queen-Empiess (1. L R 10 Cal., 684) cited. 

In a reference! bv a Prcsidoiicv Magistrate to the High Court, under s. 432 of the Code 
of Criminal Procedure, a.sto whether, on the t.icts stated, any offence has been committed 
by an accused person, it lies on the prosoculion to make out that an offence has been com¬ 
mitted, and umUr thecircuinsta'ices the prosecution must begin 

This wau a reforencu made bv the Chief Presidency Magistrate under tho 
provisions of s. 432 of tho Code of Criminal Procedure. The accused was 
charged under s. 471 of the Penal Code with having in the month of 
December 1891 dishonestly and fraudulently used as genuine a forged document, 
namely, a ce'tificate purporting to be signed by one Saranath Chatterjee, 
Head Master ot the Pabna. Government High English School, for the 
purpose of getting admitted to the Entrance examination of the Calcutta 
University held in B’ebruniy 1893, and fuither with the offence of attempting 
to cheat by means ot the same doeutnetib. 

It appeared from the evidence of Mr. Nash, the Registrar of the Univer¬ 
sity, that on the 28bh December he received in liis office two documents, whioh 
had been sent in to him as Registrar. The first of these two documents, whioh 
was marked Exhibit by the Magistrate, was a letter in the following terms;— 


SiB, To the Registrar of the Ualcuttr, University. 

I have the honour bo inform you that 1 am a private Entrance candidate. 1 send 
my fee Rs. 10 (ton), for the ensuing Kntraiioe examination, 1892, by raouoy-order, together 
with nfy application signed by the Head Master of the Pabna Oovernijj^nt High English 
^hool, Please accept it, and send my receipt in tjio following address. 

• I remain. 

Sir, 

Your most obedient pupil, 
Haradhan (alias) Rakhaii Dabs aHosn. 

Ganargocha (Pabna). 
o/o Babn Devendra Kumar Bagchi. 


9 OAL.-— 89 
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The second document, which was marked Exhibit B by the Magistrate, 
was an application and a certificate in the form prescribed by the University, 
the material portion of which was as follows:— 

ENTRANCE EXAMINATION, FEBRUARY 1892. 

[This applteahm must reach the office of the Registrar on or before the Hath December.] 

To APPLICATION 

The Registrar of the Calcutta I'niversfitg 
Biu, 

I request permisHion to present myself at the unsuitifi Entrance examination of 
the Calcutta Universitv 

The ontrarce fee of H«.. lO is forwarded herewith 

I am, &c , 

n vKAOHAN {alias) Rakhaj, I)\sh Ghosh 

CEHTIKIC \Ti; 

[383] 1 CERTIFY that 1 know nothing against the moral character of the 

above-named candidate , that he has not already 
passed the Entrance exiimination of the Calcutta 
llnivoi'hity . that judging from the exercises that 
he has sent np. and the fce.st examination to which 
he has submitted, there is in niv opinion a reason¬ 
able probability of his now passing the Entrance 
exaininatiou, and that ho lias signed the above 
application in iny piosence 


Rah.vnath Chatterjek. 

Tlcnd Mastn, Palma Gnofnimml 

Jltgli English -'ichooL 

The ‘iUrd December Ifi^l 

The remaining poition of this document, whicli is iminatonal for the 
purpose of this repoit, cnnsistod of directions as to how the foe vvas to ho paid 
and what constitutes a fiigh scliool and a private student, and other directions 
of a similar nature. 

Mr. Nash stated in his evidence that a candidate for the Entrance examina¬ 
tion has to produce a certificate in the form contained in Exhibit B, such 
certificate being signed according to the instructions contained in the margin, 
accordingly as the candidate is sent up by a high school or is a private student; 
that when the certificate is sent in, a receipt for the fee of Rs. 10 is sent to the 
candidate, and his roll-number is stated on the receipt: th.at on the day of the 
examination all the candidates enter the hall and sit at the desks which corre¬ 
spond with their respective roll-numbers , that the> are not often asked to show 
their receipts, but thej are supposed to do so if required, and that each candi¬ 
date has to sig^i a roll, and his signature thereon is compared with that'on his 
application. 

He further stated that on receiving Exhibits A and B he got a receipt, 
which he signed; that he believed the signature to the certificate on Exhibit B 
to he genuine till the 14th Januarv, when he discovered it was a forgery, and 
that be then sent the receipt to the candidate as if it had been genuine. Be 


The oertiticHte of c%erj candi¬ 
date who is not a piivate stu¬ 
dent must be signed by the 
Principal or Head M.i sier of the 
high school from which he 
appears. 

The certificate of a oandid.ite 
who appears as a private stu¬ 
dent must be signed bj the 
Principal of an affiliated college 
or a Government Inspector of 
Schools, or bi the Head ^la.ster 
of a high school under public 
manageraent. 
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also stated that on the Bth February he found the accused in the esamination-hall 
at the examination, and showed him Exhibits A and B, and asked if they C3843 
were his and chat the accused admitted them to be his, and he deposed that if 
he had not discovered the fraud, the accused, if he could have passed the 
examination, would have received a certifioate. 

No further evidence was taken at the hearing of the case, the Magistrate 
at that stage stopping the case for the purpose of making the present reference, 
but it apiieared that on the application inade on the Bth February to the 
Magistrate for a warrant, Saranath Chatteijee was called, and deposed that 
the signature on Exhibit 13, purporting to be his, was a forgery. 

The following is the material portion of the Magistrate's letter of 
reference . - - 

“ The accused was a candidate fyr the Entrance examination at the Calcutta 
University, and sent in an application (Exhibit A), together with a certificate 
(Exhibit B, herewith sent to be returned when done withj, as lequired by the 
University authorities, who, in leturn for A and B, sent bun a receipt granting 
lum permission to present himself at the examinatiun The accused actually 
did present himself and commenced the oxamiucition, and was permitted by 
thw ^gistrar to do so, although prior to the commencement of the examination 
and prior to sending him^^blie receipt granting bun permission to piesent himself 
for examination, tlie Begistrar liad discovered and was aware %hat the signature 
on B “ Saranath Chattorjee" was not the signature of tlie psrsou whose signature 
it purported to he It is now sought to charge the accused with uttering a 
forged document or attempt at cheating. 

“Tlie question I would refer for the opinion of the High Court is—Has 
the accused on the above facts been guilty of uttering a forged document, oi of 
an attempt at ciieatmg, or any other offence under the Indian l^enal Code? 

“1 would refer their Lordships to the case of Empiess o Divarka Parsad" 
(1. L B,,6 All., 97) and Queen-Evipresa v. Appasami (I L R., 12 Mad., 151). 

On the reference coming on for hearing — 

Mr. IF. a. lionnrrjec (instructed by Mr Iluvu\ (Tovernmeiit Prosecutor) 
appeared on behalf of the prosecution. 

[3833 Mr. .1. Chaiidhun, bahu Dio^ja Mohuti Dasa, and Babu llara 
Chaivdra ( hahtbuUu for the accused. 

Mr. Boniuttjac. -There is no substantial diBerence between this case and 
the case of Queen-Empresft v Munsab Ah Khan LCnminal Reference No. 19 
of 1891 (unropoitod)] which was heard and decided by vour Lordships only 
about three months ago, and that decision is against me. 1 would suggest, 
therefore, that this case, which is one of considerable importance, should be 
referred to the Full Bench. 

Norris, T. —That case was not argued at the Bar If after argument of 
counsel wo should think it necessary to take the opinion of a Full Bench, we 
shall do so. 

Mr. C'/iaMri/iitri.—-I submit, this being a private prosecution, Mr Bonnerjee 
cannot claim the right to appear. It is not the practice of this Court co hear 
a private prosecutor on a reference. Queen v. Eamjai Mazumdar [6 B. L. R., 
(App.),*46] 

Norris, ,1.—In matters of importance we always hear counsel. The 
Magistrate’s reference is before us, and we need not enquire whether it is a 
private prosecution or not. What do you say as to the right to begin ? 

Mr. Chaudhurt. —The usual rule is that the party in support of the 
reference begins. But lieru questions of Law have bean submitted by the Hagis- 
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trate for Ihe opinion of this Hon'ble Court, and the Court is a Court of 
Beferenoe and Revision. In Empress v, A]ppa Suhhana Mendre (I. L. R., 

8 Bom., 200), the Chief Justioe held that counsel for the prisoner should begin. 
There are no cases on s. 432 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

Norris, J. —The prosecution has to make out that there has been an 
offence under the law We think counsel for the prosecution should, under 
the circumstances, begin. 

Mr. Bonyierjee. —There is no doubt that the accused is guilty of an attempt 
to defraud the University. 

Norris, J.—Of what ? There must he something tangible; mere deception 
is not fraud. 

[386] Mr. Bonnerjee. — If the accused satisfied the examiners, he would 
have got a certificate from the Universitv., There are scholarships, and the 
accused might have got one in fraud of the other candidates. Suppose this 
was a competitive examination, the nucused, if successful, would have robbed 
others of a place. 1 rely upon (Juirii-EjHjjicss v Oanesh Khanderao (I. L. R., 
13 Bom., 506). 

Norris. J.—Is Mr. Nash, the Registrar of the Calcutta L'niversity, a 
public servant ? 

Mr. Bonnerjee. —1 cannot contend that he is. The Bombay case lays 
down that by “ fraud ” is meant “ an intention to deceive.” 

Norris, J.—In‘that case the decision is one on.s. 182 of the Penal 
Code,—giving false informaticm to a public servant. The learned Judges 
carefully abstain from deciding the question whether cheating or any other 
offence was committed or not. 

Mr. Bonnerjee. —Here a false document was made to support a claim or 
title, and the offence is one under s. 463,—forger\ 

Norris, J.—What sc'rt of claim or title do vou suggest ? 

Mr. Bonnerjee —A claim to appear at the examination, or title to admission 
into the examination-hall as a bond tide candidate, when the accused was 
not one. 

Norris, J.—The words claim or title ” have reference to property. The 
words ate used in the ordinary sense. 

Mr. Bonnerjee. — Queen-Empress v Oanesh Khanderao (1. L R , 13 Bom., 
506) is an authority in point, also Queen-Empress v. Appasami fl. L, R., 12 
Mad., 151). As to what may amount to cheating, see Beg. v, Jlensler (11 Cox. 
0. C.,670). 

Mr. Chaudhuri. —1 submit no offence •■'•ie been made out The whole 
question depends upon the meaning ol the ^ords “fraudulently ” and “dis¬ 
honestly." Those words are throughout the Penal Code used with reference 
to property. Section 25 defines “ fraudulently,” but that section has 
to be taken together with ss. 23 and 24. The latter section deals 
with the manner of taking, but what is taken must be some sort of 
property. This becomes clear nn an examination of the other [387] 
sections of the Penal Code where the words are used. Various expres¬ 
sions are used for various kinds of deception. In s. 362 (abduction) the 
expression is "by any deceitful means " in ss. 196, 198, 200, " ccmuptly 
uses ; ” in s 81. “ to cause harm ; ” in s. 205, “ falsely personates ; ” 
in ss. 482 to 486, the words ^'deceive or injure" exid “damage or injury" 
are used. In sections 206, 207, 208, where the word " fraudulently ” is intro¬ 
duced for the first time, the context clearly shows that it is used with reference 
to property. An analysis of the sections shows that my contention is correct. 
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In this connection Sir RiCHABO CotiOH said; " From the illustrations to 
B. 415, Indian Penal Code, the word frutiditlently seems to be used in the 
same sense as dishonestU/", — Queen v. Lai Mahomed ('A2 W. R., Cr., H'2). 

As regards " forgery,” the intention to commit fraud must be the near 
intention, not a possible and remote one. Here the primary intention was to 
induce the Registrar to believe that the certificate was signed by the Head 
Master of a Govorniuent school. It was no doubt a wrong thing to do, but 
that does not make it an ofience under the Penal Code. 

The prosecution has to show that theie must not only be the possibility 
of some person being deceived, but also of his being injured by the forgery — 
Beg v, Bhavant&hanka} (11 Bom , H. C , .3) and the cases there cited. There 
is a class of cases in wliich ic has been repeatedly held tliat the alteration of a 
document to screen an oH’ence does not come within the purview of the forgery 
sections. [Queen v.Lnl Gumul (2 N.-W.P , 11), Queen Jaqeshur Per shad 
(6 N -W. P., 56).J 1 strongly rely uiion Queen-Bmpresi v. (fiKlhat/ Lai (I. 
L. R., 8 All , 658 [see also Einprcss v. Patch (1 L. R., 5 All , 217), Empress 
v. Jiwannntl II L. R , 5 All, 221), Queen-Phnpress v Hyed Uatani (1. L. R., 7 
All., 403), Etnptess v Shankar (I L R , 4 Bom , 657), Weir, pp. 331 and 332 J 
As to what “ claim ” oi ‘‘title’ means, and also bearing on the question of 
forgery, see Jan Mahomed v Queen Phnpress (I L R, 10 Cal, 584). The 
Government of Beiigal y." Um -s/i Chiinder MiUei H L. R., 16 Cal , 310), and Queen 
Empress v. Dhnndt (1 L li., 8 All, 304) show what aractmts to an “attempt” 
to [3S83 commit an olfence In Moptg v Queen-Pimpiess (I L. R , 17 Cal., 606), 
the registration i>[ a false divorce was held not to be cheating. Queen-Empress 
V. Ganesh Kh'inde}<in ([ L. R., 13 Bom , 506) does not apply. The Registrar 
of the Calcutta University, it has been conceded, is not a public servant, and** 
besides, the points raised hero were not raised in that ftase. 

The judgment of the High Court (Nokkis and Beverley, JJ.) was as 
follows. — 

This was a reference by the Chief Presidency Magistrate under the provi¬ 
sions of s. 432 of the Code of Criminal Procedure 

The facts found by the learned Magistrate are as follows :— 

The accused, a private student, was desirous of being admitted as a 
candidate at the Entrance Kxamination of the University of Calcutta to ho 
held in Calcutta in February 1892 

The Regulations of the University require that every candidate for admis- 
sion to the Entrance Examination shall send, either to the Registrar of the 
University, oi to a local officer recognized by the S>ndiciite, an application 
with a certificate in the following form .— 

(The form is that given above in Exhibit B.) 

On the 23rd December 1891 the accused sent bv post to the Registrar a 
letter, of which the following is a copy. (Set out above. Exhibit A ) 

Enclosed m this letter was an application and certificate in the prescribed 
form. 

The* applioatiion was Signed by the accused ; and the cerljjficate purported 
bo be signed by “ Saranath Chatterjee,” who was described as " Head Master, 
Pabna Government High English Scbool.” ^ 

At the time he sent the certificate the accused knew or had reason to 
believe, as the fact was, that the signature “ SsCranath Chatterjoe ” was not the 
signature of the person whose signature it purported to be. 
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On receipt of this letter and the enclosures the Registrar forwarded to the 
accused a receipt lor the rnoiiey-order for Ra. 10, [11893 and an “ authority" 
to present himself at the Entrance Examination. 

Atthe timo he sent the receipt and authority the Registrar knew that the 
signature Haranath Ohatterjeo” was not the signature of the person whose 
signature it purported to be. 

The accused actually presented himself at the examination and \\ as per¬ 
mitted hy the Registrar to commence the examination but what he actually 
did towards commencing the examination ” the learned Magistrate does not 
state. 

The accused was subsequently charged before the Chief Presidency Magis- 
" trate with disiionestly using as genuine a forged document, to wit, the certificate 
purporting to he signed by Saranath Chatteljee, the Head Master of the 
Pabna Government High English School (s. i71. Indian Penal Code) and 
with attempting bo cheat (ss. 41,5 and 511, Indian Penal Code.) 

The learnoil Magistrate asks for our opinion as to whether on these facts 
the accused is guilty on eithoi of the above ciiargos, or 61 any other uftence 
under the Indian Penal Code. 

The learned Counsel for the prosecution did not suggest that anv eliarge 
other than those inontioned could bo sustained, and we so f.ir agree with him 
It lemains, therofoie, only to cou-ider whether, upon the facts stated, the 
accused is guiltv of either or both of those charges 

To support a charge under s 471, Indian Penal Code, the jirosecution 
must prove (i) that the document m respect of which the cliarge is made la 
forged. (ii) that the accused used the document, fnil that at the time ho used 
ft he knew, or had reason to believe, that it was lot god , (iv) that at the time 
he used it, with such knowledge oj belief, ho did so fraudulently or dishonestly 

Fraudulently ' is deliuod h\ s '2,5, Indian Penal Code, to be ** the doing 
of a thing with intonb to doftaiid, but not otherwise." 

“Dishonestly’ is dalined hi, s. '24, Indian Penal Code, to he "the 
doing of anvthmg with the intention of causing wrongful gain to one person or 
wrongful loss to another person,” 

“ Wiongfu! gam ” is donned by s 'J.-J, Indi.in Penal Code, to bo “the 
gain by unlawful means ot property to which the person gaining is not legallv 
entitled,” and “ wrongful loss" is[390J defined 1)\ the same section to be “ the 
loss by unlawful means of property to which the person losing it is legally 
entitled." 

In const!uiug ss. 21 anil 25, Indian Penal Code, we are of opinion that 
the px'im,iiy, and not the more rumoto intention of the accused must be 
looked at.—-See tho observations of EixtE, C ,J., in QiuidH-EjmureiiS v. (jtrdkciri 
Lai (I. L R., H All., 653). 

Now, what was the primary intention of the accused ? Clearly this. By 
falsely inducing tiie Registrar to believe that tho certificate was signed by the 
Head Master of a Government soliool under public management to be 
permitted to ait for The Entrance Examination, 

Now, this primary intention of the accused was not, we think, fraudulent 
or dishonest within the meaning of ss 25 and 24, Indian Penal Code. ' • 

The learned Magistrate does not state the nature of the " authority ” for¬ 
warded to the accused by the Registrar, nor does he say that the accused 
knew that sucli “ authority" was necessary. 

But if the aubhoritv ’ consisted of some printed or written paper 
sepaxate and distinct from the receipt, or of a metal token, or if it was contained 
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in some words printed or written above or below, or on the back of the 
receipt, the accused’s primary intention was not to obtain tins authority. 

If ho had any intention at all about it, it was an intention to use it as a 
means of carrying out his main and primary intention. 

The point is not devoid of authority. 

In Jan Mahomed v. Queen Empress {I. L. R., 10 Cal, r)84) the facts were 
these The appellants, in order to obtain from the Settlement Officer a recog¬ 
nition of their right to the title of ‘ Loskur,’ filed before that oflicer a sunmid 
purporting to he a grant of that title to their father by tho Rajah of Cachar. 
They were convicted under, s. 471, Indian Penal Code On appeal the 
convictioMs ’were quashed In delivering the judgment of the Court, MiTTBB, J. 
said ;—“ Further, on accepting all the facts as corrocfclv found b> the Bessions 
Judge, I do not think that the appellants are guiJtvof an j offonco under the Penal 
Code. The facts are simply these Tho appellants, m order to get a recognition 
from a Settlement [391] Officer that they are entitled to the title of * Loskur,’ 
produced a swimid purporting to liave been granted by tho Rajah of Cachar. 
The document is found not to he genuine. The question is, supposing the 
ajipellants used this document, knowing it to ho not genuine, with intent 
f o obtain recognition of their alleged ‘ Loskui' title from tli(> Settlf'iiient Oflicer, 
is it an offence undei s. 471 of the liuliHii I'eiuil Codi- or under any other 
penal law of the country The Sessions Judge loiind the ajiiielhints guilty 
under s 471 of the Indian Penal Code In using this document, if they hiul 
no fraudufent or dishonest intention, they cannot he guilty under s 471 of the 
Indian I’enal Code. 

“Section 24 of the Code defines the word ‘dishonestly’ It is to the 
following eflect. - ‘ Whoever does anything with tho intention of causing! 
wiongfui gam to one jiarsnn or wrongful loss to another pin son, is said to do 
that thing ‘dishonestly’.” Now the intention of the ajipellants was not to 
cause wrongful gam or wrongful loss to any jieison. 

“The word ‘fraudulently’ is thus defined in s. 25 of the Code .— ‘A 
person is said to do a thing ‘ fraudulently' if he does that thing with intent to 
defraud, but not otherwise.' 

“ In this case evidenth tho intention of the apjiellants was to produce a 
false holiof m the mind of the Settlement Officer that thns are entitled to the 
dignitv of ‘ Loskur,' and in order t<> jiroduoe this lielief they jiroduced the 
summd ‘ A,’ which has been found to he not genuine. Wil hout defining precisely 
what would constitute ' an intent to defraud,’ wo are clear that it cannot be 
held m this case that the appellants pioduced the to ‘ defraud'the 

Settlement Officer, and therefore it cannot be said that they used the document 
‘ fraudulently,' as defined in s 25 of the Indian Penal Code We are 
therefoie unable to agree with the Sessions Judge that the apiieliants are guilty 
under s. 471 of the Indian Ptmal Code. Nor does the act; of the appellants 
in our opinion amount to any other offence. We therefore set aside the 
conviction and acquit the appellants.” 

In Queen-Empre.ss v Mnnsab Alt Khan [Cr. Ref. No. 19 of 1891 
fun reported) I a reference from the Sessions Judge of Patna under s. 307, Code 
of Ciyminal Procedure, decided hv this Bench on the 22nd December last, the 
facts were these. The accused was desirous of entering Hie Temple [392] 
Medical School at Patna, which under the'rules of the Institution he could not 
do unless he satisfied the Pi-incipal that he had a good knowledge of the English 
language. With a view of showing that he possessed such knowledge he 
presented to the Principal a certificate purporting to be signed (but which as 
a matter of fact he knew was not signed) by the Head Master of the Chapra 
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Academy, which stated that he (the accused) had a good knowledge of the 
it English language. We held that the accused could not be convicted under 
B 471, Indian Penal Code, as there was no dishonest or fraudulent intent. 

We are therefore of opinion that, upon the facts stated, the accused was 
not guilty of an offence under e. 471, Indian Penal Code, inasmuch as his use 
of the forged document, with the knowledge or belief that it was forged, was 
not fraudulent or dishonest. 

The foregoing observations are equally applicable to the charge of attempt¬ 
ing to cheat. 

The essence of the offence of cheating is ii fraudulent or dislionest intention ; 
and the act done towards the commission of the offence, which is cgquisite to 
establish the attempt to cheat, must be done with a liuudulont or dishonest 
intent. For the reasons given above we .are of opinion that the facta of the 
case do not disclose any such intent on the Bccusod'B part. 

H. T. H. 


NOTES 

(The Full Bench m (1896) 25 Cal. S12 oveppuled this u,!,.!<' Sirnilar to chat ruling 
were those iii (l'J05) 28 Mad 90 F. B. overruling (l'.K)i) ir, Mil TJii, (18'!',) 15 411 210 ; 
(1896) 22 Bom. 768, which were all c.mos of false curlificvtcs ] 

[ 19 Cal. 892 ] 

FULL BENCH. 

The ii’ird March, 

# Phbsicnt 

Sir W. Comkr Pethkram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mu. Justice Wilson, 
Mu. Justice Pioot, Mk Justice Macphrkson, and 
Mr .Justice Bankr.tek 

Kalaohand Kyal.(Defendant) .^ppellmit 

versus 

Hhib Chunder hoy.(Plaintitf) Respondent. 

Interest—Boiul -Fat lure to pay on due date -Knhuuced rate of interest 
from date of bond till date of realization -Penutty—Contract 

Act {IX of s. 74 \ * 

Field bv the FULL BENCH (BVNER.TBEi, ,1., dts'^entint) .is to part) — 

A provision in a bond to the effect that the princip,il should be repaid with 
intornst on the due date, and that on failure thereof interest should fSM] be 
paid at an increaeod rate from the date of the bond up to the date of realiaation, 
amounts to a provision for a ponilty, and section 74 of the Contract Act applies to the money 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No 825 of 1890, ag.iinst the decree of H. Beveridge. 
Esq., Officiating District Judge of the 21-Pargan.is. dated the 9Lh May 1890, affirming the 
decree of Bubu Radha Krishen San, Second Subordinate Judge of th.it district, dated the 
‘23rd January 1890 

t I Sec 74 . -When a contract has b -eti broken, if ‘a sum is 
Title to compensation for named in the contract as the amount to be paid in case of such 
breach of contract lu which breach, the party complaining of the breach is entitled, whether or 
a sum IS named <ta pavable not actual damage or loss is proved to have been caused thereby, 
in case of breach. to receive from the patty who has broken the contract reasonable 

compensation not exceeding the amount so named. 

FtTcepHon —When any person enters into any bail-bond, recognizance or other instru¬ 
ment of the same nature, or, under the provisions of any lafr or under the orders of Uie 

t , 
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claimed at the inoreased rate of interest from the date of the bond until realization. 
MackirUoth v. Craw (I. L. B., 9 Gal., 689), Nanjappa v. Nanjwgpa (I. L. B., 13 Mad., 161), 
and Sajtyt Panhtlj* v. Maruti (I. L. B., 14 Bom., 274), approved. 

Baij Nath Sftngh v. Shah Ali Uosain (I. L. B., 14 Cal., 248) overruled, so far as it 
dissents from Mackvniosh v. Craw (1. L. B , 9 Gal., 689). 

Balktshen Das v. Bun Bahadur S%ngh (I. L. B., 10 Oal., 305) distinguished. 

BaNBRJBB, J.—The decision in Mackintosh v. Crow (I. L. B., 9 Oal., 689), vrhich 
regards the interest at the increased r.i.te as a pon.iilty, is correct to the claim of interest 
up to the stipulated day of re-payment, and Baij Nath Singh v Shah Ah Hosatn (I. L. B., 

14 Gal., 248) was wrongly decided as ti this piiiit Section 71 o[ th.‘Contract Act applies 
only to that part of the claim for nitorust which is m r.sspjct of the period from the date of 
the bond to the due date, and has lu applicition to the claim fur interest for the period from 
the due date to the date of realizationT Thi'j view is in accordance with the decision in 
Mackintosh v. Crow (1. L. B., 9 Cal., 689). 

The order of the referring .Judges (PiGOT and Banerjee, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

“ This is a suit on a money bond in which the plaintiff claims 
Rs. 1,344-13-5, the principal being Rs 400 and tlio sum claimed for interest 
Rs. 944-13-5. 

" The bond is dated 5th Ealgun 12K9. It was stijiulated in it that the 
money should berepai^ with interest at Re. 1-8-0 per mensem in Bysaek 1290, 
and that on failure thereof interest should be paid at the rate of 2 pice per 
rupee per mensem from the date of the bond up to date of realiisation. 

“ The only question before us in this appeal is whether the increased rate « 
of interest is a penalty or not, and as such comes within section 74 of the 
Contract Act. In Mackintosh v. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal, 689) it was held by 
Garth, C..T., and Wilson, J , that such a provision was a stipulation for 
payment of a penalty, and came within section 74 of the Indian Contract Act. 

“ In the case of Baij Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hosain (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 
248), Mittbr and Macpherson, .f.J , dissented from the decision in Mackintosh 
V. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689), and held that such a provision did not amount 
to a penalty. 

[394] “These decisions are therefore in absolute conflict. 

“ The case of Batj Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Uosain (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 248) 
is founded upon a construction of the effect of the decision of the Judicial 
Committee in Balkishen Das v. Bun Bahadur Singh (I L. R., 10 Cal., 305), 
which, in the opinion of MiTTER and Macphehson, dj., was inconsistent 
with the decision of Gabth, C.J., and Wilson, J., in Mackintosh v. Crow 
(I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689). 

"In the cases of Nanjappa v. Nanjappa fl. L. R., 12 Mad., 161) and 
Sajaji Panhaji v. Maruti (I. L. R., 14 Bom., 274), the High Courts of Madras 
and Bombay have held that the decision of the .Judicial Committee above 
referred to has not the effect attributed to it in the decision of MlTTEB and 
MaCPHEBSON, JJ.. and that the law is still as laid down in the case before 
Gabth, C.J., and Wilson, J. 

" In'*this view one member of the present Bench concars. The other 
dissents from it. _* 

Qoveinmont of India or of any Local Government, gi^es any bond for tlie performance of any 
publie duty or act, in which the public are interested, he shall be liable, upon breach of the 
mndition of any such instrument, to pay the whole sum mentioned therein. 

Explanation .—A person who enters into a contract with Government does not necesgarily 
thenby undertake any public duty or promise to do an act in which the public are interested,] 

» 
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# *' The questions referred to the Full Bench are: — 

“ First. —Whether the decision in Mackintosh v. Crow (Ii» L. R., 9 Cal., 
689) is still the law, or whether that in Baij Nath Smgh v. Shah Ali Hoaain 
(I. L. B., 14 Cal., 248), dissenting from it, was rightly decided ? 

" Second. —If the denision in Mackintosh v. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689) 
is right, and the provision in the bond in question amounts to a provision for 
a penalty, then, whether section 74 of the Contract Act applies to the money 
claimed at the increased rate of interest from the date of the bond until 
realization, or only to the amount claimed at that rate from the date of the 
bond until the date of default in payment, that is, until Bysack 1290.’* 

Babu Nilmadhub Bose and Babu Shib Chunder Paiilit appeared for the 
Appellant. 

Dr. Trailokhya Nath Mitter and Babu Upendro Chunder Bose appeared 
for the Respondent. 

Babu Ntlmndkuf) Bose. —The Lower Courts have held upon the authority 
of Baij Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hosain ([. L. R., 14 Cal., 248), that the 
stipulation to pay interest at an enhanced rate is not in the nature of a penalty. 
That case was decided on a misapprehension of the r89S] Privy Council 
ruling in Balkishen Das v. Bun Bahadur Singh (I. L. R., 10 Cal., 305), which 
was with reference tc a decree and not a contract, and which does not appear 
to* have intended to overrule the Indian cases on the point. The cases are 
collected in the Bombay decision of Sajajt Panhaji v. Maruii (I. L. R., 14 
Bom., 274), and the law must be taken to he unaltered in the absence of an 
‘ express decision of the Privy Council. As to the secopd point referred, I con¬ 
tend that section 74 of the Contract Act applies to the whole amount payable 
at the increased rate up to realization, the contract being incapable of l'>eing 
divided. [The following cases were also referred to :— Nanjappa v. Nanjappa 
(I. L. R., 12 Mad., 161), Mussamvt Sohodea Bel^ee v. Deendyal Lull (11B. L. R., 
138 (note)), Shirekuh limapn Hegda v. Mahablya (I. L. B., 10 Bom., 435), 
Basavayya v Subbarazu (I. L. R , 11 Mad , 294), Mazhar Ah Khan v. Sardar 
Mai (I.L.R, 2 All., 769), Bansidhai v. Bu Ah Khan (I. L. R., 3 All., 260 (F,B.)) 
Bichook Nath Panday v. Bam Lochun Singh (11 B. L. R., 135), Khurram 
Singh V. Bhawani hakhsh (1. L. R., 3 All, 440), Kharag Singh v. Bhola Nath 
(I. L. R., 4 All., 8), Mackintosh v. Wingrovc (I. L. R., 4 Cal., 137), Mutkura 
Per sad Singh v. Luggun Kooer (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 615), Sungut Lai v. Baijnath 
Boy (1. L. R., 13 Cal., 164), Ar^an Bihi v. Asgar Ah Chotodhuri (I. L. R., 
13 Cal., 200j. hasan v. Sayana (6 Bom. H. C. (A. C. J.), 7).j 

Babu Upendro Chunder Bose - The ' sum named ' in section 74, read with 
the illustration, means an unvarying lump sum, and not merely a sum ascer¬ 
tainable by calculation— Boolakee Lall v. Badha Singh (22 W. R., 223), 
Mackintosh v. Hunt (T.L.R., 2 Cal., 2021, Banwart Das v. Muhammad Mashiat 
(I. L. R„ 9 All., 690). Section 74 does not apply to the present case, but if 
it applies to the sum named in the contract, the higher rate ought at all events 
not to be allowed from after default, this amount so payable being only ascer¬ 
tainable by calculation, and therefore not within the section. Then as to the first 
question the viow of the Privy Council ought to prevail. It was not an obiter 
dictum. In that case the provisions for double interest were held to be only a 
f8963 reasonable substituticm of a higher rate of interest for a lower under 
certain circumstances, which is precisely the present case. Of the same nature 
is Basavayya v. Subbarazu (I. L. R., 11 Mad., 294). The following oases are 
also in my favour .— Batj Noth Singh v. Shah AU Hosam (L L. R., 14 GaL, 
^248), Arulu Uastry v. Wakuthu Chinnayan (2 Mad. H. C., 205), Brqfo Kiahore 
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Boy V. Madhuh Pershad Misser [i? W. R., 373), Mussamut Sohodea Bebee v, 
Deendyal Lall (11 B. L. B., 138 (note)). i 

Babu Nthnadhub Bose in reply.—In the case last cited no reasons are 
given in the judgment. The case of Banwari Das v. Muhammad Mashiat 
I.L.R., 9 All., 690) contains no reference to the earlier decisions of that Court. 
The simple question to be decided here is whether the Privy Council case has 
altered the law. 

The opinions of the FuU Bench (Petheram, C.J., Wilson, Pigot, 
MAGPHEBSON, and BaNEBJEE, JJ.) were as follows :— 

Pigot, J .—I am of opinion that the judgment in the case of Macki-utosh 
V. Crow (1. L. R., 9 Cal., 689) was right in law, and that the case of Baij 
Nath Stngh v. Shah Ah Hosain (l.L. R., 14 Cal., 248), was erroneous, so far 
as it dissented from that judgmenj;. 

[ do not think that the case before the Privy Council of Balkishen Das v. 
Bun Bahadur Singh (1. L. R., 10 Cal, 305) at all affects the decision in 
Mackintosh v. Crow (1. L. B., 9 Cal., 689). It is true that in that case enhanced 
interest was allowed on the first instalment from the date of the solehnama. 
But the parties bad already, as pointed out m the judgment, voluntarily 
settled upon the basis of that construction of the part ot the 3vd Article which 
related to this part of the claim. As pointed out in Nanjappa v. Nanjappa 
(1. L. R., 12 Mad., 161* (166) ), “ it was the other stipulation, viz., that for 
payment of enhanced interest on the whole decretal mosey that was impugned 
in the argument, arid this stipulation was not open to the objection that it 
made the higher rate of interest payable from the date of the decree." But 
further, as pointed out in the decision of the Madras High Court, the case 
before the Judicial Committee was one in which [3973 the execution of a 
subsisting decree was the 8ubjeot>matter of the appeal. 

I think it is enough to express complete concurrence with the opinion 
expressed by the Courts of Madras and Bombay, that the case of Balktshm 
Das v. Bun Bahadur Stngh (1, .L. R., 10 Cal, 305) did not warrant the 
dissent from Mackintosh v. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689) expressed in Baij 
Nath Stngh v. Shah Ah Hosain (1. L. R., 14 Cal., 248). 

I think that the objection made in the judgment in Baij Nath Singh y. 
Shah Ah Hosain (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 248), that cases such as the present do 
not come within section 74 of the Contract Act, because no sum is named, is 
not one to which effect ought to be given. By the fixing of a rate of interest 
the sum to become payable " at any rate," as the Madras High Court says, 
“at the time when default is made" (1. L. R, 12 Mad., 167) is fixed, and 
this is what the section contemplates. 

Upon the second question, I think that when tlie provision in the contract 
in question amounts to a provision for a penalty (or, w'hioli is the same thing, 
stipulates for a sum in case of breach w'ithin the meaning of section 74), that 
that goes to the whole sum which may accrue due under tlie provision, although 
it may be that by non-payment for an indefinite time the aggregate amount 
ultimately payable may greatly exceed the amount—the fixed and ascertainable 
amount—to be due at time of default. I think they cannot be separated, and 
that action 74 applies to all, that is, that it applies to the money claimed at 
the ihefeasod rate of interest from the date of the bond unti^ealization. 

The result will be that the appeal wKl be allowed, and the case remitted 
to the original Court to fix a reasonable' compensation (not exceeding the 
amount provided for by the rate of interest specified) for the breach of contraob 
in the non-payment of the principal money due under the bond. All coats to 
abide the result. 
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Wilson, J. —I agree. 

Petheram, C.J. —I agree. 

Macpherson, J. —I agree. I think I was wrong in considering that the 
Privy Council case of Balkishen Das v. Bun Bahadur Singh (I. L. B., 10 Oal., 
306) practically overruled Mackintosh v. Crow. {I. L. R., 9 Oal., 689). 

[898J Banopjee, J — I regret very much that I am unable to concur fully 
with my learned colleagues in this case. 

It was a suit on a money bond, in which it was stipulated that the money 
should be repaid with interest at the rate of 1 rupee S^annas per cent, per 
mensem in Bysack 1290, and that on failure thereof interest should be paid at 
the rate of 2 pice per rupee per mensem from the date of the bond up to the 
date of realization. 

The Courts below having allowed interest at the increased rate, the 
defendant has preferred this appeal, and the only question raised on his behalf 
is whether the increased rate of interest is not a penalty, and. as such, whether 
it does not come wichin section 74 of the Contract Act 

According to the principle laid down in Muihura Persad Singh v. Luggun 
Kooer (I. L. B., 9 Cal., 616) and in Mackintosh v. Crow (I. L. B., 9 CaJ., 
689) such increased rate of interest is a penalty and comes within section T4 
of the Contract Act. But in the case of Baij Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hoaain 
(I. L, E., 14 Cal., 24§) this view has been dissented from, and the decision 
of the Privy Council in Balkishen Das v Run Bahadur Singh (I. L. B., 
10 dal., 305) has been referred to as supporting the opposite view that such a 
provision is not in the nature of a penalty. 

As there is thus a clear conflict of decisions in this Court, the following 
questions have been referred to a Full Bench :— 

First .—Whether the decision in Maokintnsh v. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689) 
is still the law, or whether that in Baij Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hosam 
(1. L. B., 14 Cal., 248) dissenting from it, was rightly decided 7 

Second .—If the decision in Mackintosh v. Croio (1. L. B., 9 Cal., 689) is 
right, and the provision in the bond in question amounts to a provision for a 
penalty, then whether section 74 of the Contract Act applies to the money 
claim^ at the increased rate of interest from the date of the bond until 
realization, or only to the amount claimed at that rate from the date of the 
bond until the date of default in payment, that is, until Bysack 1290 ? 

Upon the first question I was at first inclined to think that the decision 
of the Judicial Committee in the case of Balkishen Das [399j v. Run Bahadur 
Singh (I. L. E., 10 Cal., 305) in eftect overruled the decisions of this Court in 
Muthura Persad Singh v. Luggun Kooer (I. L. B , 9 Cal, 615) and Mackintosh 
v. Crow (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 689), that a provision like the one under consideration 
is a provision for payment of a penalty. On further consideration, however, I 
am of opinion that the decision of the Judicial Committee has not that effect. 
There are no doubt passages in the ludgment of their Lordships which, taken 
by themselves, may appear to overrule the two last-mentioned oases, but then 
what their Lordships were dealing with was not a contract, but a decree based 
upon a compromise: and, as pointed out by WEST, J., in the case eitq^ in the 
note to Shtrekulu' Timapa Hegda v. Mahablya (I. L. B., 10 Bom., 435 (^38)}, 
the principles which govern contracts and their modification when justice 
requires it, do not apply to decrees which, as they are framed, embody and 
express such justice as the Court is capable of conceiving and administering.” 
It cannot, therefore, he said that the decision in Balkishen Das v. Run Bahadur 
Singh (I. L. B., 10 Cal., 305) in any way touches tbe present point. 
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But then there remains the question whether, irrespective of the decision 
of the Privy Council, the case of Batj Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hosatn (I. L. B. 
14 Cal., 248), or the earlier case it dissents from, lays down the correct 
rule of law. Now where, as in the present case, the contract is to repay a loan 
with interest at a certain rate on a certain day, and there is a further stipula¬ 
tion that in ease of default interest is to run at a higlier rate from the date of 
the loan, the additional sum that becomes payable in case of default on account 
of interest for the period between the date of the loan and the stipulated date 
of payment, cannot ordinarily be regarded as anything but a penalty which is 
intended to secure the punctual repayment of the loan—see Thompson v. 
Hudson [L. B. 4 E. & I. Ap. 1 (15)J, and it comes clearly within s. 74 of 
the Contract Act as a sum named, being exactly ascertainable at the time of 
the contract by arithmetical calculation. It is no doubt easy to conceive cases 
in which a provision for an increased rate of interest would not be in the nature 
of a penalty. Thus when the agreement is to repay a loan with interest at a 
certain rate on a certain C400] date, or to repay it on a certain other and later 
date with interest at a higher rate from the beginning, there are really two 
alternative contracts, either of which may be fulfilled by the borrower at his 
option; and the higher rate of interest payable under the latter contract cannot 
be regarded as a penalty for the non-performance of the former. That, how¬ 
ever, is not the nature of the stipulation in the present case. Here there was 
only one contract to repay the loan on a certain day witrh interest at a certain 
rate, and the provision for the payment of an additional sum as interest foi'‘the 
period between the date of the bond and the stipulated date of repayment was 
in the nature of a penalty and comes within s. 74 of the Contract Act. 
That being so, the creditor is not entitled to recover such sum as a matter of 
course , and, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it must be held that 
the original rate of interest; was a fair rate up to the stipulated date of payment, 
and so the creditor cannot recover interest for that period at any higher rate 
merely by reason of the debtor’s default in making payment. 

My answer to the first question would, therefore, be this, that as regards 
the claim of interest up to the stipulated date of repayment, the decision in 
Mackintosh v Crow (I. L. R , 9 Cal., 689), which regards the interest at the 
increased rate as a penalty, is correct, and the later case of Batj Nath Singh v. 
Shah All Hosain (I. L. R., 14 Cal, 248) was not correctly decided. 

On the second question, I am of opinion that the amount claimed as 
interest at the higher rate from tlie stipulated date of repayment to the date of 
realization cannot be regarded as a penalty, and does not come within s. 74 
of the Contract Act. In the first place, there is no contract for the pay¬ 
ment of any lesser sum as interest for any period after the due date, for the 
breacli of which the higher rate of interest can he said to be a penalty. The 
second rate of interest is no doubt a higher or an increased rate in respect of 
the time between the date of the contract and the due date, but it is the 
only rate agreed upon m respect of the time following the due date. Then, 
again, this part of the claim is wanting in another essential peculiarity of a 
C«oi] penalty, namely, that of being a definite sum which'becomes due at once 
as soon as default is committed. The amount of this part of the claim depends 
upon, gradually grows with, the time for which the borrower finds it-con¬ 
venient to retain the use of the principal amount after the due date. It cannot 
in any sense be regarded as a sum naiped as thft amount to be paid 
in case of breach of contract within the meaning of s. 74 of the 
Contract Act. 

This view is, T think, in accordance with the decision in Mackintosh v. 
Crow (I. L B., 9 Oal., 689). 
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My answer to the second question, therefore, is that s. 71 of the 
Contract Act applies only to that part of the claim for interest which is in 
respect of the period from the date of the bond to the due date, and that it has 
no application to the claim for interest for the period from the due date to the 
date of realization. 

A. A. 0. 


NOTES. 

(See the Notes to Mackintosh v. Croto 9 Gal. 689 in the LAW BBPORTS REFBINTS.] 


Ct9 Cal. 401] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 19th February, lb92. 

Present; 

Mr. Justice Macpuerson and Mr. Justice Banerjee. 

Jamuna Parshad and another.Defendants, 2nd Party 

versus 

Ganga Pershad Singh and others.Plaintiffs 

and 

Hardhani Lai.Defendants, Ist party 

versus 

Ganga Pershad Singh and others.Plaintiffs.^ 

Hindu law—Joint Family—Mitakshara law—Mortgage of undivided 
shares in joint-family property—Consent of co-sharer. 

A, B ani C together formed a joint Mitakshara family. On the 27th June 1872, A and 
B, without the consent at C tor their own benefit and without legal necessity, executed a 
bond in favour of J and f^defendants, 2nd party), mortgaging to them certain joint proper, 
ties. On the 14ih August 1882 J and I obtained an ex parte decree on their bond against d , 
B and [iOl] C, and in execution mauziis Pipra and Baugra were put up to sale on the 16th 
March 1888, and purchased by H (defendant, 1st party). Prior to the institution by / and I 
of their suit. A, B and C on the 24tb August 1881, together mortgaged mauxas Pipra and 
Bangra to N. On the 13th March 1884. N obtained an ex parte decree on his mortgage, and 
in execution thereof raauza Pipra was sold on the 21st November 1884. The plaintiffs pur> 
chased the property, and duly obtained possession from the Court. In a suit by the plaintiffs 
for a declaration that the mortgage of the 27th June 1872 was invalid, and the decree and 
execution sale upon the basis thereof ineffectual as against them, and for confirmation of 
possession, and in the alternative that if the murtgage bond was valid that the amount due 
thereunder and chargeable on mouza Pipra might be deternuDed, and the plaiiiti|Es declared 
entitled to redeeWf upon payment of such amount,— lusld, that although A and j6 had no 
authority, without the onripent of their oo-sharer C, to mortgage their undivided shares to / 
and 1, yet as the plaintiffs derived their title from those mortgagors, they were not entitled to 
recover such shares without ^ying to II, who by his auction purchase had aoquirodthe rights 

*ApMBls from orifpnal decrees Nos. t04 and 127 of 1891, against the decrees Of 
F.W. Badoook, Esq., Ju^e of ISrhut, dated the 80th ot January 1881. 
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of tile mortgagees, the money advanced on the mortgage bond of 1872 with interest, and that 
the same was a ohatge on such shares. 

MaliabeerP«r$ad v. Bamyad Singh (12 B. L., R., 90; 20 W. B„ 192) applied in principle. 
Sadabart Prtuad SaJiu v. Foolha$h Roer [3 B. L. B., (F. B). 31; 12 W. B , (F. B.), 1] and 
Madho Parahad v. Mehrban Singh (I. L. R., 18 Oai,, 157, L. B., 17 I. A., 194) distinguished. 
NUakant Banerjaa v. Sureah Ohundra Mulltck (I. L. B., 12 Gal., 414) referred to. 

A JOINT Hindu family, governed by the Miiakshara law, consisted of two 
brothers, Kishandeo Narain Singh (deceased) and Barhamdeo Narain Singh, 
and a nephew, Baldeo Narain Singh. On the 27th June 1872, for their own 
benefit and without legal necessity, the two brothers Kishandeo and Barbam- 
deo, without the consent of their nephew Baldeo, who was a major at the time, 
executed a bond for Bs. 2,650 in favour of Jamuna Parshad and Ishri Parshad 
(defendants, 2nd party), mortgaging to them, among other loint-family proper¬ 
ties, taluka Bishanpur, in which was situated mauza Pipra, the property in 
suit. On the 24th August 1881, Kishandeo, Barhamdeo and Baldeo together 
mortgaged their joint property in mauzas Pipra and Bangra to one Narsingh Das. 
On the 25th July 1882, the defendants, [40Sj 2nd party, instituted a suit 
on their mortgage bond against the above-mentioned three members of 
the joint-family, and on the 14th August 1882 obtained an ex parte 
decree against them fpr Bs 7,439-12. In February 1884, Narsingh Das 
filed a suit on his mortgage bond, which was also decreed ex parte against 
the said three members on the 13th March 1884 ; and in execution mauza 
Pipra was sold b/ public auction on the 21st November 1884. The 
plaintiffs purchased the mauza and duly obtained possession from the Court. 
On the 16th March 1888, long subsequent to the date of the plaintiffs’ posses¬ 
sion, mauzas Pipra and Bangra were put up to sale in execution of the decree of 
the i4th August 1882, and purchased by Hardhani Lai (defendants, 1st party). 
This sale was confirmed on the 4th July 1888. 

In May 1889 the plaintiffs instituted the present suit against the auction- 
purchaser Hfurdhani Lai, the members of the joint family (defendants, 3rd party) 
and the mortgagees Jamuna Parshad and Ishri Parshad. 

In their plaint they set out the above facts, and also alleged that the 
defendant Hardhani Lai was setting up his auction purchase against their 
title, and was otherwise interfering with their peaceful possession. They alleged 
that Kishandeo and Barhamdeo were not the managers of the joint family ; and 
submitted that the mortgage of the 27th June 1872, having been executed by 
them for their own benefit and without the consent of their co-sharer Baldeo, 
was invalid; that the sale of the 16th March 1888 of mauza Pipra was bad for 
material irregularities, and on the ground that the property had been improperly 
sold contrary to the terms of the mortgage decree of the 14tb August 1882. 
The plaintiffs further submitted that the i ight of a subsequent mortgagee to 
redeem a prior mortgage could not be affected or taken away by a decree in a 
suit to which he was not a party ; and that as Narsingh Das was not a party to 
the suit of the defendants, 2nd party, although the latter were fully aware of 
the fact that his mortgage was in existence at the data of its institution, the 
Bft id mortgage decree did not bind him, or the plaintiffs who claimed through 
him, j>r•destroy their lien and right to redeem. The plaintiffs lastly submitted 
that, under the circumstances of the case, the utmost the defSndant Hardhani 
Lai had acquired by his auction purchase w'as a charge upon mauza Pipra 
for the amount that might properly be found to be due under the mort¬ 
gage of the 27th June 1872, and that upon its determination by the Court they 
were entitled to redeem upon payment of such amount. The plaintiffs pray^ 
that the Court might declare that the mortgage of the 27th June 1872 was 
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invalid; that the decree of the 14th August 1882 was not binding on them ; 
that the sale of the X6th March 1888 might be set aside or declared ineffectual 
as against them, and the plaintiffs confirmed in their possession ; and in the 
alternative that if the Court was of opinion that the said mortgage was valid, 
that it might determine the amount due thereunder and chargeable upon 
mauza Pi^ra, and declare the plaintiffs entitled to redeem upon payment of 
such amount. 

The defendant Hardhani Lai contended that Kishandeo and Barhamdeo 
were the managers of the joint family, and that the mortgage of the 27th June 
1872 was valid, as it had been executed by them as managers on behalf of 
and for the benefit of, the joint family, and Baideo had also acquiesced in it; 
that Nsrsingh Das was fully aware of the existence of the mortgage, and by 
his conduct in not having redeemed it and allowed execution proceedings under 
the decree of the 14th August 1882 to result in the sale to him, was bound by 
them, and the plaintiffs, who claimed through Narsingh Das and the de¬ 
fendants, 3rd party, were estopped from questioning the validity of the mortgage 
or the decree , that he was a hujul Me purchaser for value without notice; and 
that the sale of the 16th March 1888 was a good and valid sale. 

The defendants, 2nd party, further urged that the suit as one for redemp¬ 
tion was not maintainable, as all persons interested in the mortgaged proper¬ 
ties had not been made parties. 

The defendants, 3rd party, did not appear. 

The issues were as follows :— 

(1) Did the bond of June 27th, 1872, create a valid mortgage , and if so, 

upon what property 

(2) Are the plaintiffs bound by the decree of August 14th, 1882? 

(3) Are the plaintiffs estopped from contesting the view taken by the 

defendants of the effect of the bond and decree? 

[405] (4) Is this suit a fraudulent one instituted by the plaintiffs in collusion 
with defendants, 3rd party ? 

(5) Can the plaintiff sue to set aside the sale, dated 16th March 1888, 

on the ground of material irregularity ? 

(6) Was there any material irregularity in the publication or conduct 
of such sale ? 

(7) Was there any fraud in the conduct of the sale ? 

(8) What are the rights of the various parties ? 

The Judge found that Kishandeo and Barhamdeo were not the managers 
of the joint family, and that they had borrowed money upon the security of 
the mortgage of the 27th June 1872 for their own benefit and without the 
consent of Baideo. He therefore held, upon the authority of the case of 
Sadabart Prasad Baku v. Foolbash Koer (3 B. L. R., (F. B.), 31; 12 W. R., 
(F. B.), 1), that the mortgage was invalid. He also held that the mortgage 
covered taluka Bishanpur, mauxa Pipra and the other villages included therein. 
The Judge did not try the 8th issue : but decided all the other issues, with the 
exception of the second part of the first issue, in favour of the plaintiffs, and 
gave them a dec.ree, declaring the mortgage of the 27th June 1872 and the 
decree and sale based upon it invalid, setting aside the sale, and confirming the 
plaintiffs’ possession. 

The defendant Hardhani Lai appealed to the High Court. The defendants, 
2nd party, also filed a separate appeal from this decision.. The two appeals 
were heard together. 
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llabu Dmakali Mookerjee, iEfaba Hem Chunder Banerjee, and Bahu Bajmdra 
Nath Bose for the appellants. 

Mr. C. Gregory, Dr. Bash Behan Ghose, and Babu Tara/podo Chowdhry 
for the respondents. 

Babu Omakali Mookerjee contended that the mortgage of the 2Jth June 
1872i although executed by two of the three members of the joint family, was 
in reality a mortgage of joint-family property by the managers, and was there¬ 
fore perfectly valid. When the suit was instituted upon that mortgage, Baldeo 
did not resist the claim of the mortgagees on the ground that he had not executed 
the deed, and a decree was. passed against all three members of the family. 
The appellant Hardhani Lai was no party to the suit. [406] He was a perfect 
stranger, and by his auction purchase had acquired a good title to the property 
in dispute, which the plaintiffs wene estopped from questioning. But supposing 
that the two brothers Kishandeo and Barhamdeo had no power to execute a 
valid mortgage of the entire joint-family property, the mortgage, so far as their 
two-third shares were concerned, was perfectly valid. The Full Bench ruling 
in Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Foolbash Koer [3 B L. E. (F. B ), 31 ; 12 W. B. 
(F. B.), Ij did not apply, inasmuch as in the present case the question as to 
the validity of the mortgage had been raised in the lifetime of the mort¬ 
gagors, and before their rights had passed to Baldeo or any other person by 
survivorship. The case*of Mahabeer Persad v. Bamyad Singh (12 B. L R., 90 ; 
20 W. B., 192) was clearly applicable. That decision had been approved of 
by the Privy Council fn Madho Parshad v. Mehrban Singh (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 
157 ; L. B., 17 I. A , 194). The appellant’s rights, therefore, amounted to this, 
that he had acquired a good title to the two-third shares of Kishandeo and 
Barhamdeo, subject to the plaintiff's right to redeem them, and had also 
acquired the right to redeem the remaining third share of Baldeo, over which 
there could be no doubt the plaintiffs had a mortgage lion. The plaintiff’s suit 
for redemption was not maintainable, because he had not made all the persons 
interested in the mortgaged properties parties to it— Nilakant Banerji v. Suresh 
Chandra Mulhck (I. L. B., 12 Cal, 414). He further contended that the 
plaint and evidence disclosed no cause of action. 

Mr. Gregory submitted that the cause of action was sufficiently stated in 
the plaint, which contained a distinct allegation that the defendant, Ist party, 
was setting up his auction purchase against the plaintiff’s title, and was other¬ 
wise interfering with their peaceful possession, and th|bt as the defendants 
had not taken this objection in their written statements or at the trial, no 
evidence was offered, and they should not be allowed to take it in appeal. He 
relied upon the Full Bench ruling in Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Foolbash Koer 
[3 B. L. B. (F. B.), 31 :12 W. B. (F. B.), 1]. and submittedsthat the case of 
Mahabeer Persad v. Bamyad Singh (12 B. L. B., 90 ; 20 W. B., 192) had no 
application; [#07] but he contended that if the Court was of opinion that 
Mahabeer Persad’s case did apply, and that the plaintiffs had only the right to 
redeem, and the suit was bad for defect of parties, that the Court should take 
into consideration the view which the Court below took of the plaintiff’s rights 
in consequence of which it did not try the 8th issue, and not dismiss the suit, 
but remand it in order that all persons interested in the mortgaged properties 
might*be* added as defendants. • 

The jadgment of the Court (Macphebson and Banebjee, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

The suit out of which these two appeals arise was brought by the plain¬ 
tiffs, respondents, on the following allegations, viz., that two persons, Kishandeo 
and Barhamdeo, who with a third, Baldeo, formed a Mitakshara joint family 
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now represented by the defendants, Srd party, exeouted in favour of defendants, 
2nd party, Jamuna Prashad and Ishri Frashad, on tlie 27th June 1872, a bond 
mortgaging certain properties, not very clearly described; that defendants, 
2nd party, on the 25th July 1882, brought a suit upon the bond and 
obtained a decree against the said Kishiindeo and Barhamdeo and also against 
Baldeo, 4nd in'execution of that decree improperly put up to sale mauzas ^pra 
and Bangra, which were purchased by defendant, Ist party, Hardhani Lai, on 
the 36th March 1888; that before the institution of the suit by defendants, 2nd 
party, Kishandeo, Barhamdeo, and Baldeo in August 1881 mortgaged to one 
Narsingh Das the mauzas Pipra and Bangra; that Narsingh Das, having on the 
13th of March 1884, obtained a decree on his mortgagi, caused the mortgaged 
property, mauza Pipra, to be sold in execution, and the plaintiffs purchased 
the same on the 21st of November 1884 anc^ duly obtained possession ; that the 
mortgage to defendants, 2Dd party, was invalid and the sale at their instance 
was irregularly held; and that the defendant, 1st party, was setting up his* 
auction purchase against the plaintiffs and offering opposition to their peaceful 
possession. And the plaintiffs prayed that the Court might declare that the 
mortgage bond of the 27th June 1872 was invalid, and the decree and the 
execution sale upon the basis thereof ineffectual as against them ; and that if 
the Court was of opinion that the said mortgage bond was valid, it might 
determine the amount of the lien chargeable [408] upon Pipra and declare the 
plaintiffs' right to redeem on payment of such amount. 

Defendant, 1st party, resisted the claim on various grounds, and maintained 
that his auction purchase was valid; and defendants, 2Dd party, urged in 
addition that the suit as one for redemption could not proceed, as persons 
interested in the other properties mortgaged jointly with Pipra were not made 
parties to the suit. Defendants, Srd party, did not appear. 

The parties went to trial upon various issues, of which it is necessary to 
notice here only two, namely, the 1st and the 8th, which were as follows:— 

“ 2sf.--Did the bond of lune 27th, 1872, create a valid mortgage; and, if 
so, upon what property ? ” 

“ 8th. —What are the respective rights of the various parties ? ” 

In the view which the Court below took of the case, it was not necessary 
to consider the 8th issue. But it decided all the other issues, except the second 
pare of the first, in favour of the plaintiffs, and gave them a decree, declaring 
the mortgage of 1872 and the decree and sale based thereon invalid, and 
confirming the plaintiffs’ possession. 

Against that decree these two appeals have been preferred by the defend¬ 
ant, 1st party, and defendants, 2nd party. They were heard together, and the 
points urged were— 

first, that the mortgage bond of 1872, though exeouted by %wo only of 
the three joint owners, was binding upon all the three ; 
second, that at any rate the mortgage was valid as regards the shares 
of the mortgagors, or that the bond created an equitable charge ss 
regards those shares; 

third, that the suit, so far as it was one for redemption, pould not 
proceed by reason of defect of parties ; and 
fourth, that tbe plaintiffs had no cause of action. 

As to the first point, there is no sufficient evidence to show that the two 
executants of the bond were acting as managers for the joint family. Great 
stress was laid upon the fact that Baldeo, the remaining member of the joint 
family, allowed the decree on the bond to be passeiiagainst him; but seeing &at 
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the suit which [409]re8ulted in that decree was instituted after the mortgage 
to Narsingh, through whom the plaintiffs claim, neither that decree, nor the 
fact of Baldeo not having objected to the decree being passed against him, 
would be any evidence against them. 

The fourth point also must be decided against the appellants, as no such 
objection was raised in the Court below, though the plaintiffs made a distinct 
allegation in paragraph 10 of the plaint that their peaceful possession had been 
interfered with by the defendant, Ist party. If the objection had been taken 
in time, it might have been met by evidence. We think it too late for the 
defendants to raise it now. 

Upon the second point the Court below has decided against the appellants 
upon the authority of Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Foolbash Koer [3 B. L. B., (E. 

31; 12 W. B. (F. B.}, 1]. But we do not think that case settles the present 
question. It is true that the mortgSIge here was one by two out of three undivided 
coparceners in respect of joint property without the consent of the third, in order 
to raise money for the benefit of those two and not for that of the family ; and it 
is true also that the Full Benchin Sadabart’s case held that one co-sharer ‘ had no 
authority, without the consent of his co-sharers, to mortgage his undivided 
share in a portion of the joint-family property, in order to raise money on his 
own account, and not for the benefit of the family , ’ but the question whether 
the mortgaged interest could bo recovered without redemption was expressly 
left undecided, as the facts were not suiliciuntly stated to enable the Court to 
determine that ques||ion. Moreover, the question of th|j validity of the mort¬ 
gage in Sadabart’s case was raised by the non-alienating coparcener, who did 
not claim through the mortgagor, and to whom the interest of the latter had 
passed by survivorship , whereas in the present case that question is raised not 
by persons claiming the mortgagor’s interest by survivorship, but by persons 
claiming the same under a subsequent alienation made by those mortgagors 
jointly with their co-sharer. 

In the case of Mahabeer Persad y. liamyad Smgh (12B.L.B., 90; 20 W.E., 
192), which was decided after the Full Bench case of Sadabart Prasad Sahu 
V. Foolbash Koer L3 B. L. B. (F. B.), 31. 12 W. B. (F. B.), Ij, a father and his 
elder son, without legal necessity, C4103 and without the consent of a minor 
son who was their coparcener, had mortgaged their joint property, and a suit 
was brought to set aside the alienation in the lifetime of the mortgagors; and a 
Division Bench of this Court (Purae and AinsIiIE, JJ.), while setting aside the 
alienation in the interest of the minor, directed that on recovery of the property, 
it should be held and enjoyed in defined shares, and that the shares of the 
father and his elder son should be jointly and severally subject to the lien thereon 
of the mortgagees for the sum advanced by them with interest until repayment, 
the reason for making the loan an equitable charge Upon these shares being 
that a decree without such qualification would have the effect of restoring their 
property 4o the father and son, and leaving them at the same time in possession 
of the money which they had borrowed on its security—a result that would 
have been contrary to equity and good conscience. The last-mentioned decision 
was approved by the Judicial Committee in Madho Parshad v. Mehrban Singh 
(I. L. B., 18 Cal., 157; L. B., 17 I. A.. 194). 

The present case differs from the cases of Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Fool- 
bash' toer [3 B. L. B. (F. B.), 31; 12 W. B. (F. B.). 1] aad Madho Parshad 
V. Mekrban Singh (I. L. B., 18 Cal., 157 ;'‘L. B., 17 I. A , 194) in this, that the 
mortgage is here sought to be declared invalid by persons claiming under the 
mortgagors, and not as in those two oases by persons to whom the interests of 
the mortgagors had passed by survivorship. It differs also apparently from the 
case of Mahabeer Persad v. Bamyad Singh (12 B, L. B., 90; 20 W. B., 192) in 
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fchisi that iihe persons who would benefit directly by the setting aside of the 
mortgage are not as in that case the mortgagors themselves, but are persons 
deriving title from them and their oo-sharer jointly. But the persons who 
would ultimately benefit by the unqualified setting aside of the mortgage would 
be the mortgagors, they retaining in that ease the mortgage money as well as the 
fuU value of their interest in the mortgaged property —a result no less contrary 
to equity and good conscience than if they had retained the mortgage money 
and the property itself ; and therefore, as far as the point under consideration is 
coQcemed, the present case does not really differ from that of Mahabeer Persad, 
C4if3 and should be governed by the principle which was held applicable to 
that case. We are, therefore, of opinion that though Kishandeo and Barhamdeo, 
the mortgagors, had no authority, without the consent of their oo-sharer Baldeo, 
to mortgage their undivided shares to defendants, 2nd party, yet the plaintiffs, 
who derive title from tiiose mortgagors, are hot entitled to recover their shares 
without paying to the defendant, 1st party, who has by his auction purchase 
acquired the rights of the mortgagees, the money advanced under the 
mortgage of 1872 with interest, which should he considered as an equitable 
charge on the said shares. In other words, the only right which the plaintiffs 
have got as against defendants, 1st party and 2nd party, is the righc to redeem. 

It was faintly contended before us that mauza Pipra was not covered by 
the mortgage of 1872 ; but, having regard to the terms of the mortgage bond, 
we think the Court bqjow was quite right in holding that such a contention is 
wholly untenable. < 

It remains now to consider the third point raised before us. The only 
claim that the plaintiffs are, in our opinion, entitled to make being one for 
redemption, the suit cannot proceed unless all the persona interested in the 
properties originally mortgaged in 1872 are before the Court [see Nilakant 
Banerjee v. Suresh Chwndra Mullick ( I. L. B., 12 Cal., 414)]. And as 
those persons have not all been made defendants, we were asked to dismiss 
this suit for defect of parties. We do not think, however, that that would 
be the proper order in this case. In the view that the Court below took 
of the plaintiffs’ tights, they were entitled to a declaration that the defend¬ 
ants, 1st party and 2nd party, had no claim against them, and they were 
entitled to the property in dispute without redeeming the same; and the 
Court below did not, therefore, consider itself called upon to make any 
persons parties to the suit who were necessary parties to it if it was a suit for 
redemption. As, however, that view is in our opinion incorrect, and as the 8th 
issue raised in the case has now to be decided, we think the proper course to 
take in this case will be to send the case back to the Court below to try the 
suit as one for redempttion after making ail necessary persons parties to it. 

The result is that the decree of the Court below will be set aside, and 
the case remanded to that Court for trial with reference to the directions con¬ 
tained in this judgment. The appellants will be entitled to the costs of these 
appeals, only one hearing fee being allowed. Other costs will be in the discretion 
of the Court below. 

C.D.P. Appeal allowed and case remanded. 


MOTES. 

[This equitablfl lien has been applied in several cases:—18 C.W.M., 815 ; 14 O.W.N., 
663 : 7 C.L.J., 644 18 O.L.J., Ml.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 18th March, 1892. 

Present; 

Mb. Jdsticb O’Kinbaly and Mr. Justice Ameer All 


Meer Mahomed Israil Khan.Plaintiff 

versus 

Sashti Churn Ghose and others.Defendants.^ 


Muhammadan law — Wahf—Settlement m favour of the settlor's family with the 
reservation of a life interest in part or the whoh of the income for the settlor 

—“ Charitable ”—“ Religious" 

A wakf in favour of the settlor’s children and kindred in perpetuity, with a reservation 
of a part or the whole of the income thereof in favour of the Rottlor for his own use during 
hie lifetime, is valid. • 

Mahomed Ahsanulla Chowdhry v. Amarchand Kwndti (1 L R., 17 Oal., 498; L. R., 17 
I. A., 28) referred to. Rasamaya Dhur Ghowdhurtv Abut Fata Malunmd lahak {1. h. B,., 
18 Oal , 899) dissented from. 

In the construction of a deed of wakf, the words ‘ charitable ’ itnd ' religious ’ must be 
taken in the sense in whicH they arc understood in Muhammadan law. 

Two sisters, Azizunnissa Khatun and Eamrunnissa Khatun, were the 
owners, in possession, of the property in suit, which they hield as a stkmi taluq 
under the superior landlord. Azizunnissa owned a 10 annas, and Kamrunnissa 
the remaining 6 annas share in the property. On 17th Falgoon 1286 B. S. 
(28th February 1880), the two sisters by two duly registered wakfnamas, iden¬ 
tical in terms, made wakfs of their respective shares in various properties, 
including the property in suit. They oqnstituted themselves mutwalhs of their 
respective shares in the wakf properties, and [413] provided that upon the 
death of either of them the survivor should be mntwali or manager of both 
shares, that is, of the entire wakf properties, and that upon the decease of 
the survivor the plaintiff should be the mutwali. The plaintiff was a party to 
these two deeds. 

The material clauses of the wahfnama executed by Azizunnissa were as 
follows:— 

" * * I have no children. On 21st Kartick 1281 I executed a wakfnama 
dedicating the properties held and owned by me, as stated below, as well as 
the profits thereof, to God, in order to secure welfare in m^ passage to the next 
world, as well as for the purpose of providing expenses for good and charitable 
acts, and for the salvation of my soul. But the rules dictated by me for the good 
management and protection of the said properties, and for the use of its profits 
for good purposes, wore not clearly stated in the said wakfnama. The 
manner in which it had been worded has not fulfilled my intentions, 
for its expressions do net likely mean that the profits of my property 
should bp expended for good objects. Further, some other directions, 
such as my directions about monthly allowances, were*not stated as 
intended. Some of them are against Lluhadumadan law. Moreover, as Fakir- 
unnessa Khatun, whom I appointed on the former occasion as mutwalh, died 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 776 of 1891, against the decree of H. Peterson, Esq., 
District Judge of Faridpur, dated the 31st March 1891, reversing the decree of Babu 
Trailokya Nath Mitter, Subordinate Judge of Faridpur, dated the 29th of June 1889. 
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daring m; lifetime, it liq,s become necessary to confirm tbewahifnama previoasly 
executed by me, modifying the rules laid down in it. Having, therefore, 
consulted my wise and great and related oo-raligionists, I, in the possession of 
sound state of my mind, voluntarily fix the amended and correct rules given 
below for religious purposes, and for the use of the profits of my properties in 
pious acts, and in acts tending to the righteous path, and to benefit the people. 
The 17th Falgoon 1286. 

“ Paragraph 2.—During my lifetime, or so long as I wish, I shall myself 
make gift to the poor and indigent, and maintain and clothe them and supply 
their other expenses according to the rules observed during the Bamzan, Eed, 
Bakri-Eed, Barwafat, and other festivals, in my capacity as mutwalli. 1 shall 
supply my own (personal) expenses from the remaining income of the pro¬ 
perty. No one will get monthly allowance during my lifetime. [4143 On my 
death, from the income of the wakf property, specified in the schedule below, 
the Government revenue, collection charges, and expenses connected with liti¬ 
gation, as well as a sum of Bs. 400 a year, as monthly allowance to the 
m/utwalh for the time being, shall be paid in the manner stated below. From 
what remains or shall be collected, monthly allowances in the manner stated 
below shall be given to my relatives and old servants managing their duties in 
proper and dutiful manner. Half of what remains shall be expended according 
to the custom for the festivals of Ramzan, Eed, and Bakri-Eed, and other 
religious ceremonies, find in making gifts to the poor and,indigent, and in main¬ 
taining travellers and persons who take shelter after sunset. The remaining 
half of the profits shall bs kept with the mtiiwalli as a ready and separate fund 
for the protection of the property from danger. 

" Paragraph 3.—After my death, from the profits of the wakf property 
collected, or from whatever collections be made, in case the profits decrease in 
consequence of accidents, such as the washing away of any property by river, or 
in consequence of any property becoming a chur, or becoming unfruitful by reason 
of inundation and drought, the monthly*allowance due to the mutwalli shall be 
paid from what remains, the mutwalli shall proportionally pay, as he thinks 
proper, all the monthly allowances and other expenses. If any one of the per¬ 
sons to whom monthly allowance was not allowed hereditarily, that is, allow¬ 
ance descending from son to grandson, should die, then the amount of such 
person’s monthly allowance should be added to the fund reserved for the pro¬ 
tection of the property. Should the money of the fund be not expended in 
consequence of unavoidable consequence, then within a time, not more than 
eight years, a fourth share of the mouey of the said fund shall be reserved in it, 
and the remainder ui^pd in purchasing other properties for the enlargement of 
the wail/property, and for being added to it. The mutwalli shall in no way 
be competent to appropriate the said money to his own use. Should the pro¬ 
perty be enlarged and the income of it be increased, then one-third of the said 
additional income shall be added to the monthly allowance of the mutwalli, and 
the remainder to the charitable fund stated above, and expended aocoiriing 
to the rule fixed.” 

[419J Then followed provisions for the improvement of the wakf,pTopeiby, 
the payment of^existing and future debts incurred by Azizunnissa, for c^iarita- 
ble gifts, gifts to saints, the entertainment of persons on the Eed, Ba^-Eed, 
and other festivals, and daring the month of Bamzan, and of travellers, and 
the care of the poor and indigent of her village, and a declaration that the 
persons entitled to monthly allowances set out in the schedule should not have 
any right to claim the same in her lifetime. 
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After some further provisions she proceeded * * '*1 shall not be competent 
to change the mutwalli appointed by this wakfnama, or to execute any other 
toakfnama regarding the said property, or any other document, etc., containing 
other conditions’^' * * 

“ Paragraph 13.— Out of the annual profits of the wakf property, as 
specified in the schedule below, the mutwalh shall get an annual allowance of 
Bs. 400. From what remains the persons named below shall get an annual 
allowance of Bs. 1,860, and half of what remains after deducting the said 
allowances shall be expended in the performance of the Bamzan, Eed, and 
other ceremonies, as stated in'the third paragraph, and the remaining, half shall 
be included in the fund kept apart for the protection of the property. 

Schedule. 

The names of the aUowance-holders. 

N amoB. Allowance. 

■Bs. 

Kamrunnissa Khatun, sister of the executant—annual allow¬ 
ance during her life ... •... ... ... 480 

Syedunnessa Khatun, husband's name Mir Mahomed .\bdurrub 
—annual allowaifoe to be held hereditarily from son to grand¬ 
son and other heirs ... ... .^. ... 180 

Moulvie Syed Meazum Hosain Saheb, son of the sister of the 
mother of the executant. On his death her grand-daughter, 

Sekendra Khatun, the eldest daughter of Mir Mahomed 
Abdurrub, to get the annual allowance descending from son to 
grandson and other heirs hereditarily ... ... ... 300 

C«6l Mir Mahomed Israil Saheb, Khan Bahadur, eldest son, 
Fakirunnessa Khatun, daughter of the executant’s brother, to 
get a monthly allowance, descending from son to grandson and 
so on to successive heirs * ... ... ... 600 

Taffazzul Hosain Saheb Daroga, the son of the executant’s 
uncle, to get an annual allowance ... ... ... 180 

On his death his widow, Azizunnessa Khatun, to get the said 
Bs. 180 annually during her lifetime, provided she leads a 
chaste life and do not marry again , and if a son be born of the 
said Daroga Saheb, then the allowance to descend from son to 
grandson and so on. 

Bamnidi Neogi and on his death, his son and grandson and so 
forth, to gat annual allowance of ... ...* ... 120 


1,860 

Azizunnissa and Kamrunnissa acted as mutwalhs during their lifetime. 
Azizunnissa died first, whereupon her sister Kamrunnissa, in accordance with 
the terms of the wakfnamas, became the mutwalh of the entire wakf estate. 
But a purdanashin lady, and therefore unable to look after the manage¬ 
ment herself, she at first appointed her «husband, Abdul %arim Khan, her 
general mukhtar ; and, upon certain differences arising between them, she 
cancelled the power she had given him, and appointed the first two defendants, 
Sashti Churn Ghose and Jogeshur Ghose, her general mukhtars by a dtdy 
registered am-nmkhtamama. In the year 1291 Kamrunnissa as muttoalli^ 
granted an ijara of the properties in suit to the third defendant, who was a 
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brother of the first two defendants. Default having been made in payment of 
the rent due to the superior landlord, he brought a suit and obtained a decree 
against Kamrunnissa. She having died in 1886, the name of her husband was 
substituted in the decree in her stead, and in execution thereof the property in 
suit was put to sale and purchased by the first three defendants in the name of 
the fourth. 

Thereupon, the plaintiff as mutwalh instituted a suit for the 
recovery of the property from the defendants. He alleged that the first two 
defendants, Sashti and Jogeshur, were the servants of the wakf estate, and 
were entrusted with the entire management of the dedicated properties, that 
it was their duty to look after and protect the same, to realize the rents from 
the tenants, and to pay the amounts due to the zemindar , that the first three 
defendants were uterine brothers living joint in food and estate, and that the 
tjara was taken by them jointly in the name of the third defendant; that 
they did not pay the rent due to the zemindar nor satisfy the rent decree 
obtained by him against Kamrunnissa, although they bad at the time in their 
hands sufficient funds belonging to the n<aA;/estate; that they gave no notice 
of the execution proceedings to Kamrunnissa, or on her death to the plaintiff 
and that they brought about the sale in an irregular and fraudulent manner. 
He charged that their conduct amounted to breach of trust, and submitted that 
they were not entitled to retain the propertv purchased by them. 

The plaintiff, ac^cordingly, prayed that the sale might be set aside and 
possession of the disputed propertv be decreed to him m^nutwalh. 

The defendants pleaded, inter aha, that the plaint disclosed no cause of 
action, and that the suit was bad for non-joinder of parties. They alleged that 
the plaintiff had renounced Muhammadanism, and therefore was not entitled 
to act as mutwalli of a Muhammadan toakf; that the wakfnamas set up by the 
plaintiff were fraudulent and fabricated documents, that the ladies had no 
power to make a wakf; that the property in suit was not wakf, and had never 
been treated as such , that they were not the tehsildars of the wakf estate ; 
that they were not Kamrunnissa's am-mukhtars, but only had charge of her 
law-suits ; and that they were innocent purchasers for value. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the wakfnamas had been duly executed 
by the ladies, that they weie genuine deeds, and had been acted upon and 
covered the property in suit; that the first and second defendants not only 
managed and conducted law-suits, but realized monies from the tenants, paid 
Government revenue as well as the zemindar’s rent, and did everything in con¬ 
nection with the C4183 wakf estate He also found that it was the defendant 
Sashti Churn who conduct^ Kamrunnissa’s defence in the rent-suit, and that 
both the first and second defendants were perfectly well acquainted with 
the provisions of the wakfnamas, and with such knowledge acted as amlas 
of the waV estate. He also found that in consequence of their position, the 
defendants were bound to protect the property in suit, and that the default in 
payment of the rent to the zemindar was intentional so as to facilitate the sale 
and the purchase by them of the property ; that instead of giving notice to 
the idaintiff of the execution proceedings or taking any other steps for its 
protection from sale, the defendants themselves appeared as bidders and pur¬ 
chased the property for an inadequately small price. He held that the three 
brothers were joiint in food and estate, and were jointly interested in the tjara. 
He was of opinion that the wakf was valid, and that the plaintiff had suffi¬ 
ciently established fraud to entitle him to a decree. 

He accordingly gave the plaintiff a decree, directing the defendants to 
reoonvey the property to the plaintiff on his paying into Court the purchase- 
money with interest. 


726 



, SASHTl OHUBN OHOSE Ae. fl 892 } 19 Ga). .410 

* 

On appeal th$ Distrioti Judge upheld the findings of the Subordinate Judge 
that the wctkfnamas had been duly exeouted bv the ladies, and that they were 
genuine doouments and been acted upon; but as he was of opinion that the 
deeds of wakf showed no substantial dedication for charitable or religious pur¬ 
poses, and that pfovision for the members of the family was the primary object 
of the grantor, and*the application of the funds to purposes covered by them 
merely contingent, aid that therefore the settlements were practically a family 
arrangement, he held, upon the authority of the case of Mahomed Ahsanulla 
Chowdhry v. AmarcJuind Kuiidii (1. L. B , 17 Cal . 498 ; L.K., 17 I. A., 28), 
that the wakfs were invalid. 

Upon the question whether the side was fraudulently brought about by the 
first three defendants, or was the result of the omission of the first and second* 
defendants to do what they were hound to do os general agents, the Judge 
agreed with the Subordinate Judge in finding that the first two defendants 
were the agents for Kamrunnissa un(l(<r a general power-of-attornev, and acted 
[4193 for her and transacted all business ci.nnected with the property, and that 
the three defendants were jointly interested in the tjina; but diReredfrom him 
in finding that the itgencv ceased on the death of Kamrunnissa and had not 
been renewed hy the plaintiR', and that there was nothing to show that the 
first two defendants had funds in their hands and allowed the arrears to remain 
undischarged and so bring the property to sale. He came to the conclusion 
that there was “no fraud or collu.sion on the part of the^defendants in failing to 
give notice of the sale to the plaintiff, or any mishohavioiir and misconduct on 
the part of the defendants as vvould e.iititle the plaintiff to ask for a cancelment 
of the sale proceedings and an invalidation of tlio defendant's purchase.” 

The Judge accordingly decreed the appeal, reversing the judgment and 
decree of the First Court, and dismissing tins plamtiff’s suit. The plaintiff 
appealed to the High Court 

The Advocate-General (Sir Chnrle<t Vaul), Moiilvi Mahommed Yusuf, 
Moulvi Setajui Ishuii, and Moulvi Si/itd Shammil fliido for the Appellant. 

Mr. Pugh, "Mr. Juroh, and Haliu (lolab Chinid>'r Sircui for the Bespondents. 

The Adi-ncote-dencKii, on hehall of the appellant, contended that the first 
two defendants wire in a fidneiary jKisition in relation to the ivakf estate, and 
therefore could not purchase the property , that being in such a position they 
should have paid the rout due to the superior landlord, and that there ought to 
have been sutficient funds in thoir hands for that purpose. He also contended 
that the wakf was valid, and relied upon the case of Ihw d. Jaun Beehee v. 
Abdoltah liaiher ^Fulton, .'14.'5) 

Mr. Pugh, on behalf of the respondents, argued tiiat tlie first two defend¬ 
ants were not in a fiduciary position after the death bf Kamrunnissa, as her 
death had put an end to the agency . tliat tiiore was no obligation on them to 
pay the rent to the superior landlord, nor had they iit^the time any money in 
their bauds to pay it, that the i/aTudar was in no way responsible tor the rent 
previous to his nara; that the plaintiff knew of the sale, and under the 
circumstances the purchase hy the defendants, even if it be [ 420 ^ held that they 
were agents, was valid, us there was no fraud or collusion. As regarded the 
validity of the wakf, he submitted that the Judge had found that the wakf was 
invalid, and that the intention was to create a family settlement, and that 
these conclusions being findings of fact could not be impugned in special appeal; 
that the obiect of the loakf was to settle the property in perpetuity on the 
family of the settlor and not for really charitable purposes; that the ladies 
bad not divested themselves of the property from the moment of the execution 
of the wakf, hut from the date of their death; and that therefore it could not 
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be valid aw wakf. He relied upon the following authoritiee :—Mahomed 
Hamtdullii Khan v. Lotful Hug (1. L, R., 6 Cal., 744), Fatima Bibee v. Arijff 
IsmaUjee Bham (9. G. L. R., 66), Abdul Ganne Kasam v. Hmsen Mtya 
Bahimtula (10 Bom. H. C., 7), Ktzamudm Onlam v. Abdul Gafur (1. L. R., 
13 Bora., 2G4), Paihukutti v. Avathalakutti (I. L. R., 13 M^d., 66), Mahomed 
Ahsanulla Choirdhnri v. Amarchand Kundu (I. L. R„ 17 Cal., 498, L. R., 17 
1. A. 28), and Uasamaya Dhur Chowdhim v. Abul Fata Mahomed Ishak (1. L. 
R., 18 Cal., 399). 

The Court (O'Kinealy and Ameer Ali, .U.) delivered the following 

judgments: -- 

Ameer All, J. —This appeal arises out of a suit brought by the plaintiff 
under the following circumstances •—Two Muhammadan ladies of the name of 
Azissunnissa and Kimirunnissa. respectively, ^vvere the owners, in possession, of 
the property in suit held as a ahtkmi talug under the superior landlord. In 
the year 1286 they purported to make a loakf of their shares in various pro¬ 
perties, including the one in suit. The trakfnamn of Azizunnissa alone has 
been translated and printed in the paper-book ; hut the terms of both are 
said to be iiientical Both the ladies hy their respective deeds constituted 
themselves viiittrallis in respect of the shares dedicated by themselves. And 
they provided that upon the death of either, the survivor should be 
the mutiralli or manager in respect of both shares, in otiior words, of 
the entire dedicated „ property, and that ujion her decease the plaintiff 
should be the uiutwalh. The plaintiff veas a party to these deeds of 
loakf, which were duly registered m accordance with the provisions of the law 
[4313 in foice at the time. .Azizuiiiiissa appears to have died first, whereupon 
Kamrumiissa became, under the ivakfnuma, the niutttalh of tho entire U'akf 
estate. Prom her position as a purdanaihin lady she was naturally unable to 
oari’y on personally the work of management, which was entrusted at first to 
her husband, and after his dismissal to the first two defendants, who are 
brothers, hv arogisteied ain-viukhlarnama. In 1291 Kamiunnissa leased out 
the properties in suit to the third defendant, a brother of the first two A 
default having been committed in the payment of the rent due to the superior 
landlord, lie brought a suit and obtained a deciee against Katnrunnissu. She 
died in 1886, and the decree was executed bv the subiftitution of the name of 
Kamixinnissa’s husband in her stead, and the property in suit was put up to 
sale and purchased by tlie first three defendants in the name of the fourth. 

The plaiiitifl brings this si!it to recover this property from the defendants. 
He alleges, in -iiihstance, tliat the first two defendants, Sashti and Jogeshur, 
were the trusted servants of the wakf estate, and had the entire charge of tho 
properties , that their<'dut> was to look after and protect the same, to realize 
the rents from the tenants, and Lo pay the amount payable to the zemindar ; 
that the ifnra was taken by the three brothers jointly ; that they did not pay 
the zemindar's rent, ^ough they had in their iiands money belonging to the 
wakf estate; that they gave no notice of the execution proceedings to the 
plaintiff, and that they ’brought about the sale in an irregular and fraudulent 
manner. He charges that their conduct was in breach of their fiduciary 
obligations, and he alleges that tiiey are not entitled to retain the property 
purcliasefl by tbopi. He accordingly claims the recovery of the same.* 

The defendants raised various defences They pleaded, inter aha, want 
of a cause of action on the part of the plaintiff and non-joinder; they alleged 
that the plaintiff was not a Mussulman ; that the wakfnama put forward by 
the plaintiff was a fabricated document; that the ladies had no power to make 
a wakf; that the proper^ was never called wakf; that they were never the 
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tehsildars of the estate; that they were only chargerl with the conduct of 
KamrunniHsa’s law-suits, and that they were innocent purchasers. 

[422] The Subordinate Judge framed several issues in the case, but it is 
unnecessary to set them out in detail. Siiortlv speaking, he found that the 
deeds of wakf were genuine , that the defendants Nos. 1 and 2 not only manag¬ 
ed the law-suits, but realized monies from the tenants, and paid Government 
revenue as well as zamindar’s rent, that they were in fact “ all in ail ” and 
did everything in connection with the u'akf estate. He found further that it 
was Sashti who conducted Kamrunnissa's defence in the lent-suit, and that 
both the defendants Nos. 1 and 2 were aware of the terms of the wakjaainas. 
In other words, he found, as a fact, that the defendants, with a full knowledge 
of the pi’ovisions contained in the wakfnamas, acted as amhis of the ivakf 
estate. He found also that, though from their position tliev were bound to 
protect the property, they took no steps for its protection from sale. He stated 
“ that the price was not fair is not denied.” He held iurther that all the three 
brothers, who were joint in food and estate, were interested in the ijara. And 
he was of opinion that the loakf was valid, and tliat fraud was suiliciently 
established. He accordingly made a decree, directing the defendants toreoonvey 
the property on the plaintiff paying into Court the purchase-iuoiiev with interest. 

On appeal, the Diebriot Judge agreed with the first Court in holding that 
the deeds of tvakf were genuine and wore duly executed by the ladies and 
acted upon , that the defendants Sashti and Jogeshur transacted all business 
connected with the (f^icated property under a general power-of-attorney, and 
that the interests of the tliree brothers were identical. But he held that there 
was “ no fraud or collusion on the part of the defendants in failing to give notice 
of the sale to the plaintiff, or any misbehaviour and misconduct on the pai’t of 
the defendants as would entitle the plaintiff to ask for a cancelment of the 
sale-proceedings, and an invalidation of the defendants' puichase.” 

He also hold that, in Ins opinion, the imA:/was invalid. This latter position 
I shall examine later. The Judge does not upset the finding of the first 
Court, that the defendants were aware of the tonus of the ivalfnamas 
in question, and acted as suh-managers to the mutwalli with a full knowledge 
of their position as such* nor does he hold that the defendant Sashti had not the 
C4i3l conduct of Kamrunnissa's defence in the rent-suit He seems to think 
that the death of Kamrunnissa absolved the defendants from all fiduciary 
obligation towards the estate In this view I cannot concur. Tiie Iiaiiilities 
which spring from fiduciary relations are too cllar to require discussion It is 
conceded that had Kamrunnissa been alive she could have claimed a reconvey¬ 
ance of the property from the defendants, independently of any question of 
fraud But it IS said, as the District Judge has said, th^t the plaintiff has no 
right to maintain such a suit. 

The position which the fiist two defendants held Jn connection with the 
estate is abundantly established, and both the lower Courts are agreed on that 
point. Though the defendants denied having anything to do with the estate of 
Kamrunnissa beyond looking after her law-suittf, though they denied all know¬ 
ledge of the wakf, going so far as to charge that the documents propounded were 
forgqri^> tt has been found that they were in fact entruaced with the entire 
charge of the dedicated property, that they transacted all Itusiness connected 
therewith; that they realized the rents, paid the m(^der jama, and were in 
fact “ all in all.” It has been found also that they were aware of the terms of the 
wakf, which showed that the plaintiff was the manager in succession to 
Kamrunnissa. Assuming for a moment that the wakf purported to be creat¬ 
ed by the ladies did not amount to a valid dedication, the utmost that can be 
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said is that the estate does not possess all the characteristics of a valid itiakf 
under the Muhammadan law. But how does that affect the position of the 
defendants ? Assuming that it was not an absolute wakf, there can be no 
doubt that the deeds represented an arrangement by which certain people took 
an interest in the properties which formed the bubject-inatter of that arrange¬ 
ment. Kamrunnissa had succeeded to the niitnagemcnt uhder the wakfnamas 
in question, and was in possession of the entire estate ae mutwalli. She was, 
in fact, and could only be, in possession of her sister’s share as a manager 
under that arrangement Since her death the plaintiff occupies that position. 
As manager, and therefore acting on behalf of the endowment, she appoint¬ 
ed the two defendants suh-raanagers, for that, it has lieen found, was their real 
position Ordinarily, no doubt, the (ieuth ui the principal would determine 
[424] the agency. In the pi'eseut case the defendants have not produced their 
am-mukhtarnama, though called upon to do sm It is, however, abundantly 
clear from the findings of the first Court, wlncn have not been reversed by the 
Judge, that the lady w.i i nuitlier t!ie ownei. nor dealt with the estate as her 
own, and that tliey uere not merely the umlas of tlie lady, as owner, but of the 
endowment, and tirat they acted in tbat ciipacit> witli a full knowledge of the 
circumstances and the position ot the pai lies Besides, they were Court vinkhtars, 
and had charge of all Court work connected with the estate In ni> opinion, it 
does not lie m their mouths to siy that their dduciary lelationsliip was one of 
a personal character which ceased with the death of Kainruninssa. The Judge 
does not had that thu*deftiiidants had been dismissed as'iuun us Kamrunnissa 
died. Any other conclusion, to mv mind, would liave a most mischievous 
tendency. Suppose, for example, the managing member of a joint iiiiidu family 
appointed a manager oi attorney to transaut the joint-taiuii> business, can it 
be contended that tlie death of the managing inomher would pul an end to the 
fiduciary relationship of the agent, and the succeeding managing member could 
not sue him upon the basis of such relationshi]i V 

.As regards tliat portion of the property which belonged to AKizunnissa, 
tbe position of the defendants is nowisi' different from tiiat of Kamrunnissa 
herself in relation to tlie ivo kf created b> hei sistoi mid the persons interested 
therein. Had Kamrunnissa purchased the projierty, tbe plaintiff, as represent¬ 
ing the endowment, could haire claimed a reuunvevandb from her. 

The District Judge has wholly overlooked these considerations. He 
seems to think the fiduciary relationship was puiely personal towards Kam¬ 
runnissa, and that as the plaiStiff has failed to establish actual fraud, he is 
not entitled to any relief. I think this cotiolusion to be erroneous. To my 
mind the fiduciary position occupiod bv tlie defendants had relation to the 
endowment. This agency was, no doubt, created by Ivamrunnissa, hut it is 
clear that they were the servants and agents not ot Kamrunnissa as owner, but 
of Kamrunnissa as manager , and tlie ageucv therefore could not and did not 
end with her death ; and that, therefore, whether there was actual fraud on 
their part or not, the plaintiff, as [420] representing tbe enifcwment, is 
entitled to demand a reconveyance just in the same way as Kamrunnissa could 
if she had been alive. 

1 have proceeded so far upon the assumption that the wakf .di^ not 
amount to a valid (.dedication. I now proceed to consider whether tbe view 
taken by the Judge as t§ the character of the wakf is correct or not. The 
Judge on this point says as follows :— 

'* The Subordinate Judge, on the nature of the deed, concludes that there 
is nothing in the law or the quoted authorities to prevent bequests in favour 
of relatives and their descendants in perpetuity being' inserted in a wakfnama 
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and that a deed with such recitals is a vabd wakf. Pio far as I understand the 
law, this argument is sound , that there is no prohihilion against inserting such 
provisions in a wa-kfnama in favour of relatives, whether the latter are indigent 
or not, even if the grants are unlimited. The question in the present case is, 
was the charitable or religious dedication the primary object of the lady, or 
did the deed merely incorporate family settlements with the reservation, nomi¬ 
nal as it IS contended, for such objects as to constitute a valid It 

must be admitted that the deeds show no substiMitial dedication for charitable 
or religious purposes. The annuities and allowances are determinate, the 
chaiges to be incurred for performance ot festivals are left undefined, and 
would necessarily have to be met from the lusulue of the annual income of the 
property, after satisfaction ot the fixed demands, if any such surplus were avail- 
aide. Under these circumstances, ^whatever may ho the income of the property 
devoted, it is evident that provision for the nicmbers of the family was the 
piirnarjt intention of the grantor, and the ajiphcatioii of the funds to purposes 
cove red by u'likfuaviaa merely contingent. The lower Court, ot course, had 
not the ruling of the Privy Council in Mahomed Alisanultn i'lioudhrij v. Amaj- 
vhand Kundu (1. L. R., 17 Cal , 498 , L. R , 17 1. A , 28} before it, as an author¬ 
ity in connection with anenquiiy as to the essential conditions necessary to 
constitute a valid/cuA;/. The facts of the present ease are not so iiionounced 
as the one the Privy Council dealt with, so far as the immediate motive was 
the aggrandisement of tlie family. This was practical^N a tainily settlement 
with recitals in the deads to represent them as u'ukpi(niui<^, in order to obtain 
advantages acciuiug to documents of that chaiacLer 

In the case of Mahomrd AhsanuUa Chiardhti/ \ Avunchund Kundu 
(I. L R., 17 Cal, 498. L R., 17 I. A., 28) referred to h\ the Judge, their 
Loidshipsol the Pnv\ Council expressly abstained fiom humg down any general 
definition. The words used hv tliem in this respect arc too important to be 
ignored They said - “Their Lordsliips do net attempt in this case to lay down 
any precise definition 'if what will consti'uto a v.ilid ivakf, or to determine how 
far provisions for the giantor’s family may’ be ougiafted on such a settlement 
without destroying its character as a charitable gift Thev aic not called iii>on 
by the tacts of this case to decide whether a gilt of iiruptrtv to clniritahle uses, 
which is only to take offdfct aftci the failure of all the gvantoi’s descendants, is 
an illusory gift, a point on which there have been conflicting decisions m 
India.” Nor do tlie facts of that G\ise or [he oi 11.'-snmuiiii idinr Chow- 
(ihurt V. Ahul hula ALiihoned Ixhak 11, fj R, l8,C,il., d99) citefl at the Rar by 
respondtfiit's counsel hear the ]past ‘inalogv to the present case It must 
not he understood, however, that 1 assent to the pi mciplos laid down in the 

latter case. • 

It was contended that the Judee has found that tlie irakf was not valid, 
and that the intention was to create a family settlement, and that these conclu¬ 
sions, being findings of fact, cannot be impugned in special appeal. I do not 
think this ocmtentiou could have been advanced seriously. Analysed properly, 
the Judge’s onnclusion amounts to this A waif (he seems to think), in order 
to be valid, inu.st be a substantial dedication for charitable or pious purposes in 
the English sense of the terms; here it is not so, ergo it is not a valid U'akf. 
This is as pure a question of law as can he imagined. The tw’o points which 
the Judge had to consider were, in my opinion, the followftig : -(i) What is 
necessary to constitute a law’ful wakf under the Mussulman law; and (ii) 
whether the wakfnaman in question comply with the requirements of a lawful 
wakf. Both these points involve questions of law. 

In dealing with the first question, viz., what is necessary to constitute 
a lawful waW under the Mussulman law, it is necessary to make one observa- 
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tion. In the Mussulman system law and religion are almost synonymous 
expressions, and are so intermixed [437] with each other that it is wholly 
impossible to dissociate the one from the other: iu other words, what is 
religious is lawful; what is lawful is religious. The notions derived from other 
systems of law or religion form no index to the understanding or administra¬ 
tion of the Mussulman law. The words “ piety ” and “ charity ” have a 
much wider signification in Mussulman law and religion than perhaps in any 
other. Every “ good purpose,” umjuh-vl-khatr (to use the language of the 
» Kifaya), which God approves, or by which approach (kurbat) is attained to 
the Deity, is a fitting purpose for a valid and lawful wakf. A provision for 
one’s children, for one’s relations, and under the Hanafi Sunni law for one’s 
self, IS as good and pious an act as a dedication for the support of the general 
body of tiie poor. The principle is founded on the religion of Islam, and 
derived from the teachings of the Prophet. * 

I will give here a few passages from some of the best known authorities 
to show how utterly opposed the view taken in this case is to the Muhammadan 
law The Fath-ul-kudtr '' sav8 -“ Literally, it (the word wakf) signities 
detention, . . . m law . according to the disciples, the tying up of 
property in such a manner that the substance iasl'-coipus) does not belong 
to anybody else excepting God, whilst tlie produce is devoted to human beings, 
or IS spent on whomsoever he (the waktf) likes, and the reason of it is that, 
though a desire to ^ipproach the Deity ikurbat) should form tiie ultimate 
motive of all wakfs, yet if, without such an (immediateJcdesive, a person were 
to dedicatic a property in favour of the affluent {agknia ^-***'), the wakj would 
be valid in the same way as a wakj m favour of the indigent or for the purposes 
of a mosque . for, in giving to the affluent there is as much kurbat as in giving 
to the poor or to a mosque, and though the profit may not have been given to 
the poor on the extinction of the attiuent [stillj it is loakj and will be treated 
as wakf even before their extinction. This jirinciple is founded on the reason 
that the motive lu all wakfs is to make one's self beloved by doing good to 

the living in this world and to approach the Almighty in the next. 

[428] ■ In wakf Islam is not a condition ; consequently if a Zimmt makes 
a ivnkf on lus children and bis posterity and- gives it at the end to the indigent, 
it is lawful [equally with that made by a Moslem]. And it is lawful in such 
a case to give the usufruct conditioned for the indigent to tlie poor of both 
Moslems and Zitnmis The wakif may lawfully condition to give the usufruct 
solely to the poor of thn Zimmis, and in that will he included -lews and 
Christians and Magians , or he may conditioB tliat a special body of them may 
get the produce (l) . . whatever condition the wakif makes, if it is not 

* A ooinmontary on *.hc lledaya frequently quoted in the Fatama Alanujiri, cited also ui 
Dne d. Jaitn Beebee v Abdallah Barber (Fulton, .SIS); muo Morley's Digest, Vol., 1, Iiitrod., 
p. cclxix 
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contrary to the Sharaa, will he lawful. And so long as the object is not sinful, 
the waktfm&y give to whomsoever he likes . . . According to Abu Yusuf the 
mention of perpetuity [or dedication to ati object of a permanent nature] is 
not necessary to constitute a valid wakf, for the words wakf and sadakah con¬ 
junctively or separately imply perpetuity . . In the Baiamika it is stated that, 
according to Abu Yusuf, when a wakf le made in favour of specific individuals, 
on their extinction the profits of the wakf will be applied to the poor (2) . . . 
Among the wakfs created by the Sahuha 1 companions of the Prophet], . 
the first is the wakf of Omar (ma> Ood be pleased with him) of his 
land called Samaqh [at Khaibar] . . . that created by Zobair bin [429] ^ 
Aww'am of Ins house for the support of his daughter who had been divorced 
(bv her husband), . . . that of Arkam Mukhzumi, on his children of his 

house called Dar-ul-lslam at Safa (near Mecca), where the Prophet used 
to preach Islam, and where many of the disciples, among them Omar, accepted 
the Paith . Baihaki in his Khilafiat has stated upon the authority of Abu 
Bakr Obaidulla bin Zubaii that (the Caliph) Abu Bakr (nriay Clod be pleased 
with him) had a house in Mecca which lie bestowed in charity upon his children, 
and that it is still in existence . . . .And Saad ibn Abi Wakkas bestowed in 
charity his houses in Medina and Egypt upon his children, and that wakf is 
still in existence, and (the Caliph) Osman (may God he pleased wjlih him) 
made a of 7?«7Wtt, .which exists until to-day, and Ainr-ibnal-Aas [the 
Amru of Euiopean history I, of his lands called \Vahat in Tayef, and of his 
houses in Mecca and Medina upon liis children, and that (wakf) also is still 
continuing (3) According to Abu Yusuf the wakif may lawfully retain 

the governance of the trust, or reserve the profits for himself during his lifetime. 
This has been fully dealt with by Kuduri in two parts . . The jurists, 

•If 
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Ahmed ibn-i-Abi Laila, Ibn Shabarma, Zahri, and others, Cii’303 agree with 
Abu Yusuf. Mohammed alone holds a contrary opinion. . . Abu Yusuf 

bases his rule upon the ptactice and sayings of the Prophet himself who used to 
eat out of the produce of the lands dedicated by him. . . Another proof in support 
of Abu Yusuf.'! rule is that the meaning of u'akf is to extinguish the right of 
property in one’s self and consign it to the custody of God. Therefore, 
when a person reserves the whole or u portion of the profits for himself, it does 
not interfere with the dedication, for that also implies the approval of the 
Almighty and is lawful. . . For example, if a man were to dedicate a caravan- 
serai and.make a condition that he may rest in it, ot a cistern and condition that 
he should take water from it, or a cemetery, and sa\ that he may be buried 
there, all this would he lawful [Fuitliei*] our Propliet (may the blessings of 
God be with him) has declared that a man’s ptoviding fur his subsistence is a 
sadakah (an act of piety or charity) This'Hodts ban boon substantially hand¬ 
ed down by a large ruimber (of people) and is autbentic, and Ibn Maja states 
from Mikdam bin Maadi Kanb that the Propliet declared tliat no gain of a 
man is so meritoiions as that which he earns by the laboui of his hands ; and 
that which he provides for tho maintenance and support of himself, the people 
of his household, his children and his servants, is ii Htuluhah. .\iul Imam 
Nisai (jj^om Hakia and he from liiihair has given t'lo same tradition in those 
words’—‘ Whatever thou i>rovidest for thyself is a itndakiih ' Ibn Ilahiln in liis 
Sahih states that Abu Said reports from the Prophet that anyone who acquires 
property' in a lawful niiinuer. and provides therewith for his maintenance and 
for that of the other creatuies of God, gives alms in the way of the Lord. . . 
And Dar Kutni reports from .Tsbir that the Prophet (may God’s blessing 
be with him) . . . declared that all “good acts are sadakah, and tliat a man 

providing subsistence for himself and his cliildren and his belongings, and for the 
maintenance of his position, is giving chavitv in the way of God. . . Tibratii 
has reported from Abi Tmamii that the Projiliet of God declared that a man 
making a provision for his own maintenance, or of his wife, or of liis kindred, or 
of his children, is giving sadakah. .'\nd in the Sahih of Muslim it is stated 
from Jahir that tiu' Projihot told a man to make a begintiing with himself and 
give tlie remainder to his ^4Sl3 kinfolk, -ill thi'sn t.}adifl(»is support Ahu 
Yusufs Hale and Sadr-iish-Shahid has laid doii n that ilcaisions nrr passed nccoid- 
ing to At» Yusufs opinion, and uv‘ decide according to it." (l) 
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t«82] I have quoted thie passage at length in order to show what the 
Mussulman law really is. That decisions are passed according to Abu Yusuf 
is also laid down in the Fataivn-Alamgiri iBaillie’s Dig (‘2nd ed.), p. 567 , 
Alamgir, Vol. II, p. 460]. 

As a matter of fact, there is absolutely no ditference among Mussulman 
lawyers of any school or sect regaiding the lawfulness of viakf in favour of 
one’s children and descendants. The authors of the lladil-ul-Muhtar (quoted 
in this country as the Shami) and of the Mifimua-ul-Anhnr lay that down in, 
distinct terms The latter is most exjilicit •—“ There is no difference if a 
person conditions the piohts 6l a vakt for Ins children, and accordingly iu such 
Rwakf male and female (children) will take together, unless he condition for the 
males alone ”(2). 

• 

With regard to the reserve of a iiart or the whole of the income by the 
v'ukif for his own use during his lifetime, Iheie is a divergence between Abu 
Yusuf and Mohammed. The forinei holds it to he lawful, and the rule laid 
dosvn by him is lecognizod as law in almost every Hanali country, with the 
exception, perhaps, of Bokhara It is tllie law in India, in Turkey, in Irak, 
Afghanistan and Tnmsoxiana In the Fatuun-AInmgiri it is statedJbhat the 
Fat tea is with Ahu Yusuf, in other words, decrees are parsed according to his 
rule In the ,l.s.»«/,the ^nzi Khan, the Kadif-iil-Mithtar, the Muimaa-ul-Anhat, 
Ghait-ui-tioj/an ,—in fact in every law work, it is lau^down that the rule of 
Ahu Yusuf IS the v*coginzed and accepted l.vw, and it was so distinctly 
enunciated in Dor d Jaini IWhtP v Abdullah iJarhrr (Fulton, 34.5), 
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In t)je Hdm (written in the sixth century of the Hegira and frequently 
quoted in the Alamgirt) the rule is thus stated :—“ If a man make a wakf with 
this condition that so' long as he lives he shall eat out of it and feed others, 
and on his death his children will have the same right in it, and similarly his 
children’s children in perpetuity ao long as his posterity lasts, that they should 
eat out of it and^feed others too; this wakf is valid on this condition. C<88] 
This is according to Abu Yusuf, and it is accepted as authority for the 
Fatwa." (1) 

There'are two other matters on which Abu Yusuf and Mohammed are at 
variance. According to Mohammed, a wak/ is not operative until it has been 
consigned to a mutwalh,, nor unless the ultimate application be destined for 
an unfailing object. According to Abu Yusuf, on the contrary, it is operative 
and obligatory the moment the ii'aktf declares he constitutes a particular pro¬ 
perty as wakj Nor is it necessary, according to him, to specify the ultimate 
application of the wakf. It is enough if the woid ua/r/isused, for that implies 
perpetuity, and if the reversion is not expressly .given to an unfailing object, 
the law will supply the deticiencj^ My meaning will_ be clear from the 
following passages. The Hadd-iil-Muhtar lays down .—" Abu Yusuf holds the 
declaration of wakf to be like a declaration respecting the emancipation of a 
slave. Acoordinglj he does not consider a transfer necessary. According to 
him the rvakf becomes binding and operative on mere declaration like the 
declaration for emancipation ... and it extinguishes the right of propeity, and 
this is stated in the Diirrar {aL-Ahka‘m\ and it ih coirecl". “ Perpetuity is a 
condition by consensus, but according to Abu Yusuf its mention is not neces¬ 
sary .... and if a man says ' 1 make tbis dedication on my children' and add 
nothing further, it is valid according to him .... According to Abu Yusuf the 
mention of the word wakf or sadakah implies perpetuity, and consequently it 
is stated in the ‘Book’ [Mukhtahur-al-Kuduri] that such a «>«&/■ is valid, 
and after the failure of the children it will be foi the poor, though they are 
not named, and tins is correct." 

The Bamz-ul-Hakatk, after stating the origin of wakfs, adds “ besides the 
incidents of a wakf are that it cannot be sold, nor can it be given bj gift, nor 
can it be inherited, and its produce may he spent on the poor and relatives and 
travellers, and the waktf maj eat thereof. . . And according to Abu Yusuf mere 
saying that, ' I have made this property wakf,’ is sufficient to extinguish the 
proprietary right of the waktf, for by that the property is [434] assigned over 
to God, like the emancipation of a slave, and in this view the other three 
Imams agree, vi..^,, Shafei, Malik, and Hanbal.... and says Abu Yusuf, that even 
if an object is mentioned that is likely to fail, still the wakf will be valid, and # 
after the extinction of the object named, the produce will be given to the poor, 
even if the poor are not mentioned.” 

According to Abu Yusuf, whose opinion, it will be seen, is the recognised 
^aw, a declaration of wakf is like a declaration of emancipation. The meaning 
of this passage has not,*! am afraid, been fully apprehended or appreciated by 
our Courts of Justice. When a man declares that he has emancipated bis 
slave, or that he emancipates biro, the master’s right of property in the'person 
of the slave, under the Mussulman law, becomes extinguished immediately. 
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There can be no reserve or condition in such an act. Neither the emancipator 
nor his heir, nor any person deriving title from him, can say that in making 
that declaration he had no intention of making a bond fide emancipation or of 
Betting free the slave absolutely. Abu Yusuf puts a declaration of wakf on the 
same footing as a declaration of emancipation. A wakifs right becomes 
extinguished immediately with his declaration, and neitlier he nor anybody else 
can say that when he made the declaration he had no intention to create a 
valid dedication. 

The Courts of Justice have repeatedly laid down that it is in* accordance 
with “justice, equity and good conscience” that the Mussulman law should 
be administered to Mussulmans on all these questions. To hold that a wakf 
in favour ot one’s descendants agd kindred is not valid would be, in effect, to 
abrogate an important branch of the Mussulman law. It is difficult to under¬ 
stand what the Judge means when he says that this is not a toakf “ substan¬ 
tially for charitable or religious uses.” The words “ charitable ” and “ religious” 
must be understood from a Mussulman and not from an English point of view. 
If the Judge means to sav that a provision for one’s chiidi-en and kindred is 
not a charitable and religious act, according to the Mussulman law, he is 
clearly wrong. 

In this particular case the wakf is in favour of somepf the wakifs kindred. 
The executant of th» deed, which is to be found in the paper-hook, begins 
with the statement that in 1281 she had C41i5] executed a dedicating 

her properties to God “in order to secuie welfare in her passage to the next 
world, as well for the purpose of providing expenses for good and charitable 
acts and the salvation oi her soul.” She then goes on to say that the rules 
laid down by her for the management of the property and the application of 
the income were not clearly stated. She now fixes amended and correct rules 
for religious purposes, and for the use of the profits of her properties in pious 
acts and in acts tending to the righteous path and to benefit the people. In 
effect, the new deed was confirmatory of the first, and emphasised the absolute 
divestment of all proprietary interest in the properties and their complete 
dedication to pious or religious purposes. She then provides for the govern¬ 
ance of the trust, she constitutes herself the first mutivallt ; she declares that 
after her death her sister, if surviving, will take her place, and upon her death 
the plaintiff would succeed. 

In paragraph 2 she provides that during her lifetime, or so long as she 
would like to act as a mutwalb, she would make gift to the poor and indigent, 
and maintain and clothe them and supply their other expenses, according to 
the rules observed during the Ramzan, Eed, Bakn-Eed, Barwaf at and other 
festivals ; and that from “ the remaining income” of the property she would 
supply her own personal expenses. She then proceeds bo lay down the rule 
for the application of the income after her death : 

• 

“ On my death from the income of the loakf property specified in the 
schedule below, the Government revenue, the collection charges and expenses 
connect^ with litigation, ns well as a sum of Hs. 400, as affhual allowance to 
the nvtwalti for the time being, shall be paid in the manner stated below, from 
what remains or shall be collected, monthly allowances shall be given to my 
relatives and old servants managing their duties in proper and dutiful manner. 
Half of what rimains shall be expended according to the custom for the festivals 
of Ramzan, Bed, BakrbEei, and other rdligious ceremonies, and in making gifts 
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to the poor and indigent, and in maintaining travellais and persona who take 
shelter after sunset. The remaining of the profits shall be kept with the 
mutwalli as a ready and separate fund for the protoutiun of the property from 
danger.” 

[436] In other words, during the icakij'-s lifetime the income is to be 
applied partly in giving relief to the needy and partly in defraying the expenses 
of certain religions festivals and those connected witii her own self, After her 
death, the income is to be divided into three parts, one portion is lo be given 
to a specified body of individuals, some of whom aie relations, and others, 
servants, and on their deceaao to their descendants in peipetuity , the second, 
,to slrictlii religious and charitable purposoa , and the thud to be kept for the 
protection of the estate Each and eveiv yrovisu-n is perfectly lawful under 
the Mussulman law. 

Even bad she primarily rcioived to lieiself a.i interest in the incoiuo for 
her life, and the right of giving allowances to the persons named and disburs¬ 
ing the religious oxpenscb according t<> her discietion, there would liave been 
nothing illegal or contrarv to the prov'‘'ic)ns of the Miihaniinadan law’ in such 
a condition. In the wiikfiinmn, which formed the subiect of discussion in 
Doe d. Joun Benbee v. Abdallah Harlm (Fuitcn, 34o), theio was a condition to 
that effect, and it was held to ho a alid The provision that, in case the niniu'alli 
refuses to pay the alldwances, tlie annuitants wuuld be pntitlnd to lecuvei the 
same by suit does not affect the 7rii\f (Inder the Mussulman law, they would 
have been entitled, oven without such jiiovision, to have recourse to the kazi'. 
These allowances, it is admitted, cover about half the income. A portion 
of the balance is to ije devoted for the maintenance of the proiierty, 
which is absolutely valid undoi the Mubsulman law. From the lemainder 
certain stneUy religious and clumtal le eKpensos aro to be defrayed. In case 
of the failure of the issue of the annuitants, the lapsed annuities are to 
be applied to the same purposes So .hut in tho end tlio eiitiie income will 
become applicable to strictly leiigioiis fiurposes '■eo Aimhiiioal lltitj v. I'ulitaj 
Dttarey MohapnUnr (13 W.K, ‘235) 

The Judge says there is no sum specified for what he calls tho substantial 
religious and charitable expenses lie considers tliis a ciicunistance which 
militates with the idea of its being a valid n'ukf. This notion is clearly founded 
on a mieconception. In Muhammadan wakfa, the amount disbursahle in charity 
to the poor, when such chanty begins simultanaouslv with a provision 
[437] for the merabeiB of the vaktj family, isofteii hit ui sptcifud, oi only 
partially specified, noffwith the object that the vakira children may get moie, i 
but that the right of the poor to get relief may not lie restricted. 

For all these reasons, I am of opinion that the judgment and decree of 
the Appellate Court must be set aside, and the decree of the first Com t restored, 

♦ * 

O'Kinealy, J.— I concur in the judgment which has just been delivered 
by Mr. Justice Amber Al.i, and on both the points. 

• 

It seems to me clear that the purchasers were the servants of the endow¬ 
ment, whose duty it was to protect the dedication and to get the best price for 
the property which was sold. They put themselves in the position in which 
their duty and interest conflicted , they bought the property; arifi, according to 
the code of morality administer^ both here and ia England, it is quite clear 
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to my mind that ohe purchaser can be called upon to transfer the property to 
the endowment. If servants employed in the management of property, whether 
tempoial or religious, who are in a position to find out daws in the title under 
which the property is held, are allowed to buy the property for themselves, 
and retain it, many .estates will be ruined in this country. 1 therefore agree 
with what has been said by my learned colleague, and hold that the death of 
the lady did not destroy the dutj' of the purchasers of returning the purchased 
property, when called on to the endowment under whicli they served so long. 

Nor, to my mind, is the rule by which we should he guided in deciding 
what constitutes mviA/ less clear. We know it must he an endowment for 
religious or charitable purposes , and if wo want to interpret a document of 
that kind, what we must naturally look to is what is realh meant by the 
words " religious ” or ” charitable '/iiaong Muhammadans. As an example, we 
know' the words “ charitable purpose ” in Scotland have quite a different 
meaning from that in which they are used in England. And so in India, in 
judging of what is really meant by the words “ religious ” and “ charitable ” by 
a Muhammadan, we must take the vi«w which their law takes, and not w’bat 
18 to be found in the English Dictionary. 

[♦38] I theiefoie agree with my learned colleague m thinking that the 
findings of the Judge do not cover the case lie has not found that according 
to the Muhammadan law the object of the imt/w'as not religious or charita¬ 
ble, what he has found is that the objects are not clvu'itable and religious 
according to the ordinitry use of the woids. Tins, T think, is not sufficient. 

r tlierefoio hold that the decree of tho Lower Appellate Court should ho 
set aside, and that of the Couit of First fnst.mco restored with costs. 

C. D. F A/jpeal allowed. 


NOTES. 

L Tbio (It'ciMoti was overruled m (1892) 20 Cai., 116; (JS04) Cal , (U'J , u-e also 
IK Mad , ;i01, 7 Jj J , 761. Thu Mussulniau Wakf Validating Ai t, IWl.J, bowuver, 
gives to this L.iBu a sl.ilut(ir\ ruatoratiun of its v.iluc ] 
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Cl«CRl.i88] 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 


The 5th February and 5th March, 1892. 

Present : 

Lords Hobhouse, Macnaghten, Morris and Hannen, 
AND Sir E. Couch. 

Harripria Debt.Defendant 

« 

versus 

Bukmini Debi.Plaintiff. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 


Secondary evidence of the contents o/ a document—Evidence Act (I of 1H72), 
s, 65 —Necessity ef accounting tor non-production of original document. 

Whether or not Hufiicicnt proof ot Hoarch for, or loss of, an original document, to lay a 
ground for the admission of stooiidarv evidence, has been given, is a point proper to bo 
decided by the Judge of First Instance, and is treated as depending very much on his 
discretion. Hia conclusion should not be overruled, except in a clear case of miscarriage 

In a suit alleging want of authoritv to adopt, the defence restod on the case that an 
anumati patio had been given by the defrndant's deceased bu&band, but failed to show that 
there had boon a sudiciciit search for, and to establiih the loss of, the original document, so 
as to render seooiidarj evidence of its contents admissible. 

Appeal from a decree (‘21st February 1889) of the High Court, aMrmiug a 
decree (29th March 1888) of the Subordinate Judge of Midnapore. 

This suit was brought by the respondent for a declaration that an adoption, 
by the first defendant, Harripria, of the second defendant, Jogeshnarain Pati, 
an infant, whom she represented, [439] was invalid. Harripria was the 
widow of Raja Koer Narain Roy, who died on the 5th of January 1871 (12th 
PouB 1278); and tHe adoption, which purported to be made on the 23rd April 
1882, was alleged by the plaintiff, the late Raja’s daughter, to have been un¬ 
authorized. Harripria’s case, however, was that thbRaja had on the day before 
his death executed an anumati patro In her written statensent she said:— 
“ Although the defendant is not able now to get the said anumati patro it will 
be very well proved by the copy book which was at the time kept in the 
sherista and by many other proofs." 

The defendant filed a copy of a list of documents presented to a Court "on 
behalf of Srimati Rani Harripria Debi, intervenor." The list was dated the 20th 
February 1871, and one of the items was, “ Anumati patro, deed of permission 
executed by Raja Koer Narain Boy in favour of Rani Harripria, dated the 27th 
Pons 1278." Against this entry was written, " I take back this document, 
BiswaNatb, 5th May." Biswa Nath died in 1883. 
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The Subordinate Judge^ having declined to admit what purported to 
be a copy of the anumati patro, on the ground that proper search for, and loss 
of, the original bad not been proved, a Divisional Bench of the High Court 
(PiGOT and BEVERIiBY, JJ.) dismissing an appeal said :—" Now, the circum¬ 
stances of the case are, that the Ba]a having died in 1871, and it having been 
alleged, soon after his death, that an authority to adopt had been given by 
him to his wife by an attested instrument, and the allegation of the existence 
of such an authority having been made a foundation for her application 
for a certificate in respect of his estate, and used both in the Court below and 
in this Court as a ground justifying the granting to her of that certificate, we 
find that, for eleven years afterwards, that authority to adopt is not acted upon ; 
and we find that that document is not pi'oduced in Court at the hearing of this^ 
case, and that no satisfactory evidence of the execution of it or of the contents 
of it is produced. Assuming, for*a moment, that the absence of the document 
itself was so accounted for as to justify the admission of secondary evidence, 
—that is to say, passing over and treating as a technicality the sound 
rule of law which excludes evidence of the contents of a dooumert not 
itself brought forward or accounted [4403 for,—the secondary evidence 
which is on the record as to the contents of the document, is such as to be 
wholly unworthy of serious attention. It is stated to have been an authority 
to adopt, and practieally that is all the evidence upon the subject. None of 
the witnesses to tlie document, nor the jierson wlio engrossed it, Soonder 
Narain, nor anvper%sn who heard it read, nor any person who read it, gives 
evidence on the subject. So that quite apart from the fact that there is no 
evidence to account satisfactorily for the absence of the document itself, there 
is no proof, in the case before us, of the contents of it, or that the document 
said to have been signed bv the Baja was really such as it is represented to 
have been. 

"Then, upon the evideroe we should h^vo some hesitation in holding 
that the Baja was in such a state of health as to make it probable that he did 
execute such a document on the day on which he is said to have executed it. 

“ We, therefore, quite agree with the Subordinate Judge in holding that 
there is no reason whatever, in the case before us, to believe that the Baja 
ever did authorize in the manner set up by the defendant the adoption hy her 
of a son to him. 

“ It is said that the plaintiff, in bringing forward her case, ought to have 
proved that the Baja had died without having given authority to adopt. We 
have not to consider, however, what the condition of the.case might have been 
had the plaintiff simply tendered evidence such as she gave, and the defendant 
simply submitted that that was insufficient to justifv a decree in favour of the 
plaintiff. That is not the* case before us. The case before us is, that the 
defendant goes into evidence and seeks to establish a particular authority to 
adopt; and we think we are bound to come to a conclusion in this appeal upon 
the evidence tendered by the parties. Upon that evidence we think that the 
decree of the Court below was right upon the facts." 

Mr.'B. V. Doyne Kadi Mr. W. A. Hunter, for the appellant, argued that 
sufficient proof of search for the missing power was given to lay the grounds 
for the admission of secondary' evidence of- its contents. The evidence offered. 
would have established that the late Baja did give authority to the appellant to 
adopt a son [441] to him. It was enough lor the defendant to show that a 
real and bond fide search had taken place. 
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Mr. J. D. Maync and Mr. •/. H J. Branson, for the respondent, argued 
that no such gruund had been laid, and that the document tendered had not 
been proved to be a copy of the original. 

^fr. B. V. Doyne replied. 

Reference was made to Act I of 1872, s. 66. 

Afterwards on 5th March, their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Lord Hobhousei —On the 5th January 1871 Baja Koer Narain Boy died 
without male issue, leaving a widow, the appellant Harnpriii, who is defendant 
in this suit, and two daughters, one of wliom is Bukmini, the respondent and 
plaiotiiT in the suit. Harripria therefore is Ins heir, and tiie two daughters 
are the reversionary heirs-apparent. • 

On the 23rd Apiii 1882 the defendant adopted a son to her husband, 
alleging that alio had authority to do so hy virtue of an amirnati patro, or 
power, executed bv the Raja on the 4th January 1871 

In March 1887 the plaintiff brought this suit, alleging that the defendant 
had no authority to adopt, and praying for a declaration that the adoption made 
by her is contrary to law and invalid. Setting aside an objection for want of 
parties which was rightly decided m the plaintiff’s favour, tlio defence rested 
on the ground that bill B-ija gave a lawful authoiity to make the adoption 
which was made. That has been decided agiMtist the defendant, on t)ie ground 
that hei proof is defective. 

The original document said to have boon executed hv the R-ija is not forth¬ 
coming. The defendant souglic bo prove tliat it li nl been lost, and tendered 
what she alleged to ho a copy. Tlio Suhordinato Judge considered that there 
had not been anv such tmount of search for the oiiginal as would justify the 
Court in admitting a copy, and therefore, tlieio lieing no evidence of the power, 
he gave the plaintiff a decree 

[442} The defendant appealed The rejected document was added to the 
record, wliere it stands a'* Exhibit 9 The High Court held ttiat tlie evidence 
did not show that it was a copy of any document to which the witnesses deposed 
as haying been executed hy the Baja. and uii tliat ground, and also because 
they agreed with tlie Suboiiliuate Judge that there had been no suthcient proof 
of search for or lo-.s of the original, the\ dismissed the apjieal. The present 
anpeal is from that deciee 

There is some eiydence that the day before his death the Raja signed and 
gave to Harrijina an aiiumati patro to take a son in adoption, .^fler his death 
a cousin named Gojendra applied to the Civil Court for an administration 
certificate, and the defendant resisted that application. In that proceeding a 
document, of which Exhibit 9 is alingod to be a copy, was filed b^ Biswa Nath, 
the defendant’s general mokhtar, on the 20th February 1871. and was taken 
back again by him on the 5th May 1871. It is stated that ho promised 
bo return it bo the defendant’s oflire, but never did so. He died in March 1883. 
After that the search was made, the sufficiency of which is in dispute*. 

The evidence to prove a sutiicient search has been subjected to a very 
careful and minute criticism at the B.ir. Tneir Lordships will make only one 
remark on it. The point is one which is proper bo be decided by the Judge of First 
In*)tan3e, and is treated as depending very much on iiis discretion. His con** 
elusion should not be overruled, except in a very clear case of miscarriage. But 
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evidence here is very far indeed from raising a case for overruling the Bubordi- 
nate Judge, even if his judgment had not been supported, as it has been, 
by the Appellate Court. 

That would be sufficient to dispose of the appeal on the first point, but the 
evidence on the second point is such as to lead their Lordships to express a 
clear opinion that the High Court have decided it lightlv. The original docu¬ 
ment in question was not registered, and, though filed in the certificate case, 
it was not proved. Exhibit 9 purports to be the copy of a document filed on 
the 23rd January 1871, and to be issued on the 34th February 1871, with 
the signatures of Khetter Moliun Jana, and of Mohendra Nath Ghose, the 
Sheristadar of the Midnapove Court, and it bears the seal of that Court. This 
is the whole evidence to [443] prove It, and in ofi'octthe defendant claims that 
the document shall furnish its own proof. No evidence is pi'oduced to show 
how, by whom, or at whose instance the copy was made, or how it came to be 
in the defendant’s hands, and what is more iiuportant, no evidence to show that 
any one compared it with the original The only witness who speaks to the 
execution of the power is Dhurjati, who was the Raia’s record-keeper in 1871. 
He says that Madhub, the Eaja's dewan, had prepared a draft, that, at the 
request of the Raja, he read it out in the presence of many witnesses , that it 
was then copied fair hv Soonder Naraui, the Raja's seha-nuvis, writing from 
Madhub’s dictation, was witnessed, and kept by the Raja. Of the contents he 
only tells us that it was a power for the Rani to adopt a son, and that his 
daughters were to lecijive Rs. 2 per day for maintenance, a provision which 
does appear in Exhibit 9 He mentions eight attesting witnesses. Of 
these witnesses three are dead, hut the othei- five would appear to have 
been living when the evidence was taken One of them is Soonder Narain, 
the scribe who wrote thfi f.iir copy, another is Raghahanund, the father 
of the defendant, another is a brother of the defendant’s co-wife, by name 
Trilochun, in whose jiresenco she states that the Raja gave the power into her 
hands. Not one of the attesting witnesses is called. So that there is not an 
attempt to identify Fjxhihit 9 as being a cojiy of that document which Dhur- 
lati tells us the Raja execiitod foi'inally : and there is therefore no evidence at 
all beyond his vague statement, from which a Court of Justice can gather 
its contents. 

The suit wholly fails, and the appeal must he dismissed with costs. Their 
Lordships will humbly advise Her Majestv accordingly 

, Appeal ^ismisHi'd. 

Solicitors for the ajipnllarit. Messrs. Nei.^h and Floirrli. 

Solicitors for the re.spoudent ■ Messi-s flanoir and Ruifor^. 

C. B. • 


MOTES. 

ISee iilsn (J'JOl) •2.5 Mud 071.] 


9 CAL.—94 
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1144] PBIVY COUNCIL. 

The 9th Fehyuary atid dth March, 189!i. 

Present; 

Lords Macnaghten, Morris and Hannen, and Sib B. Couch. 


Haynb Mirza and others.Defendants 

urr’tns 

Utnda Khanam.Plaintiff 

and 

Sahib Mirza and others.Defendants 

nersus ' 

Gunna Khanam.Plaintiff 


lOn appeal from the Court of the .Tudicial Commissioner of Oudh,] 

TV”?//, revocation of—Evidence as to revocation of a will- Onus of proof 
of revocation of iciU — Will, Construction of, as to whether payment of 
a leqacy was to out of a particular fund, or out of general assets — 

Demonstrative legacy. • 

K will, dulv executed, in not to U> trc.'ited as rovoked, cither wholly or in part, by a will 
which IS not forthcoming, unless it is proved by clc.tr and satisfactory evidence that the Will 
contained either words of rcvoc-atuni or dispositions so inconsistent with those of the earlier 
will that the two cannot stand together It is not enough to show that the will, which is 
not forthcoming, differed from the earlier one, it it cannot be shown in what the difference 
consisted. It is ,ilso settled that the burden of proof lies upon him who challenges the 
existing will These propositions aie of general application 

Payment of legucn-s, or gifts of stipends, having been refused by the representatives of 
the testatrix, on the ground that she had no power to dispose of the fund out of which the 
will must be construed to dircc* their payment;— held, on a consideration of the whole will, 
that the words of the gifts were wide enough to charge tbe.m upon the whole of her move¬ 
able estate ' also, clmt if the words of the will wotu to be taken in a more restricted sense, 
the gift of the stipends must be regarded as a demonstrative legacy, and m that view they 
would be payable out of the general estate, on failure of tho particular fund pointed out. 

Consolidated appeal from a decree (9th February 1888j reversing a decree 
(28th March 1887) of the District -fudge of Lucknow, and restoring a decree 
(1st November 1886f of the tSubordinate Judge of Lucknow. 

The question was as to the rights of the plaintiffs in the suits in which 
these appeals were preferred to obtain decrees for their respective annuities or 
stipends with arrears, under the will, dated 19th March 1661, of the late Nawab 
Mulka Jehan. The testatrix, who died on the 9th July 1881, was the widow of 
Mahomed Ali C443] Shah, formerly King of Oudh. The plaintiffs were her 
servants, as also was Maiku Lai who brought a similar suit, and for them the 
will provided bj giving them small annuities. The defendants who now 
appealed were her grandson and two grand-daughters, heirs and residuary 
legatees. 

Umda Khanam claimed Bs. 204 as arrears, admitting a payment of 
Bs. 20, and Bs. 4 a month for .the future. Qunna Khanam made an exactly 
similar claim. 
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The defence was that the Nawab Mulka's will had been revoked, and also 
that the fund out of which she had temporarily ditected payinenb was one that 
terminated with her life. 

By consent the three suits were disposed of bv the ludgraent in this one, 
given by the Subordinate Judge. His decision was that no revocation of the 
will of 19th March 1861 had been proved, and that the plaintiff was entitled 
to payment of the legacy by the defendants out of any of the moveable property 
of the testatrix. 

The District Judge, however, was of the contrary opinion as to the question 
of the revocation of the will In his view of the matter the preparation 
of a new will by the Nawab Mulka, lier sending to the oiiicials a letter setting 
forth its terms, the disbursement of motiev to some of her servants after her 
return, they also having been legatees in the will of 1861, sufliced, with other 
evidence, to give rise to an inferance of an intention to revoke it, and he held 
this will to have been revoked. There was an appeal to tiio Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner , obieotions being also filed by th»i present appellants under section 561 
of the Code of Civil Procedure On this second .appeal I lie judgment of the 
District Judge was reversed, and that of the first Court lestored. As to the 
principal points raised the reasons worn the following It was further 
contested that the will itself sjiecilies a particular fund out of which tho legacy 
in question was to be paid, and that that fund failed , and that the legacies 
could not be paid out of the general assets. This contention, however, is refuted 
bv the words of the will itself, which declared that theriegaev was to be paid 
from the testatrix’s * ftfosliahra Wasika, Loti\ watjan'd,' i r., ‘ iroiii my monthly 
pension, notes,etc.,etc.’ These words are, I consider, quite wid^e enough to include 
th ’ rest of the testatrix’s moveable property. It was [446jj further urged that 
the legacies ha J been adeemed; of this, however, tlioro is no proof whatever as far 
as plaintiff is concerned. No doubt Nawab Mulka Jehan made large gifts on her 
safe return from Karbala in 1866 But there is nothing on the reooid to show 
that she ever intended that any gift of hers to the plaintiff should be in lieu of 
the legacies. In former similar caifos tho Lower .■\p[)el]ate Court has on such 
considerations as these held similar legacies b\ Nawab Mulka Jehan to be 
valid. It has come to a different conclusion in the present instance, mainly 
in consequence of curtain facts whicli have come to the Court’s notice sub¬ 
sequent to the decision of the former cases. Certain correspondence between 
tlie Queen and the Chief Commissioner of Oudh has been produced on behalf 
of the defendants-respondents, which was not before the Lower Appellate Court 
on the previoits occasions. Tiie will of 1860 was executed just before tho 
lady’s departure to the holv place at Karbala iBaghdad). Tho ladv returned 
in 1866, and her letter to the Commissioner, Lucknow, which has now been 
produced in this case, is dated 6th December 1876. This latter purports to pray 
the Commissioner to peruse a document, which she apparently enclosed with 
her letter, and states that that document was a will appointing her second 
grandson, Nawab Sahib Mirza, executor thereof. Slie praved the Government 
to approve of it, and said that on receipt of Government sanction she would 
complete and perfect it, and would do all that was necessary to make it legally 
valid. She also prayed that certain Government promissory notes might be 
received in trust for her and lodged in the Government Treasury. Her requests 
were fefused by the Chief Commissioner, who, for some r^son not clearly 
apparent, considered that this lady was not Entitled to any special indulgence. 
He recommended her to have the will sent to the Eogistrar under s. 42, Act 
VIII, 1871. This course the lady never adopted What she did with this 
draft will (for such I presume it was) cannot‘now be known. Neither it nor 
any copy thereof, executed or non-exeouted, has been filed. 
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“ On these facts it has been contended for the respondents that the 
will of 1860 was merely a conditional or temporary will, such as is known to 
Muhammadan law, and that it was designed merely to operate in the event of 
Nawab Mulka riehan's not [447] returning to India from her pilgrimage to 
Karbala, and that as she in fact safoly returned from Karbala, the will became 
inoperative after her said return , and, 2ndly, it is conti nded that if it did not 
become inoperative by the mere fact oi the lady’s return from Karbala, yet 
it was rendered void by a subsequent revocation thereof by Nawab Mulka 
Jehan herself, as witnessed liv the documents above referred to. These argu¬ 
ments have induced the Distiict Judge to reverse the judgment of the Court of 
First Insta^ice, though he owns that he does so with much hesitation. In my 
opinion there was no complete levociilion of the will of I860. 

" No doubt the correspondence now brought on the file shows that the 
Queen in 1876 clearlv had the animv't rei'ornmii, but in inv opinion it gv»e8 no 
further than this. On the contrary, tl.e coiiespondence shows that the 
document therein referred to, nainely, tlu- new draft will, was then not finally 
completed, for the hidv says she will do what is necessary to make it legally 
complete when the Government shall have approved J it and of her proposals 
in connection with it But the (Toverrmient never gave that sanction. On 
the contrary, it declined to assist the Queen at all in the matter There is 
absolutely nothing on the record to show that she did ever complete and 
make legally perfect, the said proposed second will She never registered 
it, though she was expressly veconunended by the Govonnnent lo do so, and 
the natural inference is that she laid aside her intention when she found that 
the Government would not assist her This coticiuiioii is sticngthened by the 
fact that she never withdrew her old will of 1H60 li-iim the WasiKa Office, 
wherein it had been deposited.” 

On this appeal— 

Mr. *7. Q. C., and JIi (.' ll^ AiuthtHui, for the Appellant, argued 

that the decree of the District Judge w as r-oriect, and should be restored. From 
the Nawab Mulka's letter written in 1876 and from her acta and omissions, 
it was a reasonable inference that slic consideied that the will of 1860 was 
revoked hy another will, althougli the latter was not forthcoming, made in 
1876. It might be doubted whether the levoked will of 1860 was ever intend¬ 
ed by her to do more than operate in the event of [448] her death while 
absent on her pilgrimage If the will of 1860 was not revoked, then arose a 
question of the construction of the fith clause of it. The contention was that 
the intention of the testatrix was shown to be that the source fi’om which the 
legacies, now sued for, should he taken was her pension. While that lasted, 
the legacies might have lasted , when it came to an end, they failed. In the 
epurae of the argument Sulemun hath v Ihuah Alt Khan II. L. E., 8 Cal., ] ; 
L. B., 8 I. A., 117) was referred to, and ActXXllI of 1871, the Pensions Act. 

There was no appearance for the Respondents. 

Afterwards, on the fith March, their Lordships' judgment was delivered by— 

Lord Maonaghten. —The respondents m these consolidated appeals, 
who were plaintiffs in the Court of the Sub-Judge of Lucknow, are two servants 
of the late Naw^ Mulka Jehan, widow of Mahomed AH Shah, King'of *Oudb. 

Nawab Mulka Jehan died in the year 1881. Each of the respondents 
claimed to be entitled to an annuity or stipend under her will. The annuities are 
very small in amount, but it is said that there are many other claimants in a 
similar position, and that the .total amount involved in the decision of these 
appeals is considerable. 
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The will on which the respondents founded their claims is dated the 19th 
of March 1860. The appellants, who aie heirs of Kawab Mulka Jehan, as well 
as residuary legatees under her will, rested their defence on two grounds, both 
of which were urged at the Bar. In the first place, it was said that the will 
of 1860 was revoked by a will made in 1876 In the next place, assuming the 
will of 1860 to have become operative, it was contemled that, upon the true 
construction of that will, the annuities weie directed to be paid solely and 
exclusively out of certain funds over which the testatrix had, at the time of 
her death, no power of disposition. 

The Sub-.Tudge and the. Judicial Ooinmibsioner were in favour of the 
lospondents on both points. The District .Judge hold that the will of 1860 
was revoked. 

r4493 The alleged will of 1HJ6 is not forthcoming. All that is known 
about it IS to bo found in a letter addiossed b\ Nawnb MuJka Jehaii to the 
Oommissionei of liucknow, and dated the (ith of Decemljcr 1876. In that 
letter Nawal) Mulka Jehan expressed herself as lollows’ "I lieartily desire 
that., with your permission and consent, a will ii» which I have appointed my 
grandson Sahib Mirza Bahadur my executoi he ioimally and w'ith certain 
conditions executed and ratified, so tliat in accorrlance therewith my estate 
may be managed after iiiv deatii, in fnluro, with the exception oi the arrange* 
ment connected with the distribution (ot sliiieiulsl among mx dependants and 
the establishment of a charitable institution foi the benefit of the public in 
general, the manageirtent and adminibitmtion of which aiiMiot possible without 
the aid of tlovornment." A little fuither on she “a copy of the will 

is also forwarded foi vour inspection.” And tin' letter concludes with this 
sentence . “ In short, this last will and test-iinent of niine, being completed 

and propelIv executed, shall, after (lie Government shall have accorded its sanc¬ 
tion thereto, be deposited witli the Government ” No other passage in the letter 
throws any light upon the subject. No copy or draft of the will referred to in 
tiie letter lias been jiroduced. 8oipo oral evidence ^Yas olieied as to its con¬ 
tents, but this evidence was held to bo worthless. 

Tlie Government, it seems, declined to have an\thing to do witli the matter. 
Nawab Mulka Jehan was looommonded to dep()sit hei will wnth the Registrar 
under the Registration Act '^Jhis advice, liowe«-or, was not followed. 

Gunsidering the terms of the letter of the 6th of December 1876, it is by 
no means clear that the will roleired to in it was over executed. The expres¬ 
sions in the letter are no doubt consistent with the view of the District Judge 
that the will was executed before application was made to the Commissioner, 
hut they are not inconsistent with the view of the Sub-Judge and the Judicial 
Commissioner that the will was not executed at the dateKif the letter, and that 
it was not intended to be executed until after the Commissioner’s consent had 
been obtained. There is nothing to show in what lospocts the alleged will 
of 1876 differed from the wuli of 1860, except that it appears that Sahib Mirza 
[4 >03 Bahadur was named as executor m the lalor instrunieiit Nor indeed 
is it possible to determine whether the reference to “ the arrangement connected 
with the distribution of stipends” and “ the establishment of a charitable in¬ 
stitution ” points to dispositions which are found in the will of 1860 and with 
wliioB t&e testatrix did not propose to interfere, or to giew and perhaps 
different dispositions contained in the alleged will of 1876. 

In these circumstances, and upon these materials, which are the only 
materials relevant to the question under consideration, their Lordships are of 
opinion that the proper and necessary conclusion oi law is that the will of 
1860 was not revoked. 
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It ift well settled thet a will duly eseoated is not to be treated s^ireyoked, 
either wholly or partially, by a will which is not forthcoroing, unless it is 
proved by clear and satis&otory evidence that the later will contained either 
words of'revocation, or dispositions so inconsistent with the dispcwitions of 
the earlier will that the two cannot stand together. It is not enougn to show 
that the will which is not forthcoming differed from the earlier will, if it cannot 
be shown in what the difference consisted. It is also settled that the burden 
of proof lies upon the person who challenges the will that is in existence. 
These propositions have been established in this country both in this Tribunal 
and m the House of Lords [Cutto v. Gilbert (9 Moo. P. C., 131), Hitchms v. 
Basset (3 Mod., 203 ; Show. Par. Cas., 146), Goodmjhi v. Hancood (2 W. Black, 
937)], and as they are founded on reason and good sense they must be regarded 
as of general application. 

The only remaining question is as to the true construction of the will 
of 1860. 

That will was made when the testatrix was about to proceed on a pil¬ 
grimage to “ Holy Karbala ” Nawab Mulka Jehau it seems was a lady of 
great wealth. Besides her landed projierty, she was in the enjoyment of wasika 
allowance of Rs. 405 a month, in regard to which no claim is made by the 
respondents, a pension of Rs. 4,500 a month which was stopped in 1873, and 
the income of 12 lakhs of rupees which were settled by treaty, and m which appa¬ 
rently she bad only a life-interest It is,raorever, admitted that at fclie time of her 
death her moveable C48i] property was worth about Rs. 9,11,166, including 
Government notes worth about Rs. 6,96,000 The will nrovides for the manage¬ 
ment of her affairs during her pilgrimage, as well as for the distribution of her 
estate after her death. It is addressed to the Chief Gommi.ssioner, and invokes 
the assistance and )>rotection of the Government under whose supervision the 
testatrix places her property. 

The instrument begins with some general i‘eflection.s on the duty of a 
pious Muhammadan to make a will, in order to prevent disorder in his affairs 
after his death, which seem to show an intention on the part of the testatrix to 
dispose of the whole of the property over which she had disposing power. 

Clause 3 deals with the application of the income of the testatrix's landed 
property during her pilgrimage. If there shoq|d nob be enough in hand from 
that source to answer the purjioses of the will, her agent was to make up the 
deficiency from “ the jionsionarv allowance and interest on notes, etc., 
paid from the treasury, ’ and remit the balance to the testatrix Pausing 
there, one can hardly doubt that the testatiix must have intended her 
agent to remit to her the whole balance of the income of her moveable 
estate, and not merely the balance of her wasika allowance and pension, and 
the income of the 12 lakhs. But the only vvords to carry the income are the 
words " pensionary allowance and interest on notes, etc., paid from the 
treasury.” Then the will goes on to provide for the remittance to the testa¬ 
trix of the income of her landed property when collected. 

Clause 5 contains the gift on which the present question turns. In 
it Nawab Mulka Jehan, in the event of her death, declares her will 
as follows:— 

“ Rupees 98^ of the Queen’s coin, out of my allowance from wasika and 
notes, etc., shall be paid monthly from the Government treasury to my 

relations, dependants and servants as detailed below.and the 

remainder of my allowance from wasika and notes, etc., and the whole of my 
landed property, i.e., houses and groves, kc., and jagir villages, shall be divided 
among my graodsons and grand-daughtesrs atocording to their lawful shares, 
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and be iNd to the agent of eaoh oi them," There a^ain» in the altimate. di^- 
position, it would appear that the testatrix must have inteaded to deal 

with all her moveable property over which she had disposing power. 

On ' 4 ponsideration of the whole will their Lordships are of opinion that 
the Sub-Judge and the Judicial Commissioner were right in holding that the 
annuities or stipends given to the respondents were payable outof the testatrix’s 
moveable property, which she had power to dispose of by will. Probably the 
testatrix was under the erroneous impression that she could deal with the 
wasika allowance, and her pension from Government, and the income of the 
fund settled by treaty. But their Lordships are of opinion that the words of 
the gift are large enough to charge the annuities or stipends in question upon the 
Government notes held by the testatrix, and also upon the rest of her move¬ 
able property. They may add jjhat if the words of tho will are to be taken in 
a more restricted sense, it appears to them that the gift of these annuities or 
stipends must be regarded as a demonstrative legacy, and in that view they 
would be payable out of tho testatrix’s general estate, in the event of the failure 
of the particular fund, pointed out for tlioir payment. 

In the result, therefore, their Lordships are of opinion that the appeals 
ought to he dismissed, and they will humbly advise Her Majesty 
accordingly 

Appeals (hsviissed. 

Solicitors for the appellant • Messrs. T. L. Wilson li Co. 

C. B 
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PBIVY COUNCIL. 

Tke Srd Fehrumy and 6th March, J(f92. 

Pkksent; 

L<wii)s Hobhouse, Maunagbten, M:oaKis, anh Hannhn, 
AND Sir R. Couch. 


Bireswai* Mukerji and otliers.Defendants 

verms 

Ardha Chander Roy and others.Plaintiffs 

and 


Shib Chandor Rov.Defendant 

versus 

Gobind Mohini and others.Plaintiffs. 

[On appeal from the Hif>h Court at C'alcutta.! 

Hindu law. Adoption — Adoption, necussity of there being gift and acceptance 
of the adojited child--Constniclion ui will as to there being 
a designation, as legatee, of a child lohose adoput.n failed. 

The Court of Fitst Inst.moo and the Appellate Court, after observing fully upon the 
evidence, found that, although a ceroinony of adoption had taken pliu-e, there had not, in faot, 
been a giving and taking of the child. 

CU3] There being no reason for d('p.irting from the oidinary cours®, where two Courts 
have concurred, the above finding was accepted , and it was, thereupon, held, that there bad 
been no adoption. 

Whore, in awiU, chore w.csa clear indication of the tcst.itor’s inicntion bcton< making an 
adoption to give the groaier part of his property to tin' boy whom he was about to adopt, and 
the bequest was by n.in]e to th > latter, who was not selected us b-iiig the adopted son. but 
for reasons, which, though likely to lead to the adoption, w.'ro independent of it,— held, that 
the bequest was ofiectuil, notwithstanding that there had been no .uloption. 

Two appeals from a decree (21at May 18H6) substantially affirming, with 
a modification, a decree (9tb Januiirv 1884) of the District Judge of the 24- 
Pai'ginas. 

The two suits out of which thes.i appeals arose were brought, in effect, for 
a partition of joint-family estate, with a declaration of the rights of the parties, 
and consequential relief. 

The joint estate belonged to th^ Roy Chaudhri family of Panihati, in the 
district of the 24-Parganas, descended from Gauri Charn Roy Chaudhri, who 
died in 1801. He adopted, and by his will put in his place, Joygopal, who 
died in 1826, leaving seven sous, of whom only four left either issue or widows. 
The family estate had Vested in their representatives at the time when these 
suits were brought, in 1880 and 1881. 

The principal questions raised in these two appeals, whicli were preferred 
from one decree made in the High Court on three appeals filed in the tw<T suits, 
were —first, as to the right of those representatives in reference to an adoption 
in which the ceremonies, but not the actual giving and taking of the child, bad 
been carried out; secondly, as to whether the latter could take as a designated 
person under the will of the testator, who had iutended to adapt him, but had 
not effectively done so. 
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Of ^ygopal’s seven sons, three died without issue. 

Pran Krishna, the third son, who died in 1863, left a son, Jagat Ohandert 
who died in 1879, having made the will, as to the construction of which the 
second ot the above questions was raised. The words of that will, material 
to this report, are set forth in their Lordships’ judgment. Jagat Chander left 
no son, but left a widow, Kadambini, who was a party to these proceedings, 
and [464] he left two daughters*—Hemangini, mother of the present appellants, 
Bireswar and Sureswar Mukerji, and Ushamoyi, mother of Shib Pershad 
Banerji, another of the appellants. 

Gopi Krishna, the fourth son of Joygopal, died in 1860 intestate, leaving 
a son, T 0 ]as Chander, who died in 1879, without a son, but leaving a widow, 
Bamasunderi, one of the present respondents. 

The sixth son of Joygopal, named Badba Krishna, died in 1864, having 
executed a M 2 j/a?ra patro, or settlement, and leaving two sons—Shib Chander 
and Ardha Chander. 

Sri Krishna, the seventh and youngest son of Joygopal, died without issue 
in 1853, leaving a widow, Gobind Mohini, who was the plaintiff in the first of 
these suits, and a respondent in both appeals. He also left three d aughters. 

The earliest in date of the present suits was filed in 1880 by Gobind Mohini 
against Shib Chander shd Ardha Chander, sons of Radha Krishna, to estab¬ 
lish her right, as widow and heiress of Sn Krishna, to a four-anna share of 
the joint-family propqjrty inherited from Joygopal. Sfte alleged that Shib 
Chander had taken possession of this property, and asked for an account 
on partition. The second of these suits was brought by Ardha Chander against 
Shib Chander, Sureswar, and other descendants of .lagat Chander, with the 
widows Bamasunderi, Kadambini, and Gobind Mohini. His object was to have 
the will of his deceased cousin Jagat construed, and to have it determined 
whether he had been validly adopted by the latter, or not, also to have his 
share in the family estate. He also claimed that he was entitled to one-half 
of his father’s, Radha Krishna’s, share, as well as to come in as legatee under 
Jagat’s will, his whole claim being for 27/60 ths of the joint estate. 

Jagat’s will, dated iSth Bhadro 1275, or 27th August 1368, referred to 
previous wills and dispositions made by members of the family. Among these 
that of Gauri Charn, dated 5th March 1800, charged the estato for religious 
ceremonies in the family , that of JoygopaU dated 2nd July 1826, gave the 
estate in equal shares to his seven sons, directing them to maintain the family 
worship as before ; that of Ram Krishna gave his seventh share to his six surviv¬ 
ing brothers. Sri Krishna left one-quarter of his fifth share [468] to Jagat, 
whom he mode his executor as to the other three-fourths of the immoveable joint 
mtate ; giving him, also, the whole of his share of the moveables, for the benefit, 
after payment of debts, of his widow, Gobind Mohini, during her life, and after 
her death for the benefit of his daughters. 

Raj Krishna, second son of .Toygopal, died intestate and childless in 1865, 
his share devolving on the three surviving brothers—Pran Krishna, Gopi 
Krishna, and Radha Krishna. 

The will, dated the 26th Magh 1270, or 6th February 1864, of Pran Krishna, 
the th\)rd of the brothers, and father of Jagat, appointed the latter to be mana¬ 
ger of the whole joint estate. This he became, in supersfssion of Radha 
Krishna, the only surviving son of Joygopal, and he became also ahebmt of the 
family worship. 

On the death of Pran Krishna, which occurred soon afterwards, Jagat, 
accordingly, became entitled to his father’s share of the joint estate, in addition 
to what had been bequeathed to him by Sri Krishna, or, in all, to 19/60 ths of 
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the whole. Gopi Krishna died intestate in 1860, his share descending to his 
only son, Tejas Chander, who died in 1879 without a son, his share devolving 
upon his widow, Bamasunderi Debi, one of the present respondents. 

The niyam patro, executed, as above stated, by Radha Krishna, was dated 
6tb February 1864, and in it he stated his intention of going on a pilgrimage 
to Gaya, and the necessity of his framing “ rules with regard to his share of the 
zamindari and other properties for his own benefit and that of his minor sons." 
He authorized .Tagat to take possession of his share of the joint estate for the 
benefit of Shib Chander and Ardha, and reserving an allowance for himself, he 
directed that their mother, his wife, Kasimoni, then in ill-health, should be 
maintained and treated with great care. At that time Shib Chander was aged 
about twelve years, and Ardha about four. In the month of Baisak, 1273, or 
April 1866, .T.agat went through the ceremony of adopting Ardha. This W’as 
found by the Court of first Instance not to have been effective, and the Court 
being of opinion that Ardha had continued to be the son of his natural father, 
held him to be entitled to a one-half share of his father's estate. 

C4563 The Court also held that Ardha, though not adopted, took, upon 
the true construction of Jagat’s will, an estate for life in the property of the 
latter. Gobind Mohini was, in her suit, declared entitled to a two-anna and 
four-ganda share of the joint immoveable estate, and to a three-anna and 
four-ganda sliare of the joint moveables, subject to the trusts declared in Sri 
Krishna’s will. Shib‘ Chander, a defendant in both syits, appealed in both. 
Bireswar and others, sons and representatives of the daughters of .lagat, appealed 
also, contending that Ardha was not entitled under the will. There were thus 
three appeals which were heard together bv a Divisional Bench (PiGOT and 
Bevkklby, J.r.), who gave one judgment. The decision of the lower Court 
that there was no adoption was afiHrmed , and it was held that, notwithstand¬ 
ing this, Ardha took, as a person designated under the will of Jagat, an absolute 
estate, liable, how’evor, to be divested in the event of his dying without leaving 
a son or male descendant through a male. 

Upon the question as to the adoption, the Court was of opinion that there 
having beenno gift and acceptance of the adopted boy in Hadha Krishna’s life-Mme, 
and no giver in a legal sense at any rate, when the forms were gone through in 
Baisak 1273, no effective adoption had taken place. The case, Venkata v. 
Subhadra (1. L. B., 7 Mad., 548), 6ited to show that a gift and acceptance of a 
child may he perfected after the death of the giver by the due performance of 
the religious ceremonies, did not apply to the facts established here. There 
was, in that case, a gift and acceptance in the giver’s life-time. And at the time 
of the religious ceremonies, the act of giving was performed by a person com¬ 
petent to perform it.'lio whom authority was imputed by the Court. In this 
case there never had been a gift and accept.ince at any time. On the question 
as to the effect of the wifi in regard to the bequest to Ardha, the judgment 
referred to Pamndra Deb Ratkai v. Rajestmr Das (I. L. R., 11 Cal., 463; 
L. R., 12 I. A , 72), and to Ntdhoomom Dehya v. Saroda Pershad Mooketjee 
(L. R., 3 I. A., 253 ; 26 W. R., 91), distinguishing the first of these oases, where 
it was made a condition that the donee should be the adopted son, from the 
C4S73 present one, where the testator made the gift from motives of. affection 
generally, and not because the donee was his adopted son. And the decision 
was that Ardba was within the intention of the will as a designated person. 
The judgment dealt with Gauri Cham’s will, with Radha Krishna’s niyam 
patro, and with other documents mentioned above. 

In addition to the questions of adoption and pf designation in the will, the 
only other ra^atters required to be mentioned for the purposes of this report 
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are the High Gourt’a deoisien as to the estate which Ardba took under the will, 
and as to the state of the family property as regarded jointness and separation 
and as regarded the subjeotion of part of it to trusts for religious purposes. In 
reference to these points, the following extracts from the judgment are 
material:— 

" The property in which the testator was interested was of three kinds ; (i) 
that left by Gauri Gharn, which, it is argued, is debutiur; (ii) that self-aoquired 
by eloygopal, left by him as such to his sons, and spokon of in some of the wills 
as the self-acquired property , and such othei property self-acquired by other 
members of the family as hud come down with the joint estate; (iii) that 
particular property self-acquired by Pran Krishna, Jagat’s father, to which 
reference is made in paragraph 6. 

" Jagat’s will in the Ist paragraph states that he is about to dispose of the 
moveable and immoveable property of his ancestors. This includes the pro¬ 
perty left by Gauri Gharn, so far as he could dispose of it, and the self-acquired 
and unpartitioned property not dedicated to religious purposes. He adds' and 
the self-acquired moveable and immoveable property of myself and my father ’ 

“ Now, in his bequest to Ardha, he gives everything , the proper share 
in the family property) of his late fatliur, tho 4 annas of Sri Krishna’s property, 
and ' the self-acquired rnovuabie and miiuovuahle property of mo and my father, 
which will be left.’ 

" But in the limitations which follow, in case of*Ardlia dving ‘ without 
leaving a son,' the ‘ share ’ of the ancestral and self-acquired property only are 
given, at any rate so far as tho sons to he adopted by Kadurninni are concerned. 

“ The 6th paragraph gives the self-acquired and separate property therein 
referred to (and which is already, as wo have said, included 1468] in the gift 
to Ardha) to ‘ the full-ownored after-taker, according to tho statements in 
paragraph 4.’ Wo think that, having regard to this, only those who are to 
take in case of Ardha dying sonless are leferred to in this 6th paragraph The 
determination of tho heir (or fixing of the after-taker) relates to them only. 
The gift to Ardha, tho fixing or determination, so far as he was concerned, was 
complete from the beginning, nor does the restriction on alienation conflict 
with this view ; for by the terms of tha gift to Ardha the estate granted to him 
would be defeated by his ‘ dying without leaving a son,’ and would go over to 
the son adopted by Kadumhini, or to the daughter’s sons. Upon this point we 
shall only refer further to the last sentence in paragraph H, relating to the 
Rs. 10,000 due to the testator by the estate ‘ The sums being gradually paid 
off from the estate, my lioir, tlie said Ardha, etc , nr he who will be mv heir 
according to the statements in paragraph 4, shall obtainjit 

“ We think, therefore, that Ardha took an absolute estate defeasible upon 
his dying without leaving a son, which we construe^to mean a male descendant 
in the male line.” 

On these appeals— 

Mr. T. H. Cowie, Q«G., and Mr. J. H. A. Branson, for Bireswar and 
Sureswar Mukerji, argued that the gift in the will to Ardha was to him in the 
character of adopted son. As he did not fill that character, the intention of 
tho festator would not be carried out,if he took under tb« will. They cited 
Fanindra Deb Jiatkat v. Hajeswar Das (I.. L. R., 11 Gal, 463; L. R., 12 1. A., 
72) and distinguished Nidhoomoni Debya v. Saroda Pershad Mookerjee (L. R., 
3 1. A., 253; 26 W. R., 91). 

Mr. C. W. Arathoon, for Shib Gbander, argued that the adoption was 
valid : also that, at all events, as the bequest to Ardha was expressed to be on 
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the understanding that the share of Badha Krishna had been obtained by Shib 
Ohander, the former brother eould not take both by inheritance from his natural 
father, and also under the will. Theie were inconsistent advantages to 
Ardfaa in his so doing, and this should be held to involve election [489] on 
his part. Venkata v. Subliadra (I. L. B., 7 Mad., 548), Atma Bam, v. Madho 
Bao (t Ij. B., 6 All., 376), and Codrtngton v. CodriiiQton {L. R., 7, H. L., Gas., 
854), were referred to. 

Sir 77. Davey, Q.G., and l/ir.B. V Doyne, tor the respondent Ardha, argued 
that he, if not entitled as having been validly adopted, was, at all events, 
designated in the will as the person to receive the testator’s bequest. He had 
succeeded to one-half of the estate of his natural father before the will came 
into operation, and his title to that could not be divested by his taking after¬ 
wards under the will. , 

Mr. 77. Cowell, for the respondents, Gobind Mohini and Bamasunderi, 
contended that the decree of the High Court should be upheld, as to the extent 
of the properties which were, respectively, joint and several, also, as to those 
properties which had been held subject to trusts for deb-sheha. 

Afterwards, on the 5th March 1892, their Lordships’ judgment was 
delivered by— 

Sir R. Conoh —The first three appellants in the first of these appeals— 
Bireswar Mukei-ji, Sureswar Mukerji, and Shib Peishad Banerji--are the 
grandsons of .lagat Gbander Boy Ohaudhri, who died,on the 19th October 
1869. He left two daughters —one, Hemangini, the mother of the first two 
grandsons, and the other, Usharaoyi, the mother of the third. The other two 
appellants are the daughters’ husbands and guardians of their sons. The 
respondents, Ardha Chander and Shib Cliander, are the sons of Badha 
Krishna, an uncle of Jagat Chander, who died in August 1865 The third 
respondent, Bamasunderi, is the widow ol Tejas Chander, the son of Gopi 
Krishna, another uncle of Jagat Chander, and the respondent, Gobind Mohini, 
is the widow of Sri Krishna, another uncle. Pran Krishna, the father of 
Jagat Chander, Gopi Krishna, Badha Krishna, and Sri Ivrishna were four of 
the sons of Joygopal Boy, who died in 1826-27. He left throe other sons who 
all died before Jagat Chander, and their shares in his property became vested 
in the four sons above named. 

One of the suits, which arc thd subjects of the first of these appeals, was 
brought by Ardha Ohander against Shib Chander [460] and the other persons 
who are parties to the apijeal, and also against Kadambini, the widow of Jagat 
Ohander, and H orendra his grand-daughter, the sister of Bireswar and Sureswar. 

The plaint statec^that Jagat Chander adopted the plaintiff Ardha Ohander 
as his son in the year 1273 (April 1866 to April 1867) and made a will on the 
13th Bhadro 1275 (27th ^August 1868) by which, after giving legacies and 
monthly stipends to sora# persons, he bequeathed all bis remaining properties, 
moveable and immoveable, to the plaintiff. The plaint also stated that, as 
one of the sons of Eadhakrishna, Ardha Chander was entitled to 8/60th parts, and 
as devisee under Jagat Ohander’s will to 19/60th parts, in all to 27/60th parts of 
joint estate, and it prayed that the yrill of Jagat Chander might he construed, 
and a declaration made as to what provisions in it are valid, and of the nghts 
of the plaintiff afiff defendants in the estate lefs by Jagat Chander. It also 
prayed that the questions whether the plaintiff being the son of Badha Krishna 
was entitled to a moiety of the share of the estate left by him, and whether 
the plaintiff was the legally adopted son of Jagat Chander, might be determined. 
Other consequent declarations- and directions were aek^ for, but they need 
not be stated. At the settlement of issues ten wex^ recorded, but of these only 
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the fonriih and fifth have to bo considered in this appeal. The fourth is, " Is 
it a fact that piaintifi is the leiially daitak (adopted) son of Jagat Ghander ?’* 
The fifth is, “ Has plaintifi any interest under the will of Jagat Ghander ? If 
so, what is the nature of that interest ?” 

At the hearing before their Lordships the learned counsel for Ardha 
Ghander did not rely upon the adoption. It was contrary to Ardha Ghander’s 
interest to do so, as Shib Ghander, his natural brother, in his written state- 
ment, alleged that Ardha Ghander being the legally adopted son of Jagat 
Ghander had no right and share in the estate left by his natural father, Badha 
Krishna. It was contended by Mr. Aratlwon, who appeared for Shib Ghander, 
that the adoption was valid, and this question had better be first determined. 

The Subordinate Judge, after observing in his judgment upon the evidence 
of what took place before the death of Badha Krishna and afterwards when 
Jagat Ghander performed a grand ceremony of adoption, held that the 

adoption was invalid, on the ground that there was no giving and taking. The 
High Gourt on appeal, after also observing fiilK upon the evidence, came to 
the conclusion that there was no gift and acceptance in Badha Ktishna’s lifetime, 
and no giver, in a legal sense at any rate (his widow being mentally incapable), 
when the ceremony was performed. Their Lordships see no reason to depart 
from the ordinary rule jvhere there are concurrent findings of fact, and therefore 
decide that there was no adoption. 

Mr. Arathoon also contended that in tiiis case Ardha Ghander should be 
put to his election, relying on the following passage m Jagat Ghander’s will:— 
“And the share of annas 4-5-1-1 which the late Badha Krishna Boy Ohaudhri 
had in the same way has been obtained hy his son, Shib Ghander Boy Ghaudhri.” 
This occurs in a paragraph of the will, in which the testator states the 
devolution of the property of his paternal grandfather. No ease of election 
arises here. The testator had no power to dispose of Badha Krishna’s share 
and did not intend to do so. 

There remains the question' of the effect of the will. Glause 4, which 
contains the bequest to Ardha Ghander, begins : “ Having no son, T loved and 
supported Ardiia Ghander Boy Ghaudhri, the youngest son of the late Badha 
Krishna Boy Ghaudhri, as my son. And as the said boy was very attached to 
me and my wife, and was an object of affection to us, I had a mind, granting 
to my daughters and daughters’ sons a j&oper portion of my share of the 
ancestral property and self-acquired property, to give the remainder of the 
moveable and immoveable property to the said boy. Since then 1 have taken 
the said boy in adoption in virtue of the consent and gift of his father and 
mother, after getting the vyavasthas (opinions) of pundits, and on performing 
the ceremony of jafj according to the Shastras.” Herd is a clear indication 
of his intention, before making an adoption, to give the greater portion of his 
property to Ardha Ghander. He did not select hini |.s being an adopted sou, 
but for reasons independent of adoption, though they wore likely to lead to it. 
The clause then continues : “ Tiierefore the said dear boy, Ardha Ghander, 
will be the heir to the whole of my moveable and immoveable property.” It 
states the legal effect of the adoption, viis^ that Ardha Ghander would 

take the whole of his property, subject only to such duties of the maintenance 
of other persons as the law imposed. But this would not hai^ been consistent 
with the testator’s intention, and he proceeds to say : —“ But I direct that, 
excepting the property granted by me as' stated in paragraph 11 of this will, 
the said 8viman Ardha Ghandra Boy Ghaudhri, and after him his son, and 
after him his grandson, and on the death of the latter, his great-grandson shall 
obtain the proper share, ancestral, of my father, the late Fran Krishna, and 
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the 4>aniia share out of the proper share of my unole, the late Sri Krishua 
Boy Chaudbri, obtained by me by gift under his will, and the seU-aoqaired 
moveable and immoveable property of me and my father which will be left. 
If, through my misfortune, the said boy die without leaving a son, which Qod 
forbid, then I give permission to my wife, Kadumbipi, that she may, for the 
purpose of providing for the presentation of funeral nakes and libations, take 
in adoption two sons in suooession, one on the death of the other, from one of 
my paternal cousins who may have sons.” And there is a direction that if 
no son be had of his paternal cousins, all his daughters’ sons shall be in equal 
shares entitled to his paternal and self-acquired property. 

It will be observed that he says, “ the said boy die without leaving a son,” 
not “said adopted son,” or “ray adopted son.” The bequest is to Ardha 
Chander by name, and is not dependent upon the adoption. Both the lower 
Courts have so decided, and their Lordships are of opinion that their decision 
should be afiBrmed. 

As to the second appeal, in which Shib Chander is the appellant, it was 
admitted by his learned counsel that, so far as it relates to the share of Sri 
Krishna Boy Chaudhri, it could not be supported, and should be dismissed. 
The other questions in it are raised in the first appeal and decided by the 
above judgment. Their Lordships will therefore humbly advise Her Majesty 
to dismiss both appeals, and to affirm the decree of the High Court made in 
the appeals to it. The appellants will pay the costs of these appeals. 

"Appeals dismissed. 

Solicitors for the appellants, Bireswar Mukerji and others: 

Messrs. Barrow and Rogers 

C«68] Solicitor for the appellant, Shib Chander Boy Chaudhri. 

Mr. S. Gr. Stevens. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Ardha Chander Boy Chaudhri: 

Messrs. T. L. Wilson and Co. 

Solicitors for the respondents, Gobind Mohini and Bamasunderi Debi: 

Messrs. Barrow and Rogers. 

C. B. 


• NOTES. 

I See the notes to 11 Cal., MS P.C.} 
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FULL BENCH. 


Tht lath March, 1892. 

Pbesent: 

Sm W. Comer Pbthbram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mb. Justice Prinsbp, 
Mb. Justice Tottenham, Mb. Justice Pigot, and 
Mb, Justice Ghose. 

Dulhin Golab Koer.Defendant No. 1 

versus 

Badha Dulari Koer.Plaintiff and others.’^ 


Appeal—Order declaring the rights of paities to a partition in certain specific 
shares appealable before actual partition rmde—Ciml Procedure Code (Act 
XIV of 1882), ss. 2, 396—Partition suit. 

Held by the PUliL BENCH (PRINSEP, 3 , doubting) —That an ordec m a suit for parti¬ 
tion, which declares the specific rights of the partres and the property to be partitioned, 
decides that the suit must be decreed, as after such an order the suit could not be dismissed 
by the Court by which it «as made, and is therefore an order wllich adjudicates upon the 
rights elaimed and the defence set up in the suit, and which, as far as the Court expressing 
It IB concerned, decides the suit within the definition of a decree in s. ‘2 of the Civil Prooedure 
Code, and is therefore appealable as a decree. 

The question argued before the Full Bench was. whether or not, in a suit 
for partition by metes and bounds, an order declaring the rights of the parties 
to partition in certain specific shares is appealable before the partition has been 

made. 

The order of the Referring Bench (Pbinsep and O’Kinealy. JJ.) was as 

follows■ * ,. 

“ A preliminary objection has been raised to the hearing of this appeal 
that the order appealed is not a final order within the [WiJ definition of a 
decree as given in s. 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and that conse- 
Quentlv it is not appealable. The order declares the specific rights of the 
parties and the property to be partitioned, but it leaves it open to the parties 
testate whether they desire that a complete partition by metes and bounds 
should be made. We have been referred to tbe case of Bhoobun Moyi D.ibea 
V Shurut Sundery Dabea (LL.R.,12 Cal., 275) in wfcich it was held in a 
simUar case that no appeal would lie. Apparently, an appeal was alloi^d in 
the oases of Sakharam Mahadev Dangc v. Han Krishna Dai^e {I. h. R.. 6 Bom 
113), Bhola Nath Bass v. Sonamom Hast (I. L. R, 12 Cal., 273), and Bepm 
Behan Moduck v. Lai Mohun Chattopadh^ (I. L. B., 12 Cal., 209). Again, the 
reasons given by the Privy Council in Ttahimbhoy Habibbhoy v. l^mer (I. L. 
R 15 Bom., 166; L. R.. 18 L A.. 7), which was a case of account, interpreting 
S; term ‘final dec^e' in s. 606. seem, hcJwever. to support the contention of 
L aiipeUant. Having, therefore, some doubts m this matt*:, we accordingly 
refer to the Full Bench, whether in a suit for partition by metes and bounds 
an order declaring the rights of the parties to* partition in certain specific shares 
i8_appealable before tb e actual partition h as been ma de._ _ 

Hnalnal neoree No. 44 of 1891 against the decree of Babu Jodu Nath Das, 

Bo, doud tho »«. J««», 1®1. 
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The order upon whioh the ahore question arose is set out below in the 
judgment of the Chief Justice:— 

Mr. Evans (with him Mr. TwtdaU, Baboo Hem Chunder Banerji, and 
Baboo Umakah Mookerji) appeared for the appellants. 

Mr. W. G. Bonnerjee (with him Dr. Bashhchary Ohose, Baboo Saroda 
Churn Mitter, Baboo Degamber Chatterjee, and Baboo Baghunundun Pershad) 
appeared for the respondents. 

Mr. W. C. Bonnerjee. —Section 396 of the Code provides for eommissions 
of partition, and a decree being passed in accordance with the report of the 
Commissioners, and s. 540 provides for an appeal from sueh a final decree. 
‘ Decree ’ is defined by s. 2, whioh was introduced by Act XTI of 1879. If it had 
been intended to allow appeals in cases of the present kind, there would have 
been a special reference to them similar to that to suits for an account in s. 2, 
the definition in whioh [465] was intended to be exhaustive and not illustrative 
only [Coverji Luddha v. Morarji Punja, I. L K., 9 Bom., 183 (195)]. There 
can be no appeal except as against a decree, as defined by s. 2, or against an order 
mentioned in s. 588. It is the decree mentioned in s. 396 which decides the 
suit. Under s. 541 a copy of tlie decree is required to be annexed to the appeal. 
Section 396 only contemplates one decree, and is unambiguous. The preliminary 
decree in partition suits only decides certain preliminary questions. An appeal 
only lies from a final decree, Ehrahim v. Fttckhrunnissa Begum (I. L. B., 4 
Gal., 531). I am not aware of any case in this Court .where it was held that 
an appeal would lie from the preliminary decree in a partition suit. I rely on 
the decision in Bhoohuv Moyi Dahea v. Shurut Sundery Dabea (I. L. B., 12 
Cal., 275). There is but one decree under section 396. Here there are various 
findings in the plaintiff’s favour, and the Court will proceed to divide the 
property. 

Mr. Evans.— The fallacy lies in treating the words ‘ deciding the suit ’ in 
section 2 as equivalent to ‘ finally disposing of the suit.’ The distinction is 
recognized in Bahtmbhoy Ilahtbbhoy v. Turner (1. L. B., 15 Bom., 155 ; L. B., 
181. A., 6). It is argued that the suit is not disposed of until the arithmetical 
result is worked out. The practice in Chancery was to make decretal orders 
and afterwards final decrees. Here the decree consists ol the order at the end 
of the judgment which can be made formal and complete. The doctrine that 
a party must wait till the suit id finally disposed of before an appeal can be 
preferred breaks down w'hen applied to the case of a mortgage or a will. Where 
in a mortgage suit forgery is set up, and there is a decree for an account, it 
would be unjust to cause the defendant to wait until the account has been 
taken : so in a partition suit, where a will has to be construed, it would be 
unreasonable to precfhde either partv from apjiealing until the Commissioners 
have made their return. In the present case everything has been decided except 
what physical pieces of property will be the equivalent of certain shares. The 
intention which the other side would attribute to the Legislature is not a 
probable one. The case of Gy an Chunder Sen v. Durga [466] Chum Sen 
(1. L. B., 7 Cal., 318), illustrates how such matters were dealt with under the 
Code of 1877, where there was no definition of decree, and no one ever doubted 
then that there was an appeal. It is open to us to apply to the High^Court 
under section 62A of the Code or section 15 of the Charter to have the decree 
drawn up in accordance with the terms of section 206 of the Code. Under 
Act VIII of 1869 ‘ decrees ’ were not defined, but decrees containing orders for 
partition were constantly appealed. Under Act X of 1877, section 396 merely 
dealt with the method of proceeding with Commissions. Act XII of 1879' was 
passed in consequoice of a decree in a snit for accounts, in which it was held 
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that no appeal lay, and the accounts are not finished yet. The reported oases 
are in my favour or are distinguishable. 

Dr. Baxh Behan Ghone, in reply.—The argument as to a mortgage suit is 
unsound, as section 86 of Act IV of 1882 speaks of decrees and not of orders. 
The words in section 2 of the Code are not to be regarded as merely explanatory 
or illustrative. The actual relief sought in a partition suit is possession in 
severalty. We raise no question as to the order being informal. 

The Court (Pethekam, C.J., PttiNBEr, Tottenham, Pigot, and 
Ghose, .]J.) delivered the following opinionB:— 

Petheram, C.J (Tottenham, PifioT and Chose, JJ., concurring).— No 
separate decree was drawn up iti this caso, hut tlie last two paragraphs of the 
judgment of tlie Subordinate .ludga are as follows.— 

" For these reasons it is ordered that a partition of the properties 
mentioned in list No. 1 of the plaint, with the exception of the thakurbari and 
of the houses montiuued in list No. 2, be made. The defendant No. 3 through 
his pleader states that his share uiay ho separated also The defendant No. 2 
does not want her share to be separated. Thus one share (one-fourth) will be 
given to the plaintitf. Another share (one-fourth) will be given to the defendant 
No. 3. Tlie lernaining share (halt) lielongiiig to tho defendants Nos. 1 and 2 
will be kept joint thakmbari and the thukun, sjiccified in list No. 3 will 

be kept joint [’167} A scheme lor the worship of tlie thakuis by turns by the 
co-sharers will be mad*; at the titiie of the passing of tfie final decree. The 
costs of the partition will be homo hv tho parlies in proportion to their res¬ 
pective siiares. The paities are required lo state within two days whether 
they desire that the nartition should be made hy one or inoio Commissioners.” 

The question which has hoen loterred to tins Bench is whether the order 
contained in these paragraphs is appealahle. 

it IS admitted on all sides that it is not appealahle as an order, as it is not 
included in tin* list of order.-, in section .^)SH of tho Code from which an appeal 
is given hy that section, and the only question is whether it is within the 
definition of a decree m section 2 and so ajiiiealable as a decree. 

It has been said by tlio pleader for tiie jilaintifi' that he does not wish to 
argue that as no separate document has been diawn up and signed, giving 
effect to the decision of the Court, iheie hit*, been no formal expression of an 
adjudication upon the rights claimed, and that point not being raised before us 
by him or referred to us hv tlie Divisional Bench, wo need not deal with it here. 

Our answoi to the question referred to us la that an order m a suit for a 
partition, which declaies tho specific lights M the parlies and the property to 
be partitioned, decides tlial the suit must ha decreed, as affer such an order the 
suit could not he dismissed bs' tho Couil by which it was made, and is there¬ 
fore an order which adiadicates upon the rights claimed and the defence set up 
in the suit, and w'hich, as far as the Court expressing it is concerned, decides 
the suit within the Jotimtinu of a decree in section 2 of the Civil Procedure 
Code, and is thoietoie ajipealable ns a decree 

Pigot, J —I must add that hud the point been raised, 1 should have felt 
a difficult^’ in holding that a paragraph in the judgment, not drawn up in the 
form &f a decree, and not embodied in a separate form, is, within the terms of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, a decree at all. 

But the point is nut raised before us, add I am not bound to deal with it. 

Prinsep, J. —1 iiave Had considerable difficult in arriving at a satisfactory 
conclusion as to the effect that the Legislature 1498} intended to give to an 
order within the terms of section 396, Civil Procedure Code, directing s 
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partition to be made by Oommisaioners, as in the case now before us. It 
is contended that tite order of the Court declaring the several parties inte¬ 
rested in immoveable property under partition and their several rights therein, 
amounts to a formal expression of an adjudication upon rights claimed, and 
that such adjudication, so far as regards the Court expressing it, decides the 
suit, and consequently that the order is a decree within the meaning of section 
2 of the Code. Section 396, however, provides that the Court in question 
shall pass a decree in accordance with the report of the Commissioners, if 
approved of. It would, therefore, seem that that section contemplates that 
the final decree in the suit should be "passed after report made by the Com¬ 
missioners. No doubt a similar course is provided by section 215-A in a suit in 
which it is necessary to take an account. The definition of a decree as given 
in section 2, however, specially declares thiit an order passed in such a case 
shall be within the definition of that term. I am inclined to agree with the 
Chief Justice of the Bombay High Court m holding that this part of the 
definition of a decree w, seciion 2 is exhaustive and not explanatory {Coverji 
Luddha v Murarjt Punja {I. L. B.. 9 Born., 183 (195),] and, in that 
view, it would not, in my opinion, be impossible to include an order, 
such as I have described, in a suit for partition as an adjudication deciding a 
suit. The actual decision of the .suit would be when the decree*of the 
Court was finally delivered, and this, it would seem, is declared by section 
396 to be after the ^report of the Commissioners. The observations of their 
Lordships of the Privy Council in the case of liauimbhoy Hahhhhoy v. 
Turner (I. L. K., 15 Bom., 165; L E., 18 I. A., 6) refer to an order 
in a. suit for accounts directing that such accounts be taken, and in con¬ 
sidering whether such ait order was appealable as a final decree under section 
595, their Ijordsliips held that it complied with all the necessary essentials. 
Section 265, no doubt, describes as a decree for partition an order which leaves 
the partition itself to he made by the Collector where the property to be 
divided is an estate paying revenue to Government, but in such a case the 
[469] proceedings of the Civil Court are closed when such an order is passed 
and therefore, so far as that Court is concerned, the order finally decides the 
suit. The order would cousequentlv be a decree within the terms of section 2. 
I observe that section 265 is reproduced from the previous Code of 1859, 
whereas the terms of section 396 are entirely new. The difficulty is increased 
by the definition of the term ‘ decree,’ as it now stands, having b^n the result 
of a further modification of the Code. I think, therefore, that the matter 
before us is not without much difficulty. No doubt, for the convenience of the 
parties themselves, it is desirable that an order, such as that now before ua, 
should be regarded as a decree and be a proper subject for appeal; so that the 
parties, who are in dispute in regard to the amount of their respective shares, 
may not be put to the expenses of a partition by metes and bounds, when such 
partition may turn out to he absolutely infructuous if the Appellate Court 
should find that the shares have been wrongly determined. Consequently, as 
the larger interpretation is open to us. and this interpretation is decidedly for 
the benefit of suitors, I think it should be adopted. 

A.A.G. 
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REFERENCE FROM THE RECORDER OF RANGOON. 

The 27th April, It>92. 

Present; 

Sir W. Comer Pbthebam, Kt , Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Ghose. 


Moung Tso Min.I’etitionor 

vcmua 

Mali Utah.Ri’spondont' 

Divorce —Bui man Buddhists, haw as to Divorce aviona - Buddhist Law — 
Dhammatkats, Authority of the—Menu Kyay, Authority 
of the — Desertion— Procedure 

In ii Kuit for divorce institntcd bv a BunnAii hush.ind on the ground that hih i^ife had 
deKbrted him for no reason whaEevor, and had been living h^parate for the past eight months, 
refusing to resume cohabitation with him (there being no charge agaiml the wife of mis- 
conduci^affecting morality or of any b.id habith), the wife ploadi'd in defence that the above 
[470] ground was, under* Buddhist Law, no ground for a divorce, and further ple.ided the 
conduct of the petitioner as a justification fur her refusal to eohabit with him No 
division cf property had taken place between husband and wife •Held, upon a reference to 
the High Court—That upon the law as administered among Buddhists, the petitioner was not 
entitled to a divorce. 

If the plaintiff iii a suit for divorce govi rued h\ the above hiw establishes any of the 
grounds which the Dhaininathat>. i-ecognize as good grounds for a divoice, bi will be entitled 
to a divorce The Dbararaathats eontcinpUte grounds pistifying a divorce other than those 
mentioned in the judgment of the Special Court in Ntja Nice v. Mi au Mn [(dated 18th 
Augu‘t 18M6 (Circular Order No. 35 of 1830)1, viz , other than ni.itrjcnle, parricide, killing, 
stealing, shedding the blood of a Buddha, rahan, hercs\, and adultery 

A desertion, properly so called, by the wife is a good ground for divorce by the husband, 
provided that during the period of one year proscribed by the Menu Kyny (IJk v., ch 17) the 
husband has not supplied anything to the wife. 

Suits for divorce between Burmaii Buddhists, being suits of a eivil natuie not governed 
by the Indian Divorce .Act, should be commenced Sy a plaint and not by a petition. 

The decision of the Special Cour. in Nqa Nwe v. Mi Su Mit (dated 18th August 1880 
(Circular Order No. 35 of 1880)] observed upon. 

Fassages in the Menu Kyay Dhaniiiiathat cited and couiniented upon 
The petitioner in this case sued iii the Court ul the Reuorder of Rangoon for a 
divorce on the ground that his wife, the respondent, ha*fi loft him and refused 
to live with him. The application being in the form of a petition, it was 
objected that it should have been in the form of a plaint, and leave was 
accordingly given to amend. The parties to the suit were both Burmese 
Buddhists 

On the part of the respondent it was not denied that she had left the peti¬ 
tioner and refused to live with him, but it was objected that this was not by 
Burmeselawagroundfordivoroe.unless both parties were willing that there should 
bo a divorce. The respondent further,alleged that sh^ was justified in 
refusing bo cohabit with the petitioner on the ground that when she lived 
with the petitioner he brought women of loose character to the house in which 

• Civil Reference in divorce case No. 4 of 1891, made by W. i’. Agnew, Esq., Recorder of 
Rangoon, dated the 4tfa of May 1S91. 
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she and the petitioner were living, and thereby subjected the respondent to 
much indignity and anguish of mind [47 ij amounting in law to cruelty. 
Upon interrogatories being administered to the respondent, she gave the names 
of some of the women who were in the habit of visiting the petitioner. 

The respondent’s objection tlint desertion on the part of the wife does not 
by Burmese law amount to a ground for divorce w us supported by a reference 
to the judgment of the Special Court in the case of Nga Nwe v. Mi Sti Ma 
decided on the IHth August 1H86 iCircuInr Order No. 35 of 1886). The Becorder 
was of opinion that the effect of the decision ut the Special Court was to unduly 
narrow the grounds upon which a divorce may he granted among Burmese 
Buddhists, and to confine those grounds to the grounds mentioned by 
Dr. Forchhammer, Professor of Pali, in a preface to the translation of the 
Wagaru Dhammathat contained in Mr. .lardine’s Notes on Buddhist Law, Part 
IV (1883). 

The Recorder made the following Reference to the High Court under s. 42 
of the Burma Courts Airf. (XI of 1SR9) - - 

“ This 18 a suit iij a Buim.in husband for divorce, the only ground alleged 
being that the respondent has left him, and refuses to return to cohabitation. 
The facts are not disputed, but it lias been argued for tlie respondent that 
according to the judgment of the Special Court m Xga JSiwe v. Ma 

(Circular Order No. 35 of 1RH6), dated the iHth Aiigusc 1886, a copy of which 
is annexed, the suit must fail. The effect of that nulgrnuut is that a Burmese 
husband or wife can only obtain a divorce foxcept hj consent) on some of the 
grounds mentioned in the Dhainmathats, and tlint the onU grounds are those 
particularized by Professor Foiclihanime.r* ard mentioned in the judgment. 
Undoubtedly the ground relied upon iw the husband is not included in the 
grounds mentioned in the decision of tlie Sfiecial Court, and if divoice can only 
be granted upon some one ot those grounds, this suit must he dismissed, it 
was also argued for the respondent tliat the proco<;dirigs me wrong in form ; 
that a petition is only peiunssililo in proc;ot‘(ling.s under tiie Indian Divorce Act, 
and that the Court has no jiower to make a decree upon a petition, and no 
power to allow the petitioner to amend [47?} so as to convert the petition into 
a plaint. I know of no repoi ted autiiontv fur convci ting a petition into a 
plaint, hut it is a mere matter of foim, and 1 think that the amendment might 
he allowed, especially as in tins cuoe the petition is actuall> overstamped 

“ It is argued for the petitioneir that the judginftit of tlie Special Court is 
not exhaustive, and that there are other grounds mentioned in the Dhanima- 
thats upon which divorce may be granted. Tliiis in Richardson's Translation 
of the Menu Kyay, 2Dd ed., pp 355, 3.57, it is said (utnoiig othei grounds) that 
a husband may divoUse a wife whty will not act accoiding to his desires, and 
who has not equal lo*e for him, and this is the text relied upon in the present 
case. So, again, cruelty is not included in the grounds mentioned in the 
Special Court judgment, though it is meniieimd in the Dhammathats (Richard¬ 
son, p. 343), where it is said that wise .fudges may grant a divorce where the 
husband has oppressed his wife. 

" It appears to me.'with great respect for the judgment of the Special 
Court, that that Court was wrong in confining the grounds of divorce among 
Burmese to those mentioned by Professor Forchhammer, who, thouglj a great 
Pali scholar, was not a lawyer, and that divorce ought to be granted upon any 
of the grounds to be found in the Dhammabhate. The decision of the Special 
Court is certainly contrary to the law as administered hitherto in Burma It 
i s, however, binding upon me, and as I en t ertain doubts as to its correctness , 

• Notes on Buddhist Law, by the Judicial Cotnmissionec of British Burma. I’art IV, 
lulroductory Preface, by Dr. E. Forchbtimiuer, Profesaor of Pali. 


764 





I.L.R. (9 Gal. «?8 


MaH kiAH tl892] 

and also as to whether the Court has power to grant a divorce between 
Burmans upon a petition, or to allow the petition to be converted into a plaint, 
I submit the following questions for the opinion of the High Court under section 
42 of the Lower Burma Courts Act: — 

“ (i) Whether in suits for divorce the plaintitf is not entitled to a divorce 
upon any of the grounds mentioned in the nhaminathats, e^n 
though such grounds are not among those particularized in the 
judgment of the Special Court. 

“ (li) la it necessary that suits for divorce between Burnian Buddhists 
should be comme'nced by a plaint ? 

“ (iii) Has the Court power to allow a person who has wronelv instituted 
proceedings m the form of a petition to amend by converting 
the petition into a plaint? 

[473] ‘ ‘ Subject to the opinion of Llm High Court, I think that the 
petitioner is entitled to a decree for divorce, for a woman wlio refuses to return 
to cohabitation with her husband certainly does not aot according to his 
desires, and that the amendment may bo allowed. A petition for leave to 
amend has been filed by the petitioner " 

}J!^, Aciooith and __Baboo Dwarka Nath CAnu'keilmity appeared for the 
Petitioner. 

The Respondent was not represented. , 

Mr Acwuith —Bv Burmese law marriage is a purely civil contract without 
religious sanction or qprenionies, anci divorce can be obtained upon any of 
the grounds mentioned in tlio Dhainmathats The judgment of the Special 
Court does not limit tlie grounds of divorce to those specified by Professor 
Forchhamnier, and the grounds ({uoted from Professoi Forchhammer are 
quoted only as an autlioiity for the pioposition that divorce cannot he main¬ 
tained on the giound of mere cajirK-e, wliicli was the question before the 
Special Court The rules laid down h> the Mrnu hyay cleailv contemplate a 
wife’s refusal to live with her husliand as a sutlieient ground for divorce, and in 
such a case the husband is to have the whole of the propertv (see Richardson’s 
Menu hyay, pp. 1()2, 357 , also passages fiom the other Dhammathats 
cited at p 23 of Mi .lardine's second note). I contend that w'ant of afIVetion 
towards the husband, or refusing to live wiAh him is a sutticiont giound for a 
divorce. Here the wife objects to he divorced conipulsonlv, as in that case 
the husband will have all the joint property As to the power of the Court 
to allow the petition to he amended, there cau he no doubt. 

The judgment of the Court (PethiAIAM, O .1 , aSeJ Ghose, J.) was 
delivered by • 

Ghose, J. —This 18 a reference by the Reecmlor of Rangoon It has been 
made in an action for divorce instituted by a Burmese liusband against his 
wife. 

The ground alleged in the petition presented by the husband for obtaining 
divorce is that the wife has deserted him for no reason whaf>ever, and has 
been living separate for the last eight months, r4743 and that she would not 
return^to. his house and resume cohabitation with him The wife, however, 
pleads in her written statement that the gj-ound alleged by tll^ petitioner is no 
giound for divorce according to the Buddhist law, which governs the parties, 
and that she is justified in not returning to cohabitation with the petitioner, 
because while she was living with him he used to bring to the bouse women 
of loose character and habits, and thereby subjected her to much indignity 
and anguish of mind, amounting in law to cruelty. 
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The learned Recorder begins his judgment by stating that “ the facts are 
lint disputed ” , he then refers to a judgment of the Special Court, dated the 
I8th August 1886 (*V(ja Nwe v. Mt Hu Ma, Circular Order No. 36 of 1886), 
and expresses his dissent from the law, which he understands to have bean 
laid down therein ; he then states that he is doubtful whether a decree for 
diiroroe mav lie given between Butmans upon a petition, and whether the 
petition may be allowed to be converted into a plaint, as asked for by the 
petitioner. And lastly, relying apparently upon certain passages in the Menu 
Kyay to the edect that a husband may put away his wife who has not equal 
lovo for him and would not act according to his desires, the Recorder is of 
opinion that the petitioner is entitled to a decree fur divorce , but this opinion 
being, as he thinks, opposed to that ol the Siiecial Court, he has referred the 
following Questions’to this Court; ~ 

(i) Whether in suits for divorce the plaintitf is not entitled to a divorce 
upon any of the grounds mentioned in the Dhanimathats, even 
though such grounds are not among those particularized in the 
judgment of the Special Court 

(li) Is it necessary that suits for divorce between Burman Buddhists 
should be commenced by n plaint ? 

(iii) Has the Court povrer to allow a person who has wrongly instituted 
proce 0 din |;8 in the form of a petition to amend by converting the 
petition into a plaint • 

Now, the first observation that wo have to make is that, unless the plea 
set up in the third paragraph of the defendant's written statement was waived, it 
cannot rightly he said tliat the facts [47j] of the case are 7ii>i thspiUed But 
far from the plea set up therein being un.lerstood to have lieen waived, and 
which plea we may here say contains the jU8tific.ition for the defendant in 
leaving the h<iiiso .if the husband and refusing to return to cohabitation with 
him, she was asked by her advorsmy (the i»etitioner) to answer certain inter¬ 
rogatories, which she did answer, giving the names of some of the women 
whom the husband used to bring to tno house while she lived with him. We 
refer to this inatter, beesuse we think it has an important hearing upon the 
question wdiethor the husband is entitled, upon the present state of the record, 
and without any enquiry into tli^s question of the justification iileaded by the 
wife, to obtain a dticroo for divorce, such as the Recorder proposes to make. 

Referring to the judgment of the Special Court at Rangoon in the case of 
Nqa Swp v. Ml Sm Ma (Circular Order No 35 of 1HH6I, dated the 18th 
August 1886, we obaarvo that ttie two questions which wore decided in that 
case were; — 

(i) Will a suit between a Burtnan Buddhist inarried couple for restitution 

of conjugal rights lie; and 

(ii) if so, is this relief lost by the plaintiff's abandonment of the defendant 
for a shortef period than that mentioned in the Menu Kyay, Book 
5, Chapter 17? 

.\nd it was held that a suit lies for restitution of conjugal rights, and 
that the relief ^ not lost to the plaintiff unless the case comes Within the 
provisions of Book 5, Chapter 17. 

in connection with the first of the two questions decided in that case, it 
seems to have been discussed whether either of the parties may divorce the 
other on mere caprice, and the Special Court, after an examination of the 
authorities on the subject, and especially the Dhammathat of Menu Kyay and 
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a paper published by Dr. Forohhammer, a learned Professor of Pali’*', came to 
the conclusion timt marriage between Burmese Buddhists may be dissolved at 
any time by mutual consent,' and that where such [476] consent is wanting, it 
o&nnot be dissolved except on some ground recognized by the Dhammathats, 
and not by th«j mere volition of one of the parties 

So far as these conclusions are concerned, it seems to us that they are 
supported by the Dhammathats. But there are certain ol)servation8 in the 
judgment which would seem to indicate that tliev intended to decide, while 
discussing tlie questions raised before them, that the only deeds on the part of 
the husband or wife wiiioh would justify a divorce are matricide, parricide, 
killing, stealing, shedding the blood of a Buddha, rahan, heresy, and adultery. 
But we do not understand the judgment really to go to th^t extent. 

While discussing the questfon whether a divorce could be had on mere 
caprice, or that some offence or fault must be proved in one of the parties, the 
Court had to consider a certain passage in Mmu Kyay, BookV. Chapter TTI, 
which runs thus .—“ Thus has been laid down the law for the separation by 
mutual consent of a pair never before married when the husband wishes to 
separate and the wife does not, when there is no fault on either side, hut their 
destinies are not cast togethor, the law for partition of the projiertx is this, etc. 
This is the law when there is no fault on either side, and when one wishes 
to separate.” The members of the Sjiecial Court had to consider the words 
“ destinies are not east*togcther (kammazat),” and they gifided then'selves by the 
explanation given hv Dr. Forchhanmier in his paper published in Mr. Jardine’s 
notes, and theoviilanation given by him was as follows - - “ Separation on account 
of Itnnimaznt may ho rx parte, hut always implies the commission of an evil deed 
on the part of the other party, which creates also for the innocent partv a dement 
for which ho will have to suffer keenly through endless existences, etc.” t and 
that gentU-man seems to have expressed an opinion lhat the deeds which justify 
a l^uddliist to sever his destiny from that of his or her partner -ire matricide, 
parricide, killing, stealing, shedding the blood of a Buddha, rahan, lieresy, and 
adultery. The Sjyhcial Court, after quoting the w'ords of Dr. Foichhanmier, 
ohseived “ So that hero we have from one of Ihe best living autho¬ 
rities of the da> an explanation of the text, coupled with a statement of the deeds 
which Will justify a divorce amongst Buddhists, and this statement is consistent 
with the other of Menu Kyay above rfiferred to ' An observation to the 
same effect also occurs later on in their judgment. 

But, as already pointed out, tliis was no part of tlie actual decision that the 
Special Court w'as called upon to pronounce in that case •!£ they meant to lav 
down that divorce could not he had, except for some oru^of tlie eight offences 
or faults mentioned in their judgment, this was extra judicial. 4nd we may 
say that we are not prepared to agree with them in that respect. for the 
Dhammathats contemplate other cases in which divorce may be had. 

On turning to the subject with which we are immediately concerned in 
this case, viz., whether the husband is entitled to a decree for divorce because 
the wife has deserted him and refuses to return to cohabitation, it seems to us 
that there are texts in the Menu Kyay, a book of paramount authority in the 
BuddRist school, which show that a desertion, properly so •called, is a good 
ground for divorce. 

* Notes on Buddhist Law, by the Judicial Commissioner of British Burma. Fart IV, 
Introductory preface by Dr. Forchhammer, Professor of Pah. 

t Notes on Buddhist Law, by the Judicial Commissioner of British Burma. Part IV, 
Itroductory preface by Dr. Forchhammer, Professor of Pali, page 8. 
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In Book V, Chapter 17, page 141 (Richardson’s edition), which is 
headed : The law when a husband and wife, having no affection for each 

other, sepaiate.” Menu Kyay says as follows:— ‘ 

“ Any husband and wife living together, if the husband, saying he does 
not wish her for a wife, shall have left the house, and for throe years shall 
not have given her one leaf of vegetables or one stick of firewood, at the 
expiration of three vears let each have the right to take another wife and 
husband. If the wife, not having affection for the husband, shall leave (the 
house) where they were living together, and if daring one year he does not 
give her one leaf of vegetables or one stick of tirewoml, let each have the 
right of taking another husband and wife, tlioy shall not claim each other as 
husband and wife; let them have the light to separate and marry again. If 
when the husband leaves the house, the wife shall take another within the 
three years, or when the wife has left the house, and within one year the 
husband shall take another wife —of the property of both, what [4783 was 
brought at marriage and that vvhicb belongs to botli, having counted one, two, 
and weighed by tickals, let all the property he demanded and taken from the 
person who failed m his or her duU as husband and wife, by tne other who 
has become the loid of it, and if (the person in fault) comes to the house of the 
other, (the parson not in fault) may turn ^tbe other) out, but not accuse (each 
other) of taking a paramour or seducing hu«barid or wife.” 

It will be observted tnat in the case ol a wife let^ving the house of her 
husband, and in the event of the husban i n >l supplying her with anvtliing for 
one year, the right to separate and marry .igain is created in eitlier ol the 
parties. The second portion of the chiptnr, which refers to the parties 
marrying before the periods prosoribel (as tlie case mav bej clearly coinlemns 
that ooiuluet. 

The texts m the Mtniu Kyi if, which the learned Recorder has, we suppose, 
relied upon, are to be found in Book XII, Ciiiiptor 13 (Riulj.trdson’s edition), 
pages 354, 365, and 357 , and they are as follows.— 

“The five kinds of wives wlio m.iy bo put avvav are these-—If a man and 
wife have lived together eight or ten vears and li.ul no childi-en, the wife is a 
barren woman; a vvoman who has had eight or ten female children and no 
son; a woman wh j is affiicted with leprosv or epilops> , a woman who does 
not conform to the habits of her class, a woman who will not act according to 
the desires of her hu.sbiiid, who has not equal love fo.* him, - these five women 
a husband mav uut away ” 

“ By putting awav is not inoant that he may take all the property and 
put her away, but if hj wi.shes Me may take another wife, and fa wife as above) 
shall have no right to oppose his wishes ; thus she may he said to ba put 
away. This is one p.nnt in this matter ” And in page 357 the following 
passage occurs :— 

“ Concerning putting awav a woman who does not conform to the habits 
of her class, but addicts herself to low habits, it is thus said “ If a woman, 
without regard to the credit of her family, takes a paramour, or without 
the knowledge of her husband steals or conceals his property, it is iiot said 
the husband shall only cease connubial intercourse with her: her habits are bad: 
she has certainly no regard to the honour of her family. For this reason 
[479] let him take all the property and have a right to put her away. Of a 
woman who will not comply with her husband’s desires, it is said her desires 
are not towards his, her wishes are not the same. .\s in the last instance, 
let him have a right to put such a woman away.” ‘ 
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In the persent case there is no charge of misconduct affecting morality or 
of any bad habits, against the wife, and the question we have to determine is 
whether, by reason of the wife living apart from the husband for eight months 
(as the petitioner alleges}, and her refusal to return to cohabitation, is a 
sufficient ground for divorce. 

Beferring in the first place to the five kinds of wives who may be put away, 
one of them being “ a woman who will not act according to the desires of her 
husband, who has not equal love for him,” it will be observed that an expla¬ 
nation is given by Menu Kyay, which is to the effect that “ by putting away is 
not meant that he may take all the property and put her away, but if be wishes 
he may take another wife, and (a wife as above) shall have no right to oppose his 
wishes; thus she may be put away.” So that we have it clear that the husband 
is not entitled to divorce his wife for not complying with his desires, or for 
want of love for him; and that "putthig away” does not necessarily mean 
divorcing the wife; and this seems to he emphasiKed by what is subsequently 
said in the same page (855; with reference to a wife, who has had eight or ten 
female children and no son, being put away, and it is this ;—" It is not meant 
that the husband has a right to put her away without giving her property, 
animate and inanimate, but if he wishes for precious male children, which 
are superior to females, he shall take another woman, and the wife shall have 
no right to prevent him ; he has only right to discontinue connubial connec¬ 
tion with her. If she have borne without any male child eight, nine or ten 
female children, and the husband wishes to put her wAy, let him, having 
divided all the property of both into two parts, give one-half to the wife 
and let them pay the debts in the same proportion, etc.” The author 
then refers to the case of a diseased woman, the duty oast upon the 
husband to employ physicians to treat her, and to the partition of prc^rty 
in the event of separation, and makes the following observation:—“ It L480J 
is not said the husband has a right to take all the property and separate : he 
shall only cease connubial intercourse.” 

The passages in page 357 referred to by the learned Recorder immediately 
foUow the passage which has just been quoted, and it will be observed that, 
while the author in speaking of a woman who takes a paramour, or steals her 
husband’s property, says " it is not said that the husband shall only cease con¬ 
nubial intercourse with her, her habits a^e bad ; she has no regard to the 
honour of her family. For this reason lot h'm take all the property and have 
a right to put her away.” In sneaking of a woman who does not comply with 
her husband’s desires, he says as in the last instance, let him have a right 
to put such a woman away,” thus putting thg two cases upon different footings. 

In regard to the five kinds of women referred to in ^e Menu Kyay, who 
may be put away, we have a text in the Manoo Wonnaiia, which is also a 
Dhammathat of authority in the Buddhist school, translated by Mr. Jardine 
in bis valuable Notes, page 22: it is as follows:— " A woman who is barren ; a 
woman who always brings forth female children; also a woman who has bodily 
deficiencies; a woman who bears neither daughters nor sons ; a woman with 
leprosy; a woman of bad conduct; a woman who has no love for her husband, 
or in other words, a woman having no love for her husband has a paramour, — 

these five* kinds of women may be abandoned or divorced.” . 

« * 

A somewhat similar passage is to be fpund in the Manoo Einp Dhamma- 
tbat, published in Mr. Jardine's Notes, page 6, and it is this :—A woman 
who is barren, a wife who gives birth to female children, a woman who has 
disease, a woman of bad conduct, and a woman who is not liked by good men, 
such kinds of wives may be abandoned.” 
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Upon a oonsiderafcion of these texts, we are of opinion that a divoroe 
caanot be had merely because one of the parties has no love for the other, or 
does not comply with the desires of the other. Desertion, according to the 
Menu Kyay, is no doubt a good ground for divorce, but, as already pointed out, 
there is this condition attached, viz., during the periods of time prescribed 
therein the husband should not have supplied anything to the wife. 

[481] In this case the period of eight months has only elapsed since the 
wife left, and it does not appear whether the husband has not supplied anything 
to the wife during this time. The principle which underlies this matter seems 
to be that it is not proi)er to allow a divorce if the wife or the husband has been 
living apart from the other for a comparatively short time ; and that if during 
the prescribed period, the husband has supplied the wife with any of her wants 
and kept communication with her, it should be presumed that the conduct of 
the wife is not blameable, and that the husband does not regard her living 
separate as a desertion properly so-called. 

There are no doubt texts in the several Dhammathats which show that a 
divoroe can be had by mutual consent, and that one of the parties can separate 
from the other, even if the latter does not consent, but in that case it is distinctly 
provided that the properties belonging to both and their liabilities should 
be divided. And in this connection we may refer to two texts—one from the 
Manoo Wonnana, and the other from Wagatu Dhammathat, translated in the 
notes by Mr. Jardine, and they are as follows •— 

“ If a husband or wife in a state of anger says to the other ‘ I do not love 
you,’ such words shall not be sutbcient to constitute a divorce. It is consti¬ 
tuted only when they divorce and leave each other, after a division of the good 
and bad property in possession and not in possession to which they are 
entitled.” {Manoo IFbnnana.) 

If husband and wife have separated and no division of property has 
taken place, neither shall be free to live witli another (man or woman). But 
if the property has been divided, they may do so. Thus Manu has decided.” 
{Wagaru.) 

The relevancy which those passages have upon this case is this—that, 
apparently, here no division of property has taken place between the parties—a 
circumstance whicli indicates that the separation which has taken place is not 
of that character which may bo regarded as any way final. And as to the wife 
declining to return to cohabitation'with the husband if the facts stated in the last 
paragraphofthe written statement be true (a, matter which has not been gone into 
by the Becorder), it would appear that there is a justification in her conduct; 
and in that view a Court [482] of Justiee would not bo disposed to pronounce 
a decree for divorce against the cdhsent of the wife, thereby depriving her of the 
advantages which bblong to the status of a wife. But it is not necessary to 
discuss this matter any further, nor to send back the case for the trial of the 
question of fact raised in the written statement, for we are of opinion that upon 
the law as administered among the Buddhists, the petitioner has not made 
out a case for divoroe. 

In this view of the matter it is perhaps unnecessary to answer categorically 
the questions referred by the Becorder, but we may say, so for as tbe first 
question is concerned, that if a plaintiff in a suit for divoroe establishes any of 
the grounds which the Dhammathats recognize as good grounds for dWoroe, 
he would be entitled to a divorce, even if such grounds are not among those 
particularized in the judgment of the Special Court. As regards the other 
question pot, we are inclined to think that the proper procedure is to present 
a plaint, and not a petition for divoroe, the case being not governed by the Indian 
Divoroe Act, and tbe action being one of a civil nature. In this case, however, 
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no difficultly could arise, because the petition was presented with the Court-fee 
required for a plaint, and it was perfectly open to the Recorder to treat the 
petition as a plaint in the cause, as was asked by the petitioner. 


A. A. C. 


NOTES. 

t See also U.B.B., (1892-1896) II 56 ] 


£ 19 Cal. 489 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The VMh May, 1802. 

Pbbsent. 

Mb. Justice Nobris and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Brojo Nath Surma.rudgmont-dobtor 

. vurma 

Isswar Chundra Dutt (for self and as guardian of Prossano Kumar 
Dut9, minor).Decree-holder.^ 

Succession Gertifiote Act {VII of1889), section 4 — Execution of decree — 
Application for execution by legal representative without certificate. 

Section 4 of the Succestiion Certificate Act, 1889, merely providcR that the Court shall 
not proceed upon an application of a person claiming to be [483] entitled to execute a decree, 
except on the production of a certificate or other authority of a like n.iture. But it docs not 
follow from that section that an .application might not ho made without the production of a 
certificate, the certificate being supplied during the pendency of the proceedings. 

Janaki Ballav Sen v. Hafiz Makomd Alt Khan (I. L. B., 13 Cal., 47) followed. 

This was an appeal from an order granting an application for the execu* 
tion of a decree to the heir of a deceased deciyao-holder. 

The facts are sufficiently stated m tiie judgment of the High Court. 

Baboo Jassoda Nundun Paramamck, on bohalf of the appellant, contended 
tiiat the application for execution of the 26th November 1889 was barred, 
because it had been made more than throe years after tlie first application of 
13th July 1886, and that therefore no subsequent applioafion such as that of 
March 1890 could be made: and, secondly, that in consequence of s. 4, 
clause (b) of the Succession Certificate Act, 1889, no application for execution 
could be made by the heir of a deceased decree-holder without a succession 
certificate, and as at the time of the last application no such certificate had 
been obtained, it was not an application in accordance with law and within 
Article 179 of Schedule II of the Limitation Act. 

Btfboo Tara Ktshore Chowdhry, on behalf of the respondent contended that 
the words in s. 4 of the Succession Gerti^cate Act were:—“ No Court shall 
proceed upon an applicationthat these words should be construed liberally, 

* Appeal from Appellate Order No. 382 of 1891, against the order of H. Luttmau-Johnson 
Eaq., Distriot Judge of the Assam Valley Districts, dated the 26tb of May 1891, reversing 
tlu otderof 0. E. Kttar, Esq., Subordinate Judge of Sibsagar, dated Idle 14th of July 1890 
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and the true construotioo to be put upon them was that the Court might 
entertain an application for execution without a certificate, but should not 
proceed to pass any order until a certificate had been obtained; and that such 
an application should be held to be a good application within Article 179 of 
Schedule II of the Limitation Act; that to construe these words otherwise 
would often result in great injustice, as, for instance, where a decree-holder 
died within two or three days of the three years it would be impossible for 
his heir to obtain a certificate and make his application in time to save limita¬ 
tion ; and that this section was in accordance with the ruling in Janaki Ballav 
Sen V. Hafiz Mahomed Al% Khan (I. L. B„ 13 Oal., 47). 

[Ui] The judgment of the Court (Nobris and Bbvbblby, JJ.) was 
delivered by 

• 

Beverley, J. —This is an appeal against an order in respect of the 
execution of a decree which was made in August 1885. It appears that an 
application to execute that decree was made on the 13th July 1886. That 
application for some cause or other was struck off. The decree-holder then 
died, and on che 26th November 1889 his legal representative made a second 
appUcation, which appears to have been struck off or rejected on the 15th 
February 1890. The present application was filed in the following month, 
March 1890. 

The first Courf held that, inasmuch as the second application of the 26th 
November 1889 was made by the legal representative of the deceased decree- 
holder, without the production of any certificate under Act VII of 1889 or 
other Act for the time being in force, the application was not in accordance 
with law, and that therefore the present application of March 1890, having 
been made more than three years from the first application of the 13th July 
1886, is barred by limitation. 

On appeal the District Judge has reversed this order, holding that under 
the terms of s. 4 of Act VII of 1889 it was competent for the legal repre¬ 
sentative of the deceased decree-holder to make his application without, at the 
same time, filing any certificate. 

The ]hdgment-debtors have appealed to this Court against that order of 
the District Judge : and two points have been taken before us, the first being 
that the application of the 26th November 1889 was itself barred, as having 
been made,more than three years subsequent to the first application of the 13th 
July 1886. 

This point dods not appear to have been argued, if indeed it was taken, in 
either of the lower Courts ; and as its decision would depend upon facts and 
oircumstances which are not before us, we do not think it right to express any 
opinion upon it. But, assuming that the application of the 26th November 
1889 was made within time, we are of opinion that the order of the 
Lower Appellate Court, holding that that application was a good application 
in law, must be upheld. Section 4 of Act VII of 1889 merely provides that 
the Court shall not proceed upon an application of a [488] person claiming 
to be entitled 4o execute a decree, except on the production of a certificate or 
other authority of the like nature. But it does not follow from that section * 
that an application might not be mode without the production of a oertificate, 
the certificate being supplied during the pendency of the proceedings ; and this 
was the view tidien by a Division Bench of this Court in the case of Janak$ 
Ballav Sen v. Hafiz MaAomed AU Khan (I. L. B.,-13 Oal.. 47). 
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Under these oiroumsfcanoef, we think that this appeal fails and tnust be 
dismissed with costs. 

^ ^ dwwwssfid. 


KOTES. 

[This was followed in (1893) 16 All., 36 ; (1R95) 18 All., 34; (1894) 90 Bom., 76. 

See also (1911) 13 I.C., 78 ; (1909) 18 C.W.N., 633 as to such applications being steps in 

aid of execution.] 


[ 19 Gal. iSS ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 16th May, 1892. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pethbram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Ghobe. 


Peari Mohun Mukerji.Petitioner 

, versus * 

Baroda Churn Chuckerbutti and another.Opposite Party.’' 


Appeal from order—Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1885), s. 84, Order made 
under, not appealable -Acquisition of land by landlord— 

Ctvil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), ss. 2, 588. 

An order made by a Civil Courts under section 84 of the Bengal Tenancy Act is not 
appealable not being a decree within’the meaning of section 2 of the Code of Cml Procedure, 
and no appeal being allowed by section 5S8 of the Code, or by any special provision of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act. 

Ooghun Mollah v. Bameshur Narain Ma,hta (l.h. R., 18 Cal., 271) referred to and 


followed. • 

The pstitioner applied under section 84 of the Bengal Tenancy Act to the 
Munsif of Serampore with a view to acquire the raiyati interest in 14 cottahs 
12 ohittaks of land held by the respondents in his zemindari, and prayed that 
the proper value of the land might be fiaed by the Court, and all necessary 
orders passed for the transfer of the land in question •which was required for 
the purpose of opening out a new road. In support of his application the 
netitioner the certificate granted by the Collector showing that the purpose 
Sove mentioned was reasonable and sufficient. The respondents appeared 
before the Munsif, and upon evidence being gone mto, the Munsif held that the 
nurpose for which the [488] land was required by the landlord was reasonable 
and sufficient, and that the acquisition would be for the good of the estate m 
which the land was comprised. The Munsif came to the conclusion that the 
au& of Bs 616-4 would be a fair compensation in respeoVjf the jamai right of 
the respondents, and ordered them to sell the land for that sum within two 
months to the petiti oner. ___*_ ■.^ _— 

- Ord«“No. 232 of 1891 agamst the order of J. ^^futd. Esq., 

oi B.ta L.k. n.u. 

KTOdae, Munsif of Serampore, dated the 3rd of April 1891. 
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Against this order the petitioner appealed to the District Judge, who re* 
fused to entertain the appeal for the following reasons :—" This purports to be 
an appeal against an order under s 84 of the Bengal Tenancy 4ot. Schedule 
III, part 2, No. 4 of that ’Act provides the limitation for appeals from 
orders made under it, but does not determine which of such orders are appealable, 
nor does section 184 of the Act. Appeals from decrees under the Act are given 
by section 540 of the Civil Procedure Code, but section 588 of the Code 
makes no provision for appeals from orders except those made under the Code 
itself. Section 158 (8) is an example of a ca&e in which the Bengal Tenancy 
Act provides an appeal from an order under that Act. Section 153 also pro¬ 
vides for appeals from certain other orders. I find no provision, however, giving 
an appeal against orders under the Act generally. The order now fn question 
does not appear to me to come under the definition of ‘ decree' in section 2 of 
the Civil Procedure Code, and regarding it as a (here order, I find no authority 
for my entertaining an appeal against it.” 

Against this order the petitioner appealed to the Higli Court. 

Baboo Pran Nath Pand\t appeared for the appellant. * 

Baboo Opendro Gopal Mitter appeared for the respondents. 

The judgment of the High Court (Pethebam, C.J., and Gh 08 £, J.) was 
delivered by 

Petheram, C.J. —The only question which has been argued before us is, 
whether an order made by the Muobif under section 84 of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act authorizing the zemindar to acquire a certain portion ol the raiyat’s holding 
and fixing a price at which he is to acquire it is appealable under the law. 

The point has already been decided in this Court in the case of Qoghun 
Mollah V. Bameshur Narain Mahta (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 271). and it would bo 
[4873 sufficient for us to say that we agree with the mode in which that case 
was decided. But it may be as well to add that, in our opinion, it is clear that 
such an order as this is not a decroewithin the meaning of the definition in 
section 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, because, reading the whole of that 
section, it is clear, we think, that a decree can only be in a suit, and that this 
proceeding is not a suit. It not being a decree within that definition, it must 
be an order, and it remains tl en only to be seen whether any appeal is given 
either by section 568 of the Code of Civil Procedure or some special provision of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act. No appetd is given by section 588, nor is any given 
by any special provision of the Bengal Tenancy Act, and we think, therefore, 
that the Judge was right in deciding that no appeal lay in this case, and that 
this present appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

A. A. C. 


Appeal dismissed. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 22nd March, 1892. 

PRBSEKT: 

Sib W. Comeb Pbtheram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Ghose. 


Mohima Chunder Biswas...Peiiitioner 

versus 

Tarini Banker Ghose.Objector.’'' 


Appeal—Guardians and Wards Act (Vlll of 1890), s. 47—Removal 
of guardian--Order refusing to remove a guardian. 

#No appeal lies under the Guardians and Wards Act (YIII of 1890) from an order of a 
District Judge refusing to remove a guardian. , 

This was an appeal from an order dismissing an application of one Mohima 
Chunder Biswas, who.stated in his petition that one Kali Prosonno Ghose 
Chowdhry, a minor, having lost his parents, Tarini Sunker Ghose, the minor's 
paternal uncle, obtained in the month of March 1883 p. certificate under Act 
XL of 1868, appointiiijg him guardian of the person and property of the minor; 
that Tarini Sunker Ghose had neglected the maintenance and education of the 
minor and was unfit to continue his guardian. The petitioner therefore prayed 
that Tarini Sunker Ghose might be ordered to file an inventory of the 
property and an account of the receipts and disbursements of the minor’s estate, 
and that the petitioner or some other competent person might be appointed 
[488] guardian of the person and property of the minor under the Guardians 
and Wards Act (VIII of 1890). The petitioner was the husband of the minor's 
sister, and was supported in his application by three of the relatives of the 
minor. 

Tarini Sunker Ghose in his petition of objections denied the above 
allegations, and submitted himself to the judgment of the Court. 

Upon taking evidence on both sides the District Judge refused the 
application, holding that no cause had been made out for the removal of the 
minor’s guardian, Tarini Sunker Ghose. Mohima Chunder Biswas appealed to 
the High Court. 

Baboo Mohmi Mohan Ghakravarti appeared for the«ppellant. 

The respondent did not appear. 

The judgment of the Court (Pethebam, C.J., and Ghose, J.) was 
delivered by 

Ghose, J. —This is an appeal against an order of the District Judge of 
Faridpur refusing to dismiss a guardian. The guardian had been appointed 
under Act XL of 1858, which has since been repealed )>y the Guardians and 
Wards Apt (VIII of 1890}; aud the first question that we have to determine is 
whetlier an appeal lies to this Court against the order of t(?e District Judge. 
Section 47 of Act VIII of 1890 gives an appeal in certain oases; and what we 
have to see is, whether the order complained against falls within any of the 
cases mentioned in th at section. _ 

* Appeal from Order No. 327 of 1891, against the order of J. Posfoxd, Esq., Judge of 
Faridpur. dated the 15th of June 1891. 
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We'have examined section 47 and the other portions of the Act; bat we 
ha^e failed to discover that the Legislature has provided for an appeal to this 
Court from an order of the kind with which we are now concerned. 

We may here mention that the question, as to whether an appeal lies to 
this Court from the order complained of, was very candidly brought to out 
notice by the learned vakil, who appeared for the appellant, at the outset of 
his address ; and we have come to the conclusion that no appeal lies. 

The result is that this appeal will be dismissed upon that ground only, but 
without costs, as the respondent has not appeared. 

Appeal disjmssed. 

A. A. C. 


NOTES. 

c See also (1897) 1 O. W. N., 693; (189S) 23 Cal., 201; (189fi4 20 Bom., 667 ; (1898) 20 
AU., 483 ; (1896) 19 All., 131; (1912) 14 I. C., 66 where similar rulings were given.} 


C489] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 8th April, 1892. 

Present; 

Sib W. Comer Pethekam, Kt , Chief Justice, and 
Me. Justice Chose. 


Eaniganj Coal Association, Limited.Defendants 

versus 

Judoonath Chose.Plaintiff.* 


Lease—Building lease not wiihin purview of Bengal Tenancy Act—Coal depdt, 
lease for, not agricultural or horticultural within meaning of Bengal 
Tenancy Act—Bengal Tenancy Act {VIII of 1885), ss. 3, 4, 5 — 
Limitation Act {XV of 1877), sch. II, Art. 116. 

A XBgistered lease granted for building purposes and for establishing a coal depot dom nol 
oome within the purview of the Bengal (Tenancy Act, not being a lease for agricultural oi 
horticultural purposes. * 

The limitation applicable to a suit for the rent reserved in such a lease is that prescribed 
by article 116 of the Ijimitation Act. 

This was a suit to recover the sum of Bs. 5,000, rent with interest, for six yean 
from Jeyt 1290 to BysacjE 1296 from the defendant Association in respeet oi 
5 bigbas of land held by them in dur-maarasi*mouurari settlement at a rent ol 
Bs. 625per ennum. T|ielsnd was held under a registered kabuliyat, dated th< 
25th September 1875, executed by Messrs. Sohosne, Kilburn and Company, thi 
managing agents bf the defendants, in favour of the plaintiff, which kabuliyal 
contained the following clause:—"Being vested with your rights, we shall 
continue to bold and enjoy the said land for ever down to our heirs and 

* Appeal from ^pellate Decree No. 847 of 1891 against the decree of J. Ozawfard, Baq. 
District Judge of Bcoghly, dated the I6th of Mat^ 1891^. afBrmiiig the decree Bam 
Shambho Obundra Nag, Subordinate Judge of that district, dated the Slot of May 1890. 
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representatives from gene 1 ;^.t^on to generation on payment of rent payable for 
the said land, either dirdotly or through tenants, by raising buildings, digging 
tanks, planting gardens, establishing cOal depdts, or by using it in any other 
way we oboose to which you or any of vour heirs shall not be conapetent to 
raise any objection ” The defendants pleaded, inter aha, relinquishment and 
limitation, and contended that in any event the special limitation provided by 
the Bengal Tenancy Act [Schedule III, Part I, 2 ib)] was applicable to the 
case. The first instalment in suit was due on the let of Assar 1290 B. S., 
corresponding with the 14th of June 1863, and the plaint was filed on the 20th 
of May 1889, within six years of the first [490] instalment becoming due. 
The plaintiff-contended that Article 116, Schedule II of the Limitation Act (XV 
of 1877) governed the case, and the suit was therefore within time. 

The Subordinate Judge decrebd the suit in full, holding upon the question 
of limitation that the lease was of non-agricultural land and beyond the pur¬ 
view of the Tenancy A'ct. The Court relied upon the decision in Judoonath 
Ghme V. Fichmne, Rilburn and Company (I L. B., 9 Cal., 671), in which case the 
High Court observed gf the lease there, which was the same lease as the one 
in this suit:—"The terms of this lease are wholly inconsistent with any idea 
of its creating a raiyait tenure. It is in the nature of a building lease of 
valuable property, because in addition to the yearly rental of Bs. 625, which 
is to be paid for 5 bighas of land, there was also a premium of Bs. 1,150 paid 
by the lessees," and held upon the authority of UmesJt Chunder Mundul v. 
Adarmom Dasi (I. L. if., 15 Cal, 221) and Nobocoomar Mookhopadhaya v. Stru 
Mullick (I. L. B., 6 Cal., 94), that the case was governed by Article 116 of Sche¬ 
dule II of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877). 


Upon appeal the defendant contended for the first time that the relation¬ 
ship of landlord and tenant had never been created between the parties, the 
kabuliyat sued on not being under seal as required by section 42^ of Act X of 
1866 (the Indian Companies Act in force when the kabuliyat was executed). 
The Lower Appellate Court, upon reference to section 107 of the Transfer of 
Property Act (IV of 1882), and the oases of Gardiner Fell (1 Moo. I. A., 299) 
and Freeman v. Fairhe (1 Moo. I. A., 305), held that the kabuliyat was not a 
necessary part of the transaction between the parties, nor was it necessary that 
it should he under seal, the fact that the defendant Company had taken posses¬ 
sion under the lease being sufficient evidence of the acceptance of the grant. 


Upon the question of limitation the Court observed as follows :— 


" It is admitted, and also proved by oral evidence, that the land was taken 
with the object of establishing a coal dep6t oa it. It also appears that, when 


Contracts how made. 


* [ Sec. 42 —Contracts on behalf ofany Company registered 
under this Act may be made as follows ; (that is to say) .— 

(1) Any contract which if made between private persons would be by law, required to be 
in writing, and if made according to English law to be under seal, may be made on behalf 
of the Company in writing under the common soal of the Company, and such contract may 
be in the same manner varied or discharged. 

(2) Any contract which if made between private persons would be by law required to be 
iu writing signed by the parties to be charged therewith, may bo made on behalf of the 
Company in writing signed by any person acting under the express br implied authority of 
the Oompady, and such contract may in the same manner be varied or ^charged. 


(8) Any contract which if made between private persons would by law bo valid, although 
made by parol only and not reduced into writing, may be made by parol on behalf of the 
Company by any person acting under the express >or implied authority of the Company, 
and such contract may in the same way be varied or discharged. And all contracts made 
according to the provisions herein contained shall be effectual m law, and shall be binding 
upon the Company and their successors, and all other parties thereto, their heirs, executors 
or administrators, as the case may be.] 
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taken, part of the land was ocaupied by the dwelling houses of tenants whiob were 
removed, compensation being given. No coal depot was in faotestablishedibut the 
[4913 evidence shows that the defendanta„did not use the land for any other 
purpose, did not settle raiyats upon it, and did not bring it under cultivation. 
What profits are derivable from the land besides the rent of the one p)e-existing 
tenant, the evidence shows to be payments for permission to make bricks, 
hire of land to be used as wood yards, the produce of the trees, and of the tank 
on the land. 1 do not see how the case is to be distinguished from one in which 
the land is taken for manufacturing purposes as in the case last quoted 
[ Umesh Chnnder Mundul v. Adarmont Dasi (I.L B., 15 Gal., 221).] The defendant 
Company comes under the general definition of ' tenant ’ given in paragraph 3, 
section 3 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, but section 4 shows that it is the intention 
of the Act to dual only with certain classes of tenants therein further defined. 
The defendant Company appears to me to come neither under the term tenure- 
holder’ nor under that of ‘ raiyat ’ as there defined (section 6). That being 
so, the Bengal Tenancy Act is not, in my opinion, applicable to the case.” 

The appeal was therefore dismissed. From this decision the defendants 
appealed to the High Court. * 

Mr, L. P. Pugh, Mr. G H P. Evans, Baboo Jagodanand Mukerjt, and 
Baboo Hurmdta Nath Mntty Lai appeared for the appellants. 

The Officiating A^'^ocate-General (Mr. J. T. Woodroffe) and Baboo Nilma- 
dhuh Bose appeared for the respondent. 

The following cases were referred to in the arguments;— Umesh 
Chunder Mundul v. Adarmoni Dasi (I. L. K., 15 Cal., 221), Nohocoo- 
mar Mookhopadhm/a v. Siru Mullick (I. L. R., 6 Gal., 94), Vythihnga Pillai 
V. Theichnnamuiti Pillai (I. L. R,, 3 Mad., 76), Khalut Chunder Ghose v. 
Willitim Minto (1 Ind. Jur. N. S , 426), (and the oases there referred to), Kalec 
Ktshen Biswas v, Sreemiitty Jankee (8 W. R., 250), Bamdhun Khan v. Bara- 
dun Puramanick (12 W. R., 404 ; 9 B. L R., 107 «.), Bam Durga Sundart Dasi 
v. Bthi Omdatannissa (9 B. L. R., 101), Mackenziev. Haji Syed Mahomed Ali 
Khan (I L. R., 19 Cal., l), Iswari Pershad Narain Sahi v. Crowdy (I. L. R., 
17 Cal., 469) 

[492] The judgment of the Court (Pethekam, C.J., and GHOfSE, J.) was 
delivered by— 

Ghose, J. —This appeal arises out of a suit for rent for six years, that is 
to say, from Jeyt 1290 to Bysack 1296, alleged to be due to the plaintiff under 
a lease dated the 25th September 1875. The defendants are the Raniganj Coal 
Company, Limited, and the kabuliyat which is produced by the plaintiff in 
support of his claiof* for rent was executed by Messrs. Schoene, Kilburn and 
Company, as the managing agents on behalf of the Ranigan] Goal Gompany. 

In their written statement the Raniganj Goal Gompany pleaded that no 
relationship of landlord and tenant existed between the parties ; that the de¬ 
fendants had relinquished the' leasehold by notice served upon the plaintiff; and 
that since then thb t>laintff had possession of the lands comprised in the lease. 
They also .pleaded that the plaintiff's claim was barred by limitation. 

The Subordinate Judge gave a decree to the plaintiff, being of opinion that 
he was entitled lo maintain the action as framed ; that there was no accept¬ 
ance bv him of the so-called relinquishment: that it was not proved that the 
plaintiff had any possession of the lands since the lease to the defendants; that 
the lands demised to the defendants were not agricultural lands, so as to come 
within the purview of the Ffeugal Tenancy Act; andtthat, therefore, the three 
years' limitation, provided by Article 2 of the 3rd schedule annexed to that Act, 

m 
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did not apply, and that under article 116 of the Indian Limitation Act the 
plaintiff was entitled to claim rent for six years. 

It will be observed upon the judgment of the Subordinate .Tudge that appa¬ 
rently there was no issue between the parties whether the relationship of land¬ 
lord and tenant existed between them. No doubt one of the issues that were 
originally framed by the Subordinate .Judge was to that effect, hut this was not 
one of tJiose issues upon which that officer recorded Iiis judgment. Tlie issues 
which were discussed by him would seem to us to bo tlie right issues which 
arose between the parties upon the pleadings. The defendants in their written 
statement did no doubt allegd in the sixth paragraph that the relationship of 
landlord and tenant did not exist between the parties, hut that was an allegation 
t493] which, we think, was clearly based upon the ground that tlie defend¬ 
ants had relinquished the leasefiold and the plaintift’ had taken possession 
since tlie relinquishment. And that was tin. way in which the Subordinate 
Judge dealt with the case, apparently, witli tlie consent of bntli the ])arties. 

On appeal, however, to the District .ludge, the question was raised by the 
learned Counsel, who lilten appeared for the dofondauLs, tliat the relationship 
of landlord and tenant did not exist between the parties, hecaiisc under s. 43 
of Act X of 1866 (an Act for the incorporation, rcgiilatimi, and winding up of 
Tiading Companies arid other Associations), the lease, before it could be a 
binding transaction, should have been under the common^seal of the company. 
This contention was not raised in the Court of First Instance at the time of 
argument, and we do not think it was open to the defendants to raise it in 
appeal. We think further th.at the .Judge lias rightly held that the coutoiition 
could not be supported. In order to make it good it must bo shown, as observ¬ 
ed by the Judge, that under the law in this country the lease was required to 
be in writing, and that under the English law such a document must be under 
seal. The lease was, as has already been mentioned, granted in the year 187d, 
long before the Transfer of Property Act came into oiieration , and whatever 
might be the true construction that should be put upon s. 107 of that Act, 
we think that, before that Act came into operation, a lease, or at any rat.o, 
the acceptance of a lease by the tenant was not required to be in writing . it 
might have been made without any writing, and we do not think that the 
Eoglish law, which requires a lease for a term excee^hng three years to be in 
writing and under seal, applies to a transaction like this in this country. 

But, as already observed, the true co^itention that was raised by the 
defendants was that they had relinquished the leasehold and the plaintiff h.id 
taken possession, and therefore they were qpt liable for rent. So far as the 
question of relinquishment is concerned, wo think tliat^ both the Courts luv, 
right in holding that the lease with, which we are concerned could not in law 
have been relinquished m the manner alleged hv the defendant. It was a 
permanent lease, and it was not open to the defendants to [4943 give it up at 
their pleasure; and there is’ nothing to show, as l^he Lower Appellate Court inis 
found, that the plaintiff accepted the relinquishment or took possession of the 
property after the alleged relinquishment. That being so, it seems to he 
obvious that the plaintiff is entitled to recover rent from the defendant under 
the lease fn question. 

The only other question raised in this case is one of limitation. It was 
contended before us by the learned Counsel for the defendant-appellant that 
the land demised to the Baniganj Coal Company was land which came within 
the purview of the Bengal Tenancy Act, and therefore under article 3 of the 
second schedule, read with s. 184 of that Act, the plaintiff could not recover 
rentier a longer period than three years. 
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In this oonneotion the question we have first to apply ourselves to is, 
what is the character of the lease that was granted by the plaintiff to the 
defendants? This lease came before a Dirision Bench of this Court for con¬ 
sideration in the case of Judoonath Ghoso v. Schosne, Kilhiirn and Company 
(I. L. B., 9 Cal., 671), and this Court held that this was not a lease of 
agricultural land ; and Mr. Justice Field, who was one of the learned Judges 
who decided that case, held that as the lease was not a lease of agricultural 
land, the provisions of the Rent Act [Vlll (B.C.) of 1869] had no application. 
, The lease in question was a dur-maiirasi dur-mocurari lease at an annual 
rent of Bs. 625 ; and it recites that the lessor had obtained from his 
landlord a nuturast-mocuratt settlement, it states that a. dur-maurasi-mocurari 
lease is granted to the lessee , and it then provides as follows ;—" being 
vested witli your (lessor’s) right, we shvdl continue to hold and enjoy 
the said land for ever down to our heirs or representatives from generation to 
generation on paynfent of rent payable for the said land either directly or 
through tenants by raising buildings, digging tanks, planting gardens, establish¬ 
ing coal depots, or by using it in any other way we choose, to which you or any 
of your heirs shaU not be competent to raise any ohieotion; and even if you make 
any, it shall be inadmissible. And the rent of the said land shall never bo 
subject to enhancement. Should you or your heirs claim any enhancement it 
shall be rejected as null and void." Later on [495] there is a covenant to 
the effect that no rplea as to non-payment of rent should be allowed 
to be raised by the lessee on account of drought oV inundation, or upon 
the ground of the land lying waste or being deserted, or from any other 
cause. And at the end of the lease the following passage occurs.—“ you 
have granted us a dur-manrasi-moctiraii potcah in respect of the said land 
on receiving due satisfaction—Bs. bOO as bonus and Bs. 350 as the price of 
the tanks, trees, etc., and other fixtures on the land as shown in the schedule 
below. As regards the tenants residing on the said land, we shall turn them 
out by paying the price of their houses, buildings, trees, etc., appurtenances 
from our own pockets.” The Judge of the Court below, we observe, refused 
to consider the terms of the lease on the ground that the defendants bad not 
produced their pottah , but ujxin a consideration of the oral evidence adduced, 
and upon the admission ol the defendants, he held, as a matter of fact, that 
the land was taken with the obje(;t of establishing a coal depot upon it. Sec. 5 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act, supposing it is applicable to this case, laj s down 
in the fourth paragraph that, “ in determining whether a tenant is a tenure- 
holder or a raiyat, the Court shall have regard to (a) local custom, and (5) the 
purpose for which the riglit of tenancy was originally acquired , ” and this is 
what the law was b^ore the Bengal Tenancy Act came into operation; for it 
was always held, whenever the question arose whether the tenant was a 
middleman or a raiyat, that it must be enquired into and determined what was 
the character of the tenure in its very inception, i.e., at the time when the 
grant was made. 

We might herp sa^ that the plaintiff having produced tbe kabuliyat exe¬ 
cuted by the defendants in support of his claim of rent, the defendants are 
entitled to ask us to determine what, upon the terms of the lease itself, is tbe 
true character of J;he transaction ; and looking at the terms of th’e lease, it 
seems to ns that it could not have been granted for agricultural or horticultural 
purposes, but that it was a lease granted for building purposes and for tbe 
establishment of a coal depot. No doubt there are terms in the instrument 
which are often found in permanent leases of agricultural properties, viz., as to 
the lessee being entitled to bold the land either directly, or through tenants, 
by raising buildings, digging [496] tanks, {^anting gardens, establisbing coal 
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depots, or by using it in any other way he chose; and as to the lessee not 
being entitled to plead drought, or inundation, and so forth. This is the 
common form which is generally used in all permanent leases, but we do not 
think that we should be justified in concluding from this that it was the inten¬ 
tion of the parties that the lease should be for any purpose other than that for 
which it really purports to be, i.e., a lease of the land for use as a coal depot. 
The concluding portion of the lease makes the matter, we think, abundantly 
clear ; for it provides that the lessees shall turn out the tenants who were then 
residing upon the land by paying the price of the houses and buildings. The 
land no doubt appertained to a revenue-paying estate ; but it was not land that 
was being used tor agricultural purposes—it was being used for habitation by 
certain tenants. That being so, and regard being had to the finding that has 
been come to by the learned District Judge, it seems to us that the land was 
not leased to the defendants for agricultural or horticultuial purposes, but for 
building purposes and for the establishment of a coal depot. 

That being the character of the lease with which we are concerned, the 
next question which wo have to consider is, whether the land comprised in the 
lease is land which comes within the purview ot the Bengal Tenancy Act. If 
the question had arisen, either under Act X of 1H59 or under Act VIII (B.C.) 
of 1869, there could be no doubt, regard being had to the whole current of 
rulings upon the subject, that the lands covered hy this lease could not come 
within the Bent Act. * In the case oi Kiialat Chiuider Ghose v. William Minto 
(1 Ind. Jur., N. S., 426) it was held by PliEAK, J., that the word “ land ” occur¬ 
ring in Act X of 1859 was “ merely that which the ordinary raiyats or occu¬ 
piers of the soil possess and hold under the zemindar, viz., the surface of the 
earth in a condition such that, by the aid of natural agencies, it may be made 
use of for the purposes of vegetable or animal reproduction," and then the 
learned Judge observed as follows :—" I believe it has been held constantly 
that land covered entirely with houses and buildings not devoted to agriculturid 
objects does not come within the application of the Act." 

tM7] To the same effect were the cases of Kalee Kishen Biswas v. Sree- 
mutty Jnnkee (8 W. B., 250) and Bamdhun Khan v Haradim Puramanick 
(12 W. B., 404; 9 B. L. B, 107, n), and th^ case decided by the Full Bench 
of this Court— Bam Dur(ia Sundart Dasi v. Bibi Unuiatanmsa (9 B. L. B. 
101 ), where it was held that a suit for enhancement of rent of land covered 
with bmldinys would not lie in tlie Bevenuo Court under Act X of 1859. Act 
VIII (B. C.) of 1869 was but a ro-enactmen4 of the provisions of Act X of 1859 
with this diffei'ence that the jurisdiction which under Aat X of 1859 had been 
vested in the Collector was transferred to the ordinary Civil Courts. And we 
observe that in the case of Judoonath Ghose v. Scluenc, KiUmrn and Company 
(I. L. B., 9 Cal., 671), which has already been referred to. it was held that, in 
respect of a dnr-maurasi-viocurari lease of laud which was not let for agri- 
cultral purposes, the provisions of the Bent Act [VIII (B.,C.) of 1869] had no 
application, and that the lessee could not, under s. 20 of that Act, relinquish 
his leasehold. But it has been contended before us that whatever the word 
" land " ineant in the Bent Acts of 1859 and 1869, the Bengal^enancy Act has a 
much wider scope, and that it includes lands other than those let out for 
agriculturtbl or horticultural purposes. We, do not think we are called upon in 
the present case to discuss this very large question. It will bo sufficient for the 
purposes of the present case if we determine whether the tenancy which was 
created in favour of the defendants comes within the purview of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act. Now the word " tenant " has been defined in clause 3, s, 3 of 


781 



19 Qal. 498 banioamj v, &o. jtUDOOHAXH [1899] 


this Aot to mean “ a person who holds land under another person, and is, or 
but for special contract would be, liable to pay rent for that land to that 
person." It will be observed, upon a consideration of the different parts of the 
Act, that the word" tenant" has been used as a generic term : it applies 
equally to tenure-holders and to raiyats. In the same s. 3, the word "rent” 
is defined, and it means " whatever is lawfully payable or deliverable in money 
or kind by a tenant to his landlord on account of the use or oooupation of the land 
held by the tenant." The word " tenure" means " the interest of tenure- 
holder or an under-tenure-holder," C498] and the word " holding ” has been 
defined to be “ a parcel or parcels of land held by a raiyat and forming the sub¬ 
ject of a separate tenancy. " Then in Chapter II we have the classes of 
tenants. Section 4 says :—"Thei e shall be, for the purposes of this Act, the 
following classes of tenants, viz., (1) tenure-holders, including under-tenure- 
holders, (2) raiyats, and (3) under-raiyats, that is to say, tenants bolding 
whether immediately or mediately under raiyats." Section 5 defines who is a 
"tenure-holder," and it says it " means primarily a person who has acquired 
from a proprietor or from another tenure-holder a right to hold land for the 
purpose of collecting rents or bringing it under cultivation by establishing 
tenants on it," and so forth; and the word " raiyat " has been thus defined; it 
means "primarily a person who has acquired a right to hold land for the pur¬ 
pose of cultivating it by himself or by members of his family, or by hired servants, 
or with the aid of partners," and so forth. Beading Chapter II, as a whole, 
and other portions of the Act itself, it seems to us that the Legislature contem¬ 
plated that only three classes of tenants should be regarded as holding lands 
within the meaning of the Bengal Tenancy Act, viz., tenure-holders, raiyats, and 
under-raiyats ; and we have to find out, in the case now before us, whether the 
defendants are tenure-holders, raiyats or under-raiyats. That they could not 
be raiyats or under-raiyats is perfectly clear, for, as already pointed out, a raiyat 
is a person who has acquired a right to hold land for the purposes of cultivation. 
It is obvious that the defendants did not acquire this land for the purpose of 
cultivation. It was not land used for agricultural purposes, nor was it acquired 
for the purposes of cultivation, but it was acquired for the purpose of building and 
for establishing a coal depot. It was, however, contended before us that they 
could be regarded as tenure-holders within the meaning of s. 5. We think that 
they could not be so regarded, for tkey did not acquire from their landlord a 
right to hold the land for the purpose of collecting rent or bringing it under culti¬ 
vation by establishing tenants on it. They acquired the land with the object of 
holding it themselves and using it as a coal depot, and not for any of the purposes 
mentioned in s. 5. Whether the words "collecting rent" as occurring 
[499] in that section should be taken as confined to collecting rents from raiyats, 
or should be taken to be applicable also to cases where rents are collected, 
not from raiyats but from under-tenants of the same class as the lessees, it is 
not necessary for us in the present case to decide. 

'# 

Under these circumstances we think that the provision as to limitation 
contained in Schedule II annexed to the Act has no application in this case. 
It has been held by a Full Bench of this Court [Mackenzie v. Baji Syed 
Mahomed Ah Kha^ (1. L. B., 19 Cal., 1)] that in suits for rent governed by 
tbe Bengal Tenancy Act the limitation is three years, as provided in Article 2 
of the third Schedule, although the lease might be a registered lease; and in 
respect .of oases not governed by the Bengal Tenancy Act, where there is a 
regist^ed lease, it has been held, both in this Court and also in other High 
Courts, that the limitation is six years as prescribed by Article 116 of the 
Indian Limitation Act, XV of 1877. In this case, -the lease is a registered 
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lease, and therefore, in accordance with these rulings, the plaintiff is entitled 
to rwover rent for six years as sued for. The result is that this appeal will 
be dismissed with costs. ‘ 

A.A.C. Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES 

£ This was followed in (1901) 28 Ciil , 486 ; (1908) 12 C. W. N., 724.] 


* [ 19 Cal. 499 ] 

REFERENCE FROM THE BOARD OF REVENUE. 

The 30th March, 1890. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pethbram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Phinsep 

AND Mr. Justice Pigot. 

In the Mattersof Act lot 1879 and in the Matter of a Reference 
from the Board of Revenue under Section 4G of the 
Indian Stamp Act.'*' 

Stamp Act (I of 1879), ss. 3 (15), 25 (c), and Schedule I, Article 49—Policy 
of Insurance -Uncovenanted Service Family Pension Fund, stamp on 

entrance certificate of the. 

An Entrance Certificate granted under the rules of the Uncovenanted Service Family 
Pension Fund is a life policy within section 3 (15) of the £600] Stamp Act for an amount 
not exceeding Bs. 1,000, and is therefore chargeable with a duty of 6 anuu'<. Such an instru¬ 
ment is not within the scope of section 25 (c) of the Stamp Act. 

This was a reference from the Board of Revenue under s. 46 of the Indian 
Stamp Act (I of 1879). 

The question referred was as to the stamp to be placed upon the following 
certificate:— 

" UNCOVENANTED SERVICE FAMILY Pi;^ISION FUND. 

“ Entrance Certificate. 

" Widow's Pension Fund. 

“ No. 

" Certified tl&t Mr. has been admitted a member of the Unoove- 

nanted Service Family Pension Fund, and that, provided he conforms to the 
requirements of that institution, his widow will be entitled to a monthly 
pension* of Bs. 

“Dated this day of 189^ ^ • 

“ Board of Directors. 

“ Secretary." 

* Civil Beference Ho. IS of 1891 made by the Board of Revenue, dated the 20th of 
Novembet 1891. 


788 



f.L.S. 19 Cal. SOI BEFERENCE UNDER STAMP ACT, 1879. S. 46 [1890] 

The Government of India, in forwarding to the Government of Bengal a 
copy of certain correspondence with the Government of Bombay upon this 
subject, observed that "it appears from this correspondence that the entrance 
certificate issued by the Unoovenanted Service Family Pension Fund in Calcutta 
is stamped with an 8-anna stamp, though properly chargeable under Article 
49 (6) of Schedule I of the Indian Stamp Act, I of 1879, with a duty of 
6 annas for every Bs. 1,000 secured by the certificate, the valuation of the 
annuity subscribed for being determined for assessment to duty under section 
25 (c) of the Act,’’ and requested that the matter might be brought to the 
notice of the Directors of the Fund and of the Board of Bevenue. 

The Secretary to the Fund, under the instructions of the Directors, sub¬ 
mitted to the Board representations to the effect that the provisions of the 
Stamp Act were inapplicable to such instruments. After some correspondence 
the Board were of opinion that the question of the proper scamp with which 
the certificate was [dOf] chargeable was one of considerable doubt and 
difficulty, and that it was desirable to refer the matter to the High Court. 

In referring the above question the Board invited the attention of the 
Court to the specific character assigned to the certificate by rules 39 and 46 of 
the Association, which ran as follows;— 

“ Buie 39.—That mere payment of money shall not, in the event of 
lapse, entitle parties to the benefits of the Fund, as, 

neSssarJ'for vali'ditvf*’*** validity of their claims, the usual 

^ entrance certificate must have been executed, the date 

of which document shall be taken to be the date of the admission of an 

applicant, provided he was in existence on that date. 

» 

" BuU 46.—That before nominees can be admitted to the benefits of the 
Fund, the entrance certificate must be surrendered to 

Documents required. the Directors, and certificates must be furnished of 

the subscriber’s death and the cause of death from 
his medical attendant or other competent authority, and of the identity and 
existence of the nominees ” 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles PoaiI) and the Officiating St-tnding 
Counsel (Mr. Pugh) appeared for the Government. 

Mr. Q H. P Evans appeared for the Fund. 

The Officiating Standing CounW (Mr. Pugh ).—‘ Policy of Insurance ’ is 
defined by s. 3 (15) of the Stamp Act, and includes a life policy (see Article 49 
of the 1st schedule of the Act, and Article 43, Schedule A, of Act XXXVI of 
1860). Under the old Act there an assessment of 8 annas : at present only 
6 annas is levied. In the present case there is a contract of insurance. The 
method of levying the duty proposed by Government was by calculating it on 
twelve times the annual sum secured, having regard to section 25 (c). 

MArtioieB:— 

Description. 

Policy of Assurance or Insurance, or other instru¬ 
ment, by whatever (lame the same shall be called, 
whereby an Tnsuntnee shall be made upon any life or^ 
lives, or upon any event defending upon any life or 
lives— 

For every sum of one thousand Rupees and also for 
each and every fractional part of one thousand Rupees. 


Duty. 


Rupees. Annas. 
0 8 
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Mr. O. H. P. Evans .—^The qlieation ia, whether or not the entrance cer¬ 
tificate ia a‘ life policy ’ within the Act. The document itself is not in the nature 
of a contract, but is merely a certificate of admission. The Fund does not insure 
lives. In endeavouring to ascertain how much each person has to subscribe, 
it is necessary to enter into actuarial calculations in order to see the cheapest 
way of constructing a fund. There is no assurance in the ordinary sense of 
[602] the word, although the same contingencies have to be taken into con¬ 
sideration to secure the stability of tlie Fund. The certificate does not purport 
to be d contract, but only a certificate of admission into a society. The result 
of entering such a society is to benefit a man’s children. Then why treat it as 
a contract? It is a receipt re’quiring a 1-anna stamp. If stampable otherwise 
than as a receipt, it must be a life policy which contemplates a sum certain, 
whereas it is not certain that anything will bo paid here. All the current 
definitions of life insurance are collected in Crawley on Life lusurance (1882), 
page 20, and support this argument. In the Madras case Case 

referred by the Board of Bevenm (No. 2 ol 187.*)) (8 Mad., il. C, il2)] it was 
held that a certificate of sale cannot be converted into a conveyance. The 
Statute 33 and 34 Viot., c. 97, s 117, includes documents evidencing a contract, 
which is not the case here. The stamp must be fixed by what is stated in 
the instrnnient, and cannot depend upon collateral evidence- -Chandrnkant 
Mookerjne v Kartrkcharan Chailr (5 B. L. R., 103 (lOfi)). The .\ct only con¬ 
templates the ordinary case of a life insurance in which a sum certain is assured 
to a person upon the dropping of a life. Article GO included policy ” under the 
head of Transfer. We do not carry on the business of life insurance and make 
no contract of any kind. In Kraal v. Whymper (.1. L. B., 17 Cal., 786) and 
Falh V. MacEtoen (I. L R.,7 Cal., 1) the nature and objectof these societies is 
defined. In r case under theFriendlv Societies Act it was held that the statute 
only contemplated a mutual contribution on the part of tlie members for their 
wives and children, the term “ insurance” being incorrectly used —Eehall v. 
Tyler (11 Fxcii. Bep , 51.1 (628, 532. 537)). Edwatds v. Warden (L. B., 1 Ap., 
Ca., 281) was a case on the Bombay Civil Sorvice Fund. In the East India 
Company v. Robertson (12 Moo. P. C. 400) the history of the Madras Civil 
Service Fund was examined. The nominees in the present case are really 
beneficiaries. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Pai^l) in reply. 

Petheram, C. J.— The question referred to us by the Board of Bevenue is, 
what is the stamp whicli an Entrance Certificate under the rules of the 
Uncovenanted Service Family Pension Fund [603] should bear By the con¬ 
tract which is evidenced by the document, the person to whom the certificate is 
issued in consideration of a money payment secures au income after his death 
for a time to another person, subiect.to certain contingencies. This is, 1 think, a 
contract of assurance, and the document which evidences such a contract is, I 
think, a life policy, and is within s. 3 and sub-s. 15 of the Stamp Act. The 
amount insured is quite uncertain in every cases, and it is impossible to predict 
whether anything, or if anything what, will evei become pay able by the Fund 
under the contract, and the contract cannot, 1 think, be defined as an insurance 
for any particular amount, and therefore cannot he for an amount which exceeds 
Es. liOOO*, That being so and it being an insurance, it mustjie a life policy for 
an amount which does not exceed Bs.1,000, and the stamp duty on such an 
' instrument is 6 annas. 

It is, 1 think, clear that such an instrument as this is not within the scope 
of 9 . 25. Sub-section (c) of that section, which is the only one within which 
it has been said to be included, deals with contracts under which for some 


9 OAU.--99 


785 * 



I.L.R. .(9 Cal. 904 uuboa pbosad bundopadhya &c. v. 

executed consideration money becomes immediately due, though payable by 
fixed periodical payments. And it is, I think, enough to say that that is not 
the present case, and there is no provision in the Act which can relate to the 
valuation of annuities secured by life policies. 

My answer to the question is that the stamp duty which an entrance 
ceiijificate under tiie rules of the Uncovenanted Service Family pension Fund 
should bear is 6 annas. 

Prinsep, J.—I agree that, read with the rules of the Unoovenanted 
Service Family Pension Fund, this paper may be regarded as a life policy, and 
also that it does not come within s. 25 of the Statdp Act. We have not the 
means of ascertaining its value. That can be obtained only by such a cal¬ 
culation as is not open to us. In the absence of such information we must take 
it in the most favouralde way to the person being taxed, that is to say, we 
must assess it at the lowest possible value below Rs. 1,000, and it should 
therefore hesissessed at 0 annas. 

Pigot, J. -1 agiee. 

A. A. C. 


CdO*] APPELLATE CIVIL 

The 4hih March, 

Pkksent 

Mk .IrSTKJlfi PlilNSEP AND Mu -lUSTICK HlLL 

Dutga Prosad Bundopadhya and others.Plaintiffs 

versus 

Brmdabun Roy and*others.Defendants.* 

Bengal Te}iaihHi Act (V[[J of 1 hSii), ss and lO—Pntni tenures—Bent 

, 'Sutt. 

Sections 15 and 16 o^tbo Bengal TcnancviAct of 1885 apply to putni tenures. 

These appeals, which were heard together* arose out of eight suits, brought 
by the plaintiffs (appellants) for the recovery of arrears of rent and cesses from 
1293 to P6us 1295 for lauds held by the defendants (respondents) within tbe 
plaintiffs’ ancestral puuni taluq. 

The plaintiffs were the sons and representatives of one Pyari Mohan 
Bundopadhya, who died in Falgun 1295 (February-March 1889). The defend¬ 
ants, who were different in each suit and held separate jamasi. took the 
preliminary oh]eo6ioD that the plaintiffs had not complied with the pro't^sions 
of s. 15 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, 1885, and that therefore, under s 16 of the 
‘same Act, they cou l d not recove r any rent payable to them as holders of the 

* Appeal from Appellate Decrees Nos. 333 and 366 to 362 of 1891, against the deorees of 
B. F. Bampini, Ksq., Judge of Burdwan, dated the 30th of December 1890, modifying the 
deorees of l^bn Kaiidhan Chatterjee Munsif of Baniganj, dated the 37th of May 16W, 
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tenure by suit in Court. The plaintiffs contended that their father having died 
in Falgun 1295, those sections did not apply to the arrears dae to them up to 
that date, since they claimed such arrears as the heirs^of their father and not 
as tenure-holders. 

The suits were heard together. It was admitted that the putni was a 
permanent teiwre within the meaning of s. 15 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, and 
that the plain^ffs became entitled to it by succession. Tt was also admitted 
that the plaintiffs had not complied with the provisious of that section. 

The Munsif was of opinion that ss. 15 and 16 applied to putni tenures, 
and dismissed all the suits.-# . 

On appeal to the District Judge, the plaintiffs urged—(i) that under 
B. 195 (e) of the Bengal Tenancy Act the provisions {aOS] of s 15 and 
16 did not apply to them, and (iihthat at any rate tliev were not debarred by 
those sections from suing for the arrears duo for tha period prior to Falgun 
1295, as such arrears were not payable to them ns holders of tliu tenuie, hut 
as the representatives of their father’s estate. 

Begarding those contentions, the Distiict Judge ohservcil . — 

“ There can be no doubt that the second of those ooiitonlions is correct. 
Under s. 16 of the Bengal Tonanov Act, it is only rent, payable to a perspn 
entitled to a permanent tenure by succession as the iiolder ot the tenure, 
which cannot be recovered by suit until the provisions of s 15 have hoen com¬ 
plied with. But the plaintiffs arc not entitled to the aritiais of rt>rit due for 
the period prior to Fitlgim 1295 as the holdcis of the tenure They are 
entitled to these arrears as the representatives of their father’s estate, which 
it is not denied that they are As thu rent is agricultural re>]t, under the 
provisions of Act VN of 1HH9, s. 4, they can sue for this lent witliciut obtain¬ 
ing a certiticato of administration to tbeii father’s estate 1, however, agree 
with the Munsif that, as regards the rent acciiimg subsequently to Falgun 
1295, they cannot recover this rent until they have complied with the provi¬ 
sions of s. 15, Act YIIl of 1885, which, it is admitted, they have not done. 

I have been referred to the provisions of a. 195 (e) of the Tenancy Act, and to 
the case of Qyanada Kantho Boy Bahadur v. Bromomoyt Daasi (1. L. E., 17 
Cal., 162). I do not, however, think they affect the matter Section 195 (c) 
merely lays down that nothing in the Tenancy Act shall affect the provisions 
of any enactment relating to putm tenures sa far as it rel'ites to those tenures. 
But 8. 16 of the Tenancy Act m no way affects any provision of Eegulation 
VIII of 1819. Regulation VJII of 1819 provides no procedure foi the regis¬ 
tration of changes in the holders of palm tenures wliicli are affected by death 
and the operation of law. The provisions iff s. 5 of tlio lioguhition, which 
lays down that a semindar shall not ho competent to rdfuse to register and 
otherwise give effect to ahenatums by discharging the party transferring his 
interest from personal responsibility, and by accepting the engagomonts of the 
transferee, but that he shay be entitled to exact a fee upon L506j every such 
alienation, cfbarly apply only to voluntary alienations, and not to successions 
and transfers by operation of law. There is nothing in Regulation VIII of 
1819 about changes by succession and the operation of law. It is not said 
that the xemindar must recognize such changes, or is entitled to exact a fee 
for registering them. Hence the provisions of s. 15 of th® Bengal Tenancy 
Act, which do prescribe such a procedure, cannot be said in any way to affect 
any provision of any enactment relating to putvi tenures 

“For similar reasons the ruling in Gyanada Kanhto Boy Bahadur v. 
Bromomoyi Dassi (1. L. R., 17 Cal,, 162) does not apply to these cases. In 
that case it was laid down that s. 13 of the Tenancy Act does not apply to 
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putm taluks, for there is a special procedure laid down in Regulation Vlll of 
1819 for the admission to registry of voluntary transfers of such tenures. Rut 
that ruling does not lay down that s. 15 of the Tenancy Act shall not affect 
putni tenures If the provisions of s. 15 of the Bengal Tenancy Act be given 
effect to in respect to successions to putm tenures, there will be no anomalous 
dual registi-y to press hardly on the heirs and representativ^H of deceased 
putnidars. Hence I see no reason why the provisions of s. 16 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act should not be held applicable to these suits so far as the rent 
claimed for the iieriod after Balgun 1295 is concerned.” 

The Judge accordingly decreed the appeals far as the rent claimed 
previous to Falgun 1295 was concerned, and remanded the suits to the Munaif 
for disposal with respect to such rent. He upheld the decree of the Muusif 
with respect to the rent subsequent to Falgun 1295. 

The plaintiff? appealed to the High Court. 

Dr. Bash Behary Ghose and Baboo Nalini Banjan Chatterfee for the 
Appellants. 

Baboo Jngendra No/th Bose for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Prinsep and IllhL, JJ.) was as follows 

We ‘have the satisfaction of feeling that the arguments of the learned 
pleaders on both sides have placed before us everything [607J that could be 
said in this matter, \^hich is of some importance. We agree with the District 
Judge in the opinion he has expressed regarding tke application of ss. 15 
and 16 of the Bengal Tenancy Act to putni tenures with due regard to s. 195 (e). 
In our opinion these provisions apply to putni tenures. It seems to us that the 
object of B. 195 (e) is that nothing in the Bengal Tenancy Act should interfere 
with the putni law in respect of putni tenures, but that in other respects tlie 
Bengal Tenancy Act should lie held to apply as supplementing the putm law. 
The appeals are therefore dismissed with coats. 

Appeals dismissed. 

C. D. P. 


NOTES 

[ See also (lOOH) G C. W. N.. 7«4 ] 
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[19 Cal. 807} 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 6th March, 

PeesenT: 

Lords iioBHOusE, Macnaghten, and Hannen. and Sih R. Couch. 


Tndtir Ghunder Singh and others.Plaintiffs 

versus 

Eadhalcishore Chose.Defendant. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

-- ^ 

Guaydian and Ward—Mitior not bound by his yuardiun's contract — Appeal, 
complete chnmje of case to that lu issue in lower Courts not allnioable 
Upon tbc death of aii ipradtir,his mother and widow,as managers under his will,remain¬ 
ed in posbCHMon of the land loaded Sub.serjuciitlv a bon was adopted to him by the widow and 
bucpei'ded to his estate The lease having expired, a renewal for five years was taken by the 
managers, but was aurrendgrod before that period elaiiscd, during the mmontv of the son, 
against whom, on his attaining full ago, this suit was brought by the lessor to recover thiee 
years’ rent of the renewed ijara ^ 

The contract of the adoptive mother and guardian was not personally binding upon the 
adopted son, and had not been ratified b> him after altainiiig full .ige It did not purport 
to dual with the estate to which he afterwards suce-eeded, but was oiitorud into by the 
managers in their own names. 

Held, that theeabC, as originally made in the plaint and raised by the issues framed m 
the Court of First lustance which co\ered a wider ground, via , that the son was personally 
bound b\ the contract as being beneficial [SOBJ to him, and on the ground that he had rati¬ 
fied it after attuiniiig full age, could not be .ilLerud in appeal into what would be a wholly 
difiereiit claim and rai.^c ei]iirel> new issues, viir. , that the luauagers, having power under 
the will, had eharged tlip est.ite with the rent of the ijara, and that such charge remained 
upon It 111 the possusbiuii of the heir, who was liable to the extent of the assets loceived by 
him. The latter would have been in fact a new suit. 

The CISC that arose m ilatwoiiianpersaiul lUinday v Mussamat Babooec AJunraj 
Koanweree (C Moo. 1 A., 303), distinguished. 

Appeal from a decree (10th .Taimavv 1889) of the High Court, reveraing a 
decree (Ulst December 1865) of the Subordinate .Judge of the Murshidabad 
district. • 

The suit out of which this appeal arose was brought by zemindars whom 
the appellants represented against the respondent in December 1885, he having 
attained full age in June of that year, to recover Rb. 10,529, arrears of rent 
(April 1882 to April 1885) for land held under an ijara taken, and also terminat¬ 
ed, during the respondent’s minority, bv the managers of the estate to which 
l^e, afterwards succeeded. 

The suit was brought against two defendants, the first being Radhakisbore 
Ghose, the son whom the second defendant, Nrityasharaa Dasi, adopted to her 
deceased husband, Gopimohun Ghose, who died in 1869. • The plaint stated 
that the latter had taken the land in ijara, but had died while it was running ; 
that his widow and her [his?! mother, Naraini, who remained in possession as 
managers, in accordance with his will in 1874, took a renewal for five years at 
the annu^ rent of Rs. 3,484 ; and that the widow in 1886, Naraini being then 
dead, surrendered the ijara. The defendant Radhakisbore answered that be 
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was a minor daring all the time of the ijara, which was taken by his adoptive 
mother and grandmother on their own aoooant, and that his estate was not 
benefited by it. 

The issues raised questions of the benefit to the minor’s estate, and of 
ratification by him on coming of age. They are set forth in their Lordshjps’ 
]adgment, where all the facts are stated. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the managers renewed the lease, 
having authority so to do under the will, for the benefit of the adopted 
son; but that there was no evidence of subsequent [3093 ratification 
by him. He dismissed the suit as against Nrityashama, whom he found 
to have contracted, not on her own account, but for the first defendant. No 
appeal was filed against the dismissal of the suit as against this defendant. 

It was not contended in Radhakishore’s ajipeal to tlie High Court that a 
guardian of a niiuoi could bind him personally by a contract, and the Judges 
(O’Kinealy and Trevelyan, J J.) said that be could not. They referred to 
Waghela RajitUiiji o. Siiekk Ma/sltidin (1. L. R., 11 Bom., /iOl; L. R., 141. A., 89) 
as an authority, if one were needed, for this. They concurred with the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge in finding that there had boon no ratification by the iecond 
[First ‘*3 defendant on Ins coining of age But they diBurud from him as to the 
supposed authority of his adoptive mother and giandmother to hind the minor 
by a conti act to pay rent for the renewed ijara. They lield that he could not 
be BO bound, and thev therefore decreed the appeal, dismissing the suit. 

The plaintiffs havftig appealoil— 

Mr. T. ll.Ooioii’, (.J.G., and Mr TV'. A. HunUii, for the appellants, argued 
that the ijara having been renewed in the course of authorised management of 
the estate, tlie renewal by tfio managers, tor the tune being, had charged the 
estate, which afteiwards remained charged in the liands of the heir. They 
referred to the judgment in Jlmiommipersaiul Randay v Mussumat Babooce 
Munraj Koonwerer (G Moo. 1. A , 393) 

Mr. R. V. Duipic, for the respondent, argued tliat the case now suggested 
was ditforent from the one originally stated lu the plaint, and heard upon the 
issues fixed, lu the first Court the respondent tiad been sued as personally and 
directly liable, in consequence of the contract entered into by iiis adoptive 
mother and guardian. It was not open to the appellants to change their 
ground, and make their suit a dillerent one, founded upon a charge on the land 
to which the respondent had succedded as heir, that constituting assets m his 
hands. That there would he answers to this latter case appeared from the 
evidence, to which reference was made. 

.Mr. T. U, l.Kwie, Q.C., replied. 

[3103 Their Lordships’ jud^mbot was delivered by Lord llANNEN, at the 
conclusion of the argudients. 

Lord Hannen. —In this suit, which waM brought in the Goutt of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge of Mursliidahad, the plaintiH's claitnod arrears of rent in respect 
of lands originally held for a torni of years under the plaintiffs or their predeces¬ 
sors in title by one Gopi Mohuif Ghose. 

Before the expiration of the leave Gopi Mobun Gliose died (February 1869), 
leaving no issue. By his will i28th J aisuary 1H69) he gave his wife, Nrityashama 
Dasi, power to adopt a son, who was to be entitled to all his property, with an 
exception not material to this case. The will contained the following olauM:— 
“ As long as the son begotten of my loins or tny adopted son remains a minor 
and has not attained majority, all tho property shall be in the possession of my 
adorable mother and my wife, as their guardians.” In 1870 the widow adopted 
Radhakiehore Ghose, the respondent in this appeal, who only attained his 
majority on the 9th June 1885. 
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On the death of Gopi Mohun Ghose, his mother, Naraiui Daei, and his 
widow'oontinued in possession of the lands claimed daring the remainder of the 
term and after its expiration. 

On the 7th September 1874 they took a fresh lease for five ysars from the 
Manager of the Court of Wards, then in charge of the plaintiffs’ estates. The 
lessees therein described themselves respectively as “ mother of the late Gopi 
Mohun Ghose ” and ** mother of the minor adopted son,” and they bound them* 
selves to pay the rents reserved, and to pay interest on anv arrears. 

After the expiration of this term Naraini Dasi and Nrityashama Dasi 
continued to hold possession, but on the 13th April 1H86, two months before 
the respondent came of age, Naraini Dasi having died, Nrityfchama Dasi 
surrendered the lands, and the appellants accepted the surrender and recovered 
possession of them There were at that time three years’ arrears of rent, which 
wefe sought to be recovered in this action against tho respondent personally, 
and also against his adoptive mother, Nrit\asharua Dasi. 

The Subordinate Judge dismissed tho suit as against Nrit> ashama Dasi, 
and against tins decision no appeal lias been brought, [511] hut he held that 
the pi^sent respondent was liable for the an ears of rent with interest and 
costs of suit. 

The issues raised were as follows:—“Was the ijara by Naraini and 
Nrityashama Dasi contracted for the benefit of defendant No. 1 Was it 
beneficial to him ? Did defendant No. 2 take the lease in the &07id belief 
that it would bo beneficial to him '} Is he hound by their acts, and liable for 
the rent, cesses, and interest claimed ? ” 

The Subordinate Judge decided all these issues in the affirmative, that is, 
against the present respondent. 

Another question was discussed, though not raised on the pleadings, 
namely, whether the respondent, after Iw' attained his majority, ratified or 
adopted the acts of his adoptive mother and grandmother Tlie Subordinate 
Judge held that the respondent had not adopted or ratified these acts. It was, 
in fact, proved that tho respondent, on coming of age, repudiated the act of his 
guardians, and refused to collect rents from tho suh-toiiaiits. 

On apjieal to the High Court tho learned Counsel for the plaintifls did not 
contend that the guardain of the minor could hind the minor bv contract, but 
argued that the learned Judge was wrong in not finding that the respondent 
had, after he came of ago, adopted tho Contract. On this point the High 
Court agreed with the Subordinate Judge, and this question of fact must be 
treated as finally determined. 

The contention that the mother and widow of Gopi Mohun Ghose had 
power to bind the minor by contract was ifiiandoned in the Court below, and 
their Lordships are of opinion that sucli a contention coffld not be sustained. 

But it was suggested that, under the terms of the will of Gopi Mohun 
Ghose, his mother and widow had power to bind liis estate, and had done so, 
and that the respondent^ having succeeded to that estate, is bound by the act 
of his adoptive mother and grandmother as his guardians, done in thobotidfide 
belief that it was beneficial to the estate. 

Their Lordships are of opinion that this is not the claim made by the 
plaintiffs’ plaint. It does not make any claim against the estate, but makes a 
personal claim against Nrityashama Dasi,,and the [512} rq^pondent whom it 
states she had adopted. While a liberal construction should be given to plead¬ 
ings, so as to give effect to their meaning to be collected from their whole tenor, 
they ought to be expressed 'k’ith suflicient definiteness to enable the opposite 
party to understand the case he is called upon to meet, and their Lordships 
consider that neither in the plaint, nor in the issues which cover a wider ground 
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than the plaint, is the claim made against the estate of the deceased Gopi Mohun 
Ghose. Indeed, if it was, and was sustained in that sense by the Subordinate 
Judge, it is difficult to see why the suit should have been dismissed against 
the widow and guardian. It is indeed now urged that the suit may be treated 
as a claim against the estate and against the heir, to the extent of assets received 
by him. But tliere is quite enough in the evidence to show that a claim so put 
would raise entirely new issues, both as to the extent of assets received and as 
to the extent to which the plaintiffs themselves were responsible for the renewal 
of the lease; that it would, in fact, ho a new suit, and that it would be impro¬ 
per to allow such a change of case at this period of theslitigation. 

But, farther, t^ieir Lordships are of opinion that upon the facts proved, 
the suit, even if treated us one against the respondent in regard to the estate, 
cannot be sustained. 

The kabuliyat executed by the mother and widow of Gopi Mohun Ghose, 
on which the plaintiffs’ claim is founded, does not purport to bind the estate 
of the deceased. By it the lessees undertake tliemselves to pay the rents and 
interest on any arrears, and to observe the obligations of the lease. The 
learned Subordinate Judge, while admitting thattliere is nothing in tbelbase to 
show that it was taken for tho benefit of the respondent, says that that fact is 
immaterial wiien it is proved that tho lease was really taken for the respondent, 
and that the lessees were in possession for his benefit. and he relies on the 
case of Hamomanper&aitd Panday v. Musanniat Bahoone Mnimtj Kooniveree {6 
Moo. 1 A., 393) as asi autlioritv- In that case, however, tho managers of an 
infant’s estate were actually dealing by way of mortgage with a portion of that 
estate, and it was held that tho manager might do so in a case of need or for tiie 
benefit of the estate, and that the [513j fact that the mortgage contained the 
inaccurate statement, that the mortgagor had a beneficial proprietary right, was 
immaterial. But in the present case the mother and widow of Gopi Mohun 
Ghose were not dealing with, and did not purport to deal with or affect his estate, 
but were incurring new obligations which it is now sought to transfer from 
them to the estate. It may be that, as between them and the infant, they 
might he able, in some circumstances, to show that the estate ought to bear 
the ^urden they had taken upon themselves, but that is not the question raised 
in this case, in which the plaintiffs seek to establish a direct relation between 
themselves and the estate of the infant, and a liability on the part of the infant 
now that he is of age, and %l his •estate, to fulfil the obligations entered into 
by the lessees in their own name 

Their Lordships are of opinion that this contention cannot be supported, 
and that the judgment appealed from, reversing that of the Subordinate Judge, 
should be affirmed with costs, aftd they will humbly advise Her Majesty 
accordingly. • Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants: Messrs, iiariow <( Begets. 

Solicitors for the Bespondent ■ Messrs. '/ L. Wilson it Co. 

0 B. - 

• NOTES. 

[ The law on the subject la succinctly stated by Trevelyan in his Minors IV Edn. (1919) 
pp. Ib9, 170 .— 

Although a guardian may under certain circumstances sell or charge his ward’s property 
he cannot bind his ward personally by a simple contrart debt, by a covenant, or by any 
promise to pay tnonep or damages (1887) 11 Bom., 551 ; (1892) 19 Cal. 507 ; (1894) 25 Bom. 
61; (1907) 34 Cal., 892 unless such promise be made merely to pav (1908) 1.8 Mod. 468 ; 
(1902) 26 Mad., 280 ; or to keep alive (1902) 26 Mad., 830; (1907) 35 Oal. 820 a debt for 
which the ward’s property was liable. 

Where the promise is to pay money which has been expended for necessaries the minor 
may be liable, not on the promise, but because tho money 1 »b been supplied (1895) 17 Mad. 
306; (1907) 86 Oal., 820.] 
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Where a minor comeH to Court to have an account taken aa between himself and his 
agent, aud it in found that the agent has made advances to the guardian and such advances 
have been applied for the benefit of the minor, the agent ought to be allowed credit for these 
advances, (1907) 34 Gal., 892. 

A guardian cannot bind his ward’s estate except by a document purporting to bind it, 
(1894) 20 Bom., 61; (1907) 36 Cal , 320 ] 


[ 19 Cal. 313 ] 

PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The Gift, 7tk, IJth and I'^ith Mitrrli, ISUl and Gth FebruaryfiUii. 

Present• 

Lords Watson, Hobhojtse, and Morris, and Sir R. Couch, 

Surendro Keahuh Roy . . . .PlairitilT 
terms 

^ Doorgaaoondoi’v Doaseo and another.Dofendauta. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Hindu hur, Adoption—Adoptions by each of two uudows ineffectual irheie 
simultaneously miiule to one jather—Iktarnuma iJetireen widows in 
favour of the. boys whose, adoption failed, Ejfoi't of—liequest to a 
family Thakur—OfUce of shcbait —Jcccuut — Contract—Hights 
of persons interested in a conitavl, though not formal parties 
By Hindu law there c.iiinot be snnuhaneous .idoptioii', by two widows of two sons to 
one father 

A testator bequeathed nil his property to a family tli.ikiir ; and, to secure the debsJieba, 
directed that his two widows should c.icb adopt a son to him, the sons to become stiebatts 
of tbo property dcdic.-itcl, of yvhich [614] tbe widows, during the sons’ minority, 
were to have control. When the two sons should have attained their majority, the two 
widows wore, by the yvill, to make over to them, as shebatts, all the property dedicated , and out 
of the surplus income, after payment of the oxpcnws of the debsheba, the two sons were to 
receive a fixed allowanco, the residue being undisposed off 

The widows having puipoited to adopt .lei’ording to the will, then bound tbomsclvos by 
an tkrnmama, each to the other, to bring up the sons as their mothers aud guardians , and, 
after p,yyineiit of the expenses for the deb'th’bo, to divide the surplu- income into two equal 
shares, making leeumulatious, whu-h should be liKudcd over bv each to the son adopted by 
her on his attaining majority • 

In a suit by'the son purported to h.fvo been adopted by the elder yvidow, who was then 
dead, against the younger widow, and the son purported to have been adopted bv her, in 
effect for the administration (*f the testator's i-otate, with a claim for relief base<l on acts of 
the widows, including the tkrantaina executed by theA ; held— 

First, that it being settled law that such an adoption was not valid, the plaintiff could 
take nothing under the will, bcc.ause there w.ib no gift to him except in the character of 
shebait, (here having been no iiituiilioii on the p.irt of the tusb.itor, who apparently had no 
doubi as to thelegahti of his scheme, to bring in a stranger as slubatt. 

Monemothonauth Day v. OnaufhnntUh Day (Bourkc, 189 ; 2 Ind. Jur, N. S., 24), 
distinguished. 

Secondly, that, by the law of inheritance the yvtdows, as heirs, took the office of shebait, 
and became untitled to the beneficial interest iii the surplus income for their estates for life ; 
BO that each of them could contract to bind her own interest. 
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Thirdl}/, that, there waa no trust imposed upon the surviving widow independently of 
the contract which she had made; but that the ifcrarnnma taken as part of the series of 
acts, gave to the hoys, so far as the widows* interests extended, the same benefit that tb^ 
would have taken had they ^n heirs; and although they were not, and could not have 
been at their age parties to the ikrarnan.a, yet that they could insist on the performance of 
the contract, by which each widow bound herself to the other to deal with the estate in their 
favour 

Fourthly, that each boy was entitled on attaining majority to half of the surplus income 
during the life of the surviving widow, and to the accumulations thereon ; and accounts were 
accordingly directed against her. 

This widow, however, having died ponding the appeal, after it had been argued, the 
testator’s heir was added to the record, it resting with the plaintiff to apply to the Court 
below to add necessary parties. ^ 

tSlSj Apppial from a decree (27th April 1887) of the High Court reversing, 
on appeal, a decree (ISth August 1885) of that Court in its ordinary original 
civil jurisdiction. 

The questions now raised related to the property left by Raja Bejoy Keshub 
Roy of Audul, in the Hooghly diatrict, who died childless on the 20th April 
1879. Tw.) widows, the elder, Rani Nobodurga Dossee, who died in 1884, and 
the younger. Rani Doorgafioonder> Dossee, now respondent, survived him. The 
Raja's will, executed on the dav before his deatli, contained the direction,— 
“ each of the two Ranis, will adopt one son , ” and, in conformity with this, they 
went through the form, on the 20th Ma> 1879, of each adopting a son to him. 

The Raja's will dedicated his property to a family deity, and stated what 
he intended the adopted sons to have, appointing them skebatis. In the 
following year the two widows executed an tkrarnama, dated the 5th July 1880, 
and the boys were treated as sons till 1884, when the elder widow died. These 
were the iirincipal facts affecting the parties to this suit, which was brought 
in ]8H4, and in which the plaintiff was the son whom the elder widow had 
purported to adopt, and the younger widow, who died while the present appeal 
was pending, was defendant, with her nominally Ebdopted son. 

pD this appeal the main question was to w'hat the plaintiff was entitled 
in this suit, which was brought, in effect, for the administration of the testator's 
estate, with a claim founded upon acts of his widows, including the ikrarnama 
of July 1880. * • 

The Original Court (NOBRIS, J ) decided that the only authority to adopt 
was the direction in the will to the widows to adopt simultaneously, and fol¬ 
lowing Akh«y Chmder Bagchi v. Kaiapahar Haji (I. L. R.. 12 Cal., 406; L. 
R , 12 I. A , 198), that the adoptioifii were not valid. The Judge was, how¬ 
ever, of opinion that the plaintiff took, as a designated ][)erson, rights under the 
will, on the authority of Monemoihonauth D&fj v. Onauthnauth Day (Bourke, 
189 ; 2 Ind Jur., N, S., 24 , followed by Sreemutty Siddesory Dossee v. Doorga- 
chum Sett, Bourke 860; 2 fnd. Jur., N. S., 22). His, decree declared that the 
plaintiff and the second defendaflt became shebaits, 

(516] The Appellate Court (Gabth, C.J., and WILSON, J.) also held the 
double adoption to be invalid. The Judges, however, were of opinion that it 
was only in the character of adopted son of the testator, with which character 
he never was invested, that the plaintiff' could become thebait, and take under 
the will. The case seemed to them to fall within the authority of Fanindra Deb 
Batkat v. Bajeetvar Dae (I. L. R., 11 Cal., 463; L. R., 12 I. A . 72), and they 
held that the plaintiff could not take as a designated person. They remanded 
the suit, under section 566 of the Civil Procedure Code, for trial of the further 
question which bad been, raised, but not decided at the hearing, whether the 
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defendant Doorgasoondery Dossee had ao acted ae to be estopped from denying 
the plaintiff’s title, or to have made herself a trustee for him to the extent 
of the interest which his claim might cover. 

The subsequent judgment of the Appellate C^urt (PktHERAM, G.J., 
Frinsbp and Wilson, JJ.) delivered by Wilson, J , after referring to the reserve 
with which the case, on both sides, had been put forward in its earlier stages, 
stated how in the course of the proceedings further explanations of the claim 
and of the answer to it had been given, and continued thus .— 

“The plaintiff’s case was put in four alternative ways; fiisl, it was said 
that he was adopted before the second defendant, and that therefore his title 
at any rate was good, and good presumably in respect of the whole estate ; 
secondly, it was contended that, failing that, the two adoptions were good as 
simultaneous adoptions, and that he and his adoptive brother were therefore 
entitled to share equally in the estate, thirdly, it was contended that if, accord¬ 
ing to law, the adoptions were not valid, still the two boys took what was 
given them under the will as designated persons , fourthly, that failing all these, 
the younger widow had, by reason of the ikrarnama and the transactions con¬ 
nected with it, either estopped herself from den\ing the validity of the plain¬ 
tiff’s adoption, or constituted herself, to the extent, at any rate, of her own 
iife-interesii in the property, a trustee for the plaintiff, so as to put him in the 
same position as if he •had been a validly adopted son. 

[8<7] ‘ ' An amendment was made in the plead ingib in oider to define more 
clearly the last of the%e four contentions of the plaintiff Probably that amend¬ 
ment was not strictly necessary, because, in my judgment, if the plaintiff sets 
nut in his plaint the facts on which ha relics, and claims relief in terms 
sufficiently general, he is entitled to any relief which follows as a legal 
consequence from the facts w'hich he so sets out and proves But at any rate 
there vras some convenience in making the amendment. The first defendant 
throughout the trial and ever since has denied the validity of either adoption, 
and opposed all the plaintiff’s contentions. 

" The learned Judge held, as a conclusion of fact on the evidence, that the 
plaintiff's adoption was not prior to the other bov s adoption, but lhat the two 
adoptions ivere simultaneous He held, secondly, as a matter of law, that 
simultaneous adoptions are invalid, and that therefore neither of the boys 
was the adopted son of the deceased Raja. But be held, tliivdly, on the 
construction of the will, that the two boys did take tlv' benefit which the will 
purported to give to the adopted sons as designated persons. As to the fourth 
question of estoppel or trust, no conclusion was arrived at. He accordingly 
made a decree in the plaintiff's favour. • 

“ That decree was appealed against, and the matter came on for hearing 
before the late Chief Justice and Tnyself. We accepted (indeed, 1 think, there 
was no serious dispute about the matter) the correctness of the learned Judge’s 
findings of fact, that the adoptions were simultaneous. We also agreed with 
the learned Judge in the proposition that simultaneous adoptions were invalid, 
and we did so on the authority of a case [Fanindra Deb Lhukat v. liajeswar 
Das (I. L. R., 11 Cal., 463, L. B., 12 I. A., 72)] which, at the time the 
matter .was before us, had been decided by the Privy Council. With regard 
Co the third question, namely, that of the intended adopted sons taking as 
designated persons, we differed from tjie learned Judgs, and held that they 
did not. There remained then the fourth question which had been raised, that 
of estoppel, or trust. 

" It was clear, at the time when the matter was before us, as it is uovv, 
that the answer to that question depended mainly on the view to be taken 
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of the tkramama ; and we were not at that [dlSj time, as we thought, in a 
position to construe the ikramama, because wo had no knowledge of the 
oiroumstances under which that docunaent was made, or the facts which led to 
its being executed. Th&burden of proof being on the plaintiff, if we had been 
obliged to deal with the matter then and there, we should have had to decide 
it against him , but the issue had not been decided in the first Court, and 
we came to the conclusion that it not only bad not been decided, but had not 
been tried; and that the parties not having given their evidence on that issue, 
they ought to have an opportunity of doing so We came to that conclusion 
after examining all that appeared on the sub]ect on the record of evidence, the 
minutes kept by the officer in the Couit-book, certain notes of counsel on their 
briefs which were handed .up to us, and an afl'davit which we allowed the 
plaintiff to use, made bv the plaintiff ’s aLtomey, setting out the names of certain 
witnesses, proofs of whose tvidence had been briefed to counsel before the 
trial, those proofs tending to show that the ikra>,;una had been executed under 
circumstances which would favour the con&liuction of it beneficial to the 
plaintiff, and that that e\idencehad been withheld in consequence of what the 
plaintiff’s advisers considered to be an understanding arrived at in the course 
of the trial. We accordinglv directed that the case should go back in order that 
the issue might be tried. 

“These were the only questions that came before us on the previous 
occasion. Another question, about which there has been some discussion 
during the argument ndw. was never before us then, ipjv is it necessary to 
decide it now, namely, whother the power to adopt given in the v\ ill was 
absolutely and totally void, or whethei, on the othe-- hand, it was a power 
which might have been validlv exorcised by one of the widows il she had 
adopted before the other widow Evidence has been taken on the issue sent 
for trial, and the learned Judge wlio has tried it has stated the findings at 
which he has arrived. 

“ The precise issue which was to ho tried was tliis, whether tl\e defendant, 
Doorgasoondery, had so acted as to bo esto\)ped from denying the plaintiff’s 
title, or had made herself a trustee for him to the extent of the interest which 
he claims. The learned Judge has found that issue as follows—‘I have no 
hesitation in coming to the conclusion tliattlio Kanees agreed to execute 

the ikramama to preserve the rights of their adopted sons ,’ and finally he has 
recorded a finding on the issue in these words—’ 1 formally find the issue 1 
have been directed to try in favour of the jilaintift.' 

“ Two questions obviously arise upon that first, whether that finding 
can be supported, and, secondly, m it can, whether it entitles the plaintiff to 
any, and, if so, to wha^ relief. 

“The answer to the first question must depend mainly, no doubt, upon the 
construction of the ikramama , but it has been contended for the plaintiff that 
certain conclusions of fact have been established matpriallv affecting the con¬ 
struction of that document, and therefore, before construing the document, it 
seems to be necessary to ascertain how far that contention has been made out. 

“ It was contended, in the first place, that before either of the boys was 
given in adoption, an agreement was arrived at between the parties concerned, 
one term of which was that an tkramama was to be executed after 
the adoption, securing to the bo>s, in some sense, the interest which 
they would have bad if they had been validly adopted sons ; that this arrange¬ 
ment was made in consequence of the knowledge which all the parties then 
bad of the doubtfulnras of the, simultaneous adoptions, and that the boys 
were given in adoption on the faith of that undertaking, 
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“ If that bad been established, it might have been fairly contended 
(whether the contebtion would or would not have prevailed we need not now 
consider) that, by that arrangement prior to the adoption, each of the ladies 
had constituted herself, in some sense, a trustee foi he^ own hoy, so that a 
fiduciary relation was established apart from and prior to the ikraruama ; and 
that when the ikrarnania was entered into, dealing with the management of 
this property, it was a document executed by the two ladies, not merely on 
their own behalf, hut as trustees for, and for the benefit of, the liovs whom 
they represented. And that might perhaps have had a uiaterial bearing upon 
the construction and operation of the document With regard to that it is 
enough to say that the ludgmotit wholly fails upon the evidence.” 

The Judge then considered the evidence relating to the case sug¬ 
gested ot an agreement prior ti^tlio adoption, and a trust, [630} anterior 
to the ikrarnama Ho reforied to the evidence as to what lad to the 
tr.ausaction All those who had taken an active or responsible pait in the 
negotiations had said that the iktanianid was luadt- on accounl of the diffa- 
culties that had arisen about the management of the pioperty, and was not made 
in consequence of doubts about the validity of the adoptions Tlie evidence of 
the anila had loft the case where it was, also that of the witnesses who attested 
the ikrarnama , the result being that this instrument had been made to settle 
disputes and to provide fcJr the ijarns being executed. The widows well knew 
that the efloot of the adoptions was uncertain, but it was^cleav that the ikrar¬ 
nama was a contiact between them alone, no one else being a paity to it. 
No estopiiel, nor an\ trusi, affecting the younger widow could he maintained. 
After referring to the religious trusts the jiulgnieiit concluded that the suit 
must be dismissed. 

It ninv be mentioned that this dismissal of the suit, resulting iu the dis- 
ohaigo oi a leceivei, pioviousK appointed by the Couit, led to tin? making of 
the order in Sioendro Krsliuh JUoi) v honrgasoimdoiy Jjni.see (1. L. R, 
15 Cal., 253), as to a contract made by it, during the inanageiuont 

On this appe.al — 

Mr. J. Riqby, Q.C., and Mr. J. IT A. Untn'mii, for the Appellant. Tiio 
plaintiff is entitled to relief as against tlie suiviving widow, in consequence of 
her having lieen in a fiduciary relation to him , and Ins right has been established 
1>V the transactions of which the ?/i:>-«irt(iH/a*of the 5th July 1H80 formed a 
principal pait The preceding intention of the testator to piovide for the 
succession to the office of shehait, followed by the attemiited adojitions, 
the treatment of the boys for several years as adopted sons, and the execution 
of the ikrarnama, arranged for their benelTt, accord with that conclusion 
The testator probably did not know that the so-called ^adoptions would he 
ineffectual, but at all events his wil? shows the result winch lie wished to 
be attained. The widows, ou the other hand, apjiArentlv knew that the 
effect of the adoptions miglxt be disputed Rut tlie\ wished to benefit the 
bovs, and they, in executing the ikrarnama, disifhaiged an obligation incurred 
[521} towards them. The principle of the arrangement was that they created 
a trust in favour of the boys, and rendered themselves liable to be held trustees. 
Although the boys were not parties to the ikrarnama, yet to enable them to 
benefitliy it, enough was done, in their interests, by the •/blows agreeing 
together to hand over the accumulated income to them on their coming of age, 
with the acknowledgment that the widows regarded themselves as their 
** mothers and guardians." This iktarnama was one of a senes of acts of which 
the object and effect were to confer rights on the plaintiff. It might be said that 
the respondent widow was estopped from denying the appellant’s claim by her 
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conduct and representations. But we are not particular to insist on the use 
of the word estoppel. A father substantially setting up adT adoption by giving 
his son for the purpose, cannot disaffirm it, accordffig to the decision in Sukh- 
basi Lai v. Chiman Singh (1. L. B., 2 All., 366); and the adopting father is also 
bound by his act and the widow’s own acts, as they took part in the nominal 
adoptions, which were followed* by the ikramama. But that on which the 
plaintitt relies is a general principle good all the world over, and shown in Page 
V. Oox (10 Hare., 163), vijs, that an interest may well be created by an instrument 
iu favour of a person not actually a party to it, without the use of words declaring a 
trust for him, provided that the intention to create such a trust appears, and the 
acts of the parties correspond with that intention. Now the terms of the ikrar- 
nama show that the widows bound themselves, so far as their powers extended, 
to deal witii the estate in favour of the boys , %nd their undertaking to make over„ 
each to her son, the surplus accumulated, on his attaining majority, is the 
specified way. This should receive effect. The widows'interests under the will 
were that each should " control the propertiesin other words, the estate 
dedicated to the Tbakur They were also entitled to the interests of Hindu 
widows in all the property if the will failed, and in all the property undisposed 
of by the will, if it did not. The surviving widow, therefore, is the person against 
whom the tkrarnania is enforceable at the suit of theplaintifi. 

As to the inability of the principal parties to an adoption to question it, 
reference was made to Strange’s Hindu Law, Chap. IV, [322j and to Mayne's 
Hindu Law and Usage, Chap. V, and to the cases in tife notes at paragraphs 95 
and 100 oithe second edition ; also to Gopalayyanv Eaghupatiayytm (7 Mad. 
H. C., 250), Sadashiv Moreshvar Ghate v. Han Moreshvar Ghatc (11 Bom. 11. 
C., 190), and cases cited in the latter. As to the invalidity of a contract that 
would injure the status of the dattaka son, Eshan Kishor Achatjec Chowdhry 
v. Hans Chandra Chowdhry (13 B. L. R., app., 42) was cited, and as to other 
matters connected with adoption, Sreemitty liajcoomarce Dossce v. Nobocoomar 
AfMfltck (1 Boulnois, 137 ; Sevestre, 641 note). As to a surplus after provision 
for debsheba, reference was made to Maharanee Shibessouree Uebxa v. Mothoora- 
nath Aeharjo (13 Moo. I. A , 270). Monemothonauth Day v Onauthnauth Day 
(Bourke, 189 ; 2 Ind. Jur. NrS., 24), Akkoy Ghimder Bagchi v. Kalapahat IJajt 
(I. L. E., 12 Cal, 406 . L. R. 12 I. A., 198), and Sreemnity Stddesory Dossee 
V. Doorgachurn Sett (Bourke, 360, 2 Ind .lur. N S., 22), which were cited in 
the judgment of the first Court were also referred to. 

Mr. T. H. Ooioic, Q. C , Sir H. Davey, Q C., and Mr. B, V. Doyne, for the 
Respondent, Loorgasoouderv Dossee. The suit was rightly dismissed. The 
appellant not having been validly fidopted cannot take as a ahebait, or in any way 
under the will, an^ the testator’s estate is represented by the surviving widow 
who holds it for her life interest by inheritance from her deceased husband. In 
effect, both the boys can only be regarded as persons whom the widows have 
attempted to place in the position of shebaits under the will. The only func¬ 
tion of the shebatt is to administer, and the surviving widow is the sole one. 
The evidence has failed to establish that in virtue of the transactions, including 
the ikramama the widow has constituted herself a trustee for the boys, and they 
never were qualified to become shebaits under the will. There is no estoppel, 
for of that,it is th» essence that the person, who is to take advantageof it, h'as b^n 
induced to believe in the existence of a certain state of things, and has acted in 
that belief [see Evidence Act (I of 1872), s. 115]. No such case is presented 
here. To maintain, then, that the plaintiff has been invesiki with a 

right in consequence of the. execution of the ikramama, it is necessary 
to show that a contract which enures to hie benefit has been entered 
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into by the widows. But, though they have made a contract between them¬ 
selves, the plainti^ bas not b^n a party to it. The ikmmania between 
the widows cannot be treated as creating an interest in favour of a third party. 
It was no more than an agreement between the widows, having reference to 
the belief that the direction in the will, to adopt two boys at once, was a valid 
direction. It was in accordance with the view that the boys would come in 
according to the t^tator's intention. That view, however, is incorrect; and to 
support it, when the invalidity of the adoptions is apparent, the theory must 
be held that, in virtue of the widow's arrangements, a stranger has become 
shebait, notwithstanding the testator’s intention to restrict this office to persons 
legally made members of the testator’s own family. The plaintiff’s case there¬ 
fore fails. 

In reference to adoption, Bmgama v. Atchamn (4 Moo I. A., l), VcUankt 
Venkaia Krtshna Bao v. Venkata Bama Lakshmx (I. L. E , 1 Mad., 174 , L B., 4 
I. A., 1), Gopee Loll v. Chundraolee Eohoojec (11 B. L.E., 391; L. R., I. A., sup. 
vol., 131), Fanindra Deb Baikal v. Bajeswar Das (1. L. R., 11 Gal., 463, 
.L. R., 121. A., 72), Choii'dhry Fudum Singh v. Koer Godey Smgh (12 Moo. I. A., 
350), ikhoy Chitnder Bagchi v. Kalapahor Haji (I. L. R., 12 Gal., 406 , L. R., 
12 I. A., 198) were cited. In reference to succession to shehnitship, reference 
was made to Gossami SrtQridharji v Bovianlalji Qossami (I. L R., 17 Gal., 
3; L. R., 16 I. A., 137).- 

Mr, J. Bigby, Q. G. in reply, argued tliat there was in the will sufficient 
indication of a person under the conditions of the appellani} Hu also relied on 
the ikraniama, and the circumstances attending it, as atfording evidence of a 
contract. As to a contract for the benefit of a third party and the right to sue, 
he referred to Lloyd's v. Harper (L. R., 16 Gh. Div , 290 : see also pp. 302, 303) 
and as to directions in a will inconsistent with the interest given, to Ashutosh 
Diitt v. Doorga Churn Chatterjee. (1. L. R , 5 Cal,, 438, L. R., 6 I. A., 182). 

[334] After the appeal had been argued Doorgasoondery died, and by 
order of revivor, Khettar Kristo Mitter, heir of the late Raja, was brought on 
to the record. 

On a subsequent date, (Febi-uary 6th, 1893), their Lordships’ judgment 
was delivered by 

Lord Hobhouse. —On the 19th April 1879, Raja Bejoy Eeshub Roy, being 
at the point of death, made his will in the following terms:— 

“ I am now ill. God forbid it, but if any mishap occur therefrom, and 
from fear thereof, I do, while of sound mind, dedicate and give to Sree Sree 
Isshur Annapoorua Thakuranee, the Thakur established by my deceased father, 
all the ancestral and self-acquired moveable afld immoveable properties, zemin- 
daries, and patni, etc., whether in my own name or ben%mi, to which 1 am 
entitled and of which I am in possession. I have no sons or daughters of my 
loins. I have two wives living, viz., Sreemutty Ranee Nobodurga, the elder, and 
Sreemutty Ranee Doorgasoondery, the younger. Each of the two Ranees will 
adopt one son. God forbid it, but if the soft adopted by either Ranee 
should die, or bo unfit for duty by reason of illness of any kind, then in such a 
case she will be competent to take in adoption a second son, and so on to a 
third. The two adopted sons of both wives shall remain the shebatts of 
the wh&le of the moveable and immoveable property dedicatediilio Annapoorna 
Thakuranee aforesaid. They will carry out'the supervision and the improve- 
meut of the said property. But they will do everything according to the advice 
of all the principal officers appointed by me. They will not be competent to 
make gift or sale of the different properties. Up to the time that the said 
two adopted sons do not attain their majority, my aforesaid two wives will 
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exercise the care and control of all the said properties, and in carrying out 
these duties they shall take the advice of all the principal officers who have 
been appointed by me. They will not be oompotent to act otherwise. When 
the two adopted sons shall have attained their majority, and shall have 
acquired sufficient knowledge for the preservation of the property, my two 
wives shall make over to them as shebaits, to their satisfaction, all the pro¬ 
perty dedica^ted to the lasur Debitheba. Out oi the income of the property 
dedicated to the Deb<thebn, etc, after C69S] performing the nheha of the above- 
mentioned Annapoorna Thakuranee and the Sree Sree Issurs established by my 
ancestors and mvself, and after meeting the prescribed monthly allowances, 
and after performing the daily and fixed rites and ceremonies, ns they are now 
performed and met, out of the profits which shall remain, each adopted son 
shall receive at the rate of 1,000 fono thousand) rupees monthly. Therefore, 
while of sound mind and understanding. I execute this instrument of will. 
Binis, date 7th Bysack 1286.” 

The next day the Eaja died, and tlie two Ranees mentioned in his will 
became his heirs-at-law. The estate is a large one. Tliere is no precise 
evidence of its amount, but it is stated that tlic yearly income is not less tlian a 
lakh of rupees The elder Ranee appearn tj have relied for advice mainly 
upon her brother, Kaliprevsono, and a pleader, named Tarruckriath, the younger 
upon her father, Bhobodaini Mitter, and a pleader, named ITpendra Bose. 
There was a long deiay in obtaining iirohatu of the will, which, however, was 
granted to the Ranees on the uOth December 1880 

Very soon after t!ie Ra]a's death, Tarrucknath expressed an opinion that a 
sitnultaneoub adoption of two boys, such as the Rapi contemplated, was nob 
lawful, and after some discussion withm the walls of tiio Rajbari, a case was 
prepared by Tarrucknath for an eminent banister, Mr Pliillips, to advise both 
the Ranees as to their position. On the point of adi»pbioii, Mr. Phillips’ 
opinion was to the effect that, though the law was not completely settled, n 
double adoption would not be valid, and that the will did nt>t authorize any 
adoption other than a double one. 

The ladies debei mined to make a double ado))tion. IIovv far they were 
guided by legal advice, how far by a pious desire to fulfil the directions of their 
husband, we cannot boli They and their advisers certainly knew of the 
legal doubts and difficulties attending a double adoption. But one thing was 
quite clear. If thev wore to procure sons for their husband at all, it must be 
by the simultaneous ad(*jjtion of two, for the will authorized no other course. 
It was imiK'ssiblo oven to try tlui quo.stion whether their husband's wishes 
could be fulfilled, unions two bnyr. were found [336] whose parents were willing 
to give them in adoption, one for each Ranee. 

The boys were found. On the 20t)^i May 1879, one mouth after the 
Raja’s deab’n. and the day of his ahriulh, the double adoption was made. The 
elder Ranee adopted the plaintiff, who is the natural son of one Mirtunjoy, and 
was then a boy of less than nine years. The younger Ranee adopted a child 
about a year old, the natural son of her cousin, Uurrydass Ghose. She and 
her adopted boy aie the defendants in the suit. 

No long time elapsed before there occurred the familiar incident, of quarrels 
between the wives Borne argument has turned upon these quarrws ; but 
we do not know what they were about or what was their duration, or when 
there was peace and when war. Pearymohun, who was Kaliprosoiio’s man of 
business, and went often to the Rajbari with communications to the Ranees, 
tells us—“ The ladifis were on good terms with each other for some time. 

. . They were not on good termrf at the time of the adoption; they had 
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fallen ont three or four days before. I heard there was a quarrel. I did not 
hear what it was about. They had made up, and were on good terms {or ten 
and fourteen days, and then there was a quarrel, and this way it went on. 
When there are two co-wives these quarrels occur.” That is a probable 
statement of the case. But whether in the intervals of peace, or notwith¬ 
standing quarrels, they managed to do business together. 

On the 5th July 1879 they executed a document of great importance, viz., 
an ihrar relating to their management and enjoyment of the estate. After 
referring to the Raja’s will and stating that “ he had made over to both of us as 
shebaits the responsibility of looking after the property,” and after mentioning 
the direction to adopt, they continue thus — 

“ In accordance therewitl^on the 7th Joistee last we have together, at the 
same time and with reciprocal consent, each taken a son in adoption in 
accordance with the Shasters and general usage, that is to say, 1, Sreemutty 
Ranee Nobodurga, have taken as a son Sree Koshub Lall Dutt, third son of 
Sree Mirtunjoy Dutt, inhabitant of Hautkhola, in the town of Calcutta, by 
changing his former name and naming him Sreeman Coomar Surendro Keshub 
[5273 Roy; and I, Sreemutty Ranee Doorgasoondery, have taken as a son the 
third son of Sreejoot Babu Hurrydass Ghose, inhabitant of Henhat, in the 
district of Hooghly, and have had him named Breeman Coomar Annoda Persaud 
Roy alias Coomar Narendro Keshub Boy. The said two Coomars have become 
the heirs and representatives of our deceased husbarfd.in the same way as if 
they had been sons born of his loins. During the present minority of the two 
sons, we, as their mothers and guardians, will continue to rear and take care 
of them. With regard to the rights of the said two sons, neither we nor any 
of our heirs will ever be competent to raise any objection.” 

They then state that it is necessary to make rules for the preservation 
and supervision of the property, and covenant that they will in equal shares as 
shebaits ot the Thakooranee continue in possession of and preserve the debuttar 
property, paying in equal shares the various charges on or upon it, and that if 
either does not pay her share, she shall be liable to indemnify the other. Then 
they go on :— 

" After the debts of the estate have been liquidated, then after meeting 
the fixed expenditure we will both of divide and take in equal shares the 
money which shall be left in the joint tovtl (till). .^And out of that money, 
meeting our resxiective necessary expenses and the expenses of the maintenance 
and education of our respective adopted sons, vrhatever surplus money remains, 
we will keep the same in our respective custody ; and when our respective 
adopted son attains his majority, we will make ^e same over to him to 
his satisfaction. Besides this we will not be liable to any one else for an 
account of the said money. In order that the collections and supervision of 
the zemindaries and patni taluks and mokurrari and lakhiraj mehals, and all 
the other immoveable pftiperty left by our huj^band, may be performed without 
any hindrance, keeping a few of the properties in khas tahsd, we have given 
ijara of all the rest of the property. The expenditure which has been fixed for 
the performance of thedehsh&oa and the daily and fixed ceremonies, &o., as well 
as %llthat will have to be performed in accordance with the;^ill of our husband, 
the money for the said expenses, we wi[l both of us prd^ide in equal shares. 
And so that there may be no dispute in respect of [528} the performance of 
the said dehsheva, and the daily and fixed' ceremonies, Ac., each of us will for 
one year at a time in rotation take upon herself tl^e whole responsibility of 
the debsheva, and the daily and fixe^ ceremonies, Ac. And I, Sreemutty Ranee 
Nobodurga, teing the elder, have taken the first turn.” 
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The ijara mentioned in this ikrar was elfeoted by two oontemporaneoua 
deeds. By one of them 13 mehals were demised for five years to Kaliprosono, 
and by the other 10 mehals were demised for a like term to Bhobodaini. The 
rents are reserved to the two Banees in equal shares. The Appellate Court 
below has thought that this transaction throws light on the object of the ikrar, 
but their Lordships can hardly appreciate its bearing on the case. 

The two hoys were taken into the Bajbari, and were there treated as 
adopted sons till after the death of the elder Ranee. That event happened on 
the 28th July 1884. Almost immediatelv afterwards disputes arose between 
the younger Banoo and the plaintiff or his friends, and this suit was commenced 
on the 20th August in that year. 

The suit is in effect one for the administration of the Baja's will, but with 
an addition which was made by amendment for'tho purpose of raising a claim 
under the ikrar. At the hearing in the Original Court it was contended on 
the plaintiff’s behalf first, that his adoption was prior in point of time to that 
of the younger boy and vahd on that ground ; secondly, that a simultaneous 
adoption was valid in law; and, thirdly, that the will carried the shebaitship to 
any one who was adopted according to its terras, whether his adoption was or 
was not good in law. The Judge of the Original Court, Mr. Justice Norris, 
decided against the plaintiff on the first two points, and in his favour on the 
third. 

Both parties appealed, and tlie Court of Appeal agreed with the Original 
Court on the first two points, about which there is now^no longer any ques¬ 
tion. On the third point they differed from the Original Court. But they 
considered that there were still questions arising on the acts of the defendant, 
the younger Banee, and on the 19th March 1886 they made an order of remand 
in the following terms - 

“ It is ordered that this suit be remanded to the Court below to try the 
following issue, that is to say,—whether the said defend [829]ant (appellant) 
had so acted as to be estopped from denying the plaintiff’s title, or to have 
made herself a trustee for him to the extent of the interest which he claims. 
And that the said Court do take any additional evidence that may be adduced 
by either party for that purpose, and do return its finding upon such issue to 
this Court, together wdth the evidence taken.” 

Upon this remand the case was a^ain tried before Mr. Justice NOBEIS, and 
a great quantity of evidence was taken, of which some is relevant, to show the 
knowledge possessed by the Banees of their position in May and July 1879, 
and also to show the conneg^tion between the adoption and the ikrar. The 
Original Court concluded that tlfb Banees agreed to execute the ikrar to 
preserve the rights of tfheir adopted sons,” and formally found the issue in 
favour of the plaintiff, 

The defendant, the younger Ranee, then appealed, when the Appellate Court 
reversed the finding of the Original Court, and dismissed the suit. Their views 
are expressed in a full and elaborate judgment, but, so far as they have been 
relied on by the younger Banee at this bar, may be briefly summarized. It is not 
denied that both the Banees knew of the invalidity, or doubtful validity, of 
the adoption they made. But it is said that the ikrar was not though of 
before the adoption 7 that it was not made in consequence of the legal difficulty 
about the adoption, but to settle quarrels, to provide for the management of 
the estate, and to enable the brother of one Banee and the father of the other 
to get the leases which ,they did get. It was therefore a separate contract 
between the Banees, to which the boys yjpre strangers, and which they could 
not enforce. 
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The plaintiff now appeals from the decree dismissing his salt, and the 
whole case is thus open^. It seems to their Lordships that the issue which 
was tried on remand is not conceived in very apt terms, because there may be 
no estoppel binding the younger Hanee, and no trust except in a somewhat 
strained use of the term, and yet she may have entered into a bargain which 
she is bound to make good to the extent cf her interest in the estate. But their 
Lordships, having the whole case before them, are at liberty to draw such 
eonolusions as the allegations and proofs warrant. If the plaintiff has a good 
claim under the ikrar, he is t^SO} entitled to enforce it in this suit. Thu points 
substantially urged on his behalf at the bar are, jimt, that he takes as sutii- 
oiently described by the will, and, secondly, that he can sustain a claim against 
the younger Banse personally by virtue of the ihrar. It is not now contended 
that his adoption is valid in law, as indeed it clearly is settleJ that it is not. 

Their Lordships concur with the Appellate Court m the opinion that the 
plaintiff can take nothing under the will. They do not find it necessary to 
give any opinion on the question whether a gift to persons whose description 
does not import that they should bo born in the donor’s lifetime can be valid, 
because they think the case rests on a clearer ground. There is no gift to the 
adopted sons except in the character of shebaits. And it would require very 
strong and clear expressions indeed to show that :i Hindu gentleman contem¬ 
plated introducing as'shcbaits of his family Thakoor two persons unknown to 
himself and strangers to bis family There is not a trace in this will to show 
any such intention,^or to show that the testator doubted the legality of his 
scheme, or thought of any adoption but a legal one. 

The Original Court decided in favour of the plaintiff on this point, in 
reliance on the authority of Motiemothonauth Day v, Onauthnauth Day (Bourke 
189 ; 2 Ind. Jur., N. S. 24). But in that case the testator had himself made a 
double adoption, and the boys lived with him and wore called and treated as 
his adopted sons. As regarded them, there was strong ground lor saying, as 
the Judges all agreed in saying, that a gift to his “ adopted sons ” was meant to 
go to the two boys whom he actually knew as such. Then the question arose 
as to another hoy, who was substituted on the death of one of the original two, 
in pursuance of a power given by the testator to his widow. Was ho too 
sufficiently described ? The Court, though not unanimously, held that he was, 
on the ground that he answered the same description which was applicable to 
the boy for whom he was substituted, and fell within the same intention of the 
testator to give his property in moieties to the two who had gone through the 
form of adoption. Their Lordships need not s iy whether they would decide 
that case the same way if it were before theiii. It is sufficient that it diff ers from 
[031] the present case in an essential cirouinstauce which governed the 
decision. * ^ * 

Adopted sons then lieing out of the question, what becomes of the property ? 
The younger Banee says that nothing can he more simple. All is given to the 
Thakoor, the heirs become shebaits, and ,manage the property in the usual 
way. But the matter is not quite so simple. It is true that by the first 
sentence of the will all is given to the Thakoor; and though in the plaint 
the question is mooted whether the gift is made bond fide (and of course such 
gifts inay he a mere scheme for making the family pre^rty inalienable) it has 
not lieen really disputed. Nor, indeed,«could it well ro^isputed in this ease. 
For the last part of the will shows clearly enough that the income was to be 
applied first in performing the sheba of the Thakoor who is mentioned as the 
object of the gift, and of other family Thakoors, and in meeting the presoribed 
monthly allowances, and in performing the daily and fixed rites and oeremouies 
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" as they are now performed and met.” The testator mast have been well aware 
that after all these charges had been met, there would be a very large surplus. 
In fact he directs that out of the surplus each adopted son shall reoeWe 
Bs. 1,000 monthly ; but of the residue after that he says nothing. 

There is no indication that the testator intend^ any extension of the 
worship of the family Tbakoors. He does not, as is sometimes done, admit 
others to the benefit of the worship. He does not direct any additional cere¬ 
monies. He shows no intention save that which may be reasonably attributed 
to a devout Hindu gentleman, viz., to secure that his family worship shall be 
conducted in the accustomed way, by giving his property to one of the 
Thakoors whom he venerates most. But the effect of that when the estate is 
large is to leave some beneficial interest undisposed of, and that interest must be 
subject to the legal incidents of property. 

In this case the Banees were the testator'k heirs. As heirs they would 
take the shebaitship. In some cases doubtu have been expressed whether 
women ought to be shebaits ; but whatever may be the force of those doubts, 
they can hardly applv to this case, seeing that the Bajah appoints nobody but 
his wives to perform [582] the duties which his sons cannot perforin by reason 
of non-age. Neither m this ease can any question arise between the shebait and 
the heir, for they are the same persons. It appears to their Lordships that 
after performing their prescribed duties ba shebaits, the Banees became entitled 
to the beneficial interest in the surplus for the widow’s estate. If that is so, 
eaph of them could contract so as to bind her own interest. The question now 
is whether the younger Banee has done so. ' 

It was earnestly urged at the bar that the younger Banee is estopped from 
denying the plaintifl’s claim. Their Lordships cannot assent to that. They 
observe that the word “ estop ” is often used in Indian cases very loosely to 
denote obligations which do not rest on estoppel at all. Such uses of the word 
are not countenanced hy the definition of estoppel in section 115 of the Indian 
Evidence Act. It would indeed be difficult to see how the younger Banee, who 
represents the whole inheritance in an administration suit, could be prevented 
from pleading anything but the true state of the case. However that may be, 
it is not the fact that she has caused anybody to believe something to be 
true which she now alleges not to be true. She is entitled to raise any defence 
which the facts of the case will support. 

The arguments to show that she has undertaken a trust appear to their 
Lordships to be verbal rather than substantial. The youoger Ranee has not, 
by her dealings with the elder or with the boys, possessed herself of any pro¬ 
perty which she would not have got otherwise. The adoption indeed would, if 
it were legal, deprive her of property « There is no trust independently of the 
contract she has made. ^If that binds her to give the plaintiff certain benefits, 
she must give them ; if it does not, she is not bound in any other way. The 
essential question in this case is one of contract. 

To solve this question, let us first see what the position of the parties was- 
It is quite clear that, though aware of the risk of illegality, the Banees were 
determined on a literal execution of their husbands’ wishes. For that purpose 
it was necessary, not only rhat they should act in combination together, but 
that they should procure > boys to take part in the operations. It is no 
slight matter for a to be passed from one family into anbthir. 

[ 888 ] Even in EnglatiS such a thing cannot be done without a serious effect, 
for good or ill, on the boy's welfare. In India the ties of family life are far 
stricter, and if a boy has been transplanted from his own family into another 
by a de /octo adoption, and then the adoption turns out to be iuvalid in law, 
and he is rejected out of bis adopted family, his relations to his natural family 
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muBt be seriously disturbed. Whetlfer his previously existing legal status would 
be taken away is a point not calling for any opinion. Assuming that the 
plaintiff could return after an absence of five years, and so resume his legal 
position, it is impossible that his personal position should be the same as if the 
tie to his family had never been broken. 

Is then the tkrar a transaction standing entirely by itself, a mere arrange¬ 
ment for the convenience of the two Banees, or is it the latest in a series of 
transactions, beginning with the resolve of the Banees to make a double 
adoption ? Tarruoknath, who prepared the draft, died before the remand, and 
therefore has given no evidence as to the connection between the adoption and 
the ikrar. His bill of costs is in evidence, which shows only that the ikrar was for 
control and management of the estate, and for effecting an amicable settlement 
between the Banees. Kaliprosono says that, when the questidn of adoption 
was discussed before the adoption, !t was first suggested that the ikrag' should 
be executed; that the suggestion - emanated from Tarrucknatb, and Mr. 
Phillips’s opinion had then been received. Pearymobun says that he 
%xplained the opinion to the Banees, and communicated to them Tarrucknath’s 
advice to take two boys in adoption, and afterwards execute an tkrar, and 
that the rights of the adopted sons would be preserved. Ho adds that the 
elder Hanee assented to that personally, and that Bhobodaini assented for 
the younger. Gobind Ghxmder, one of the amla, says that he was present on 
that occasion, and he confirms Poarymohun in essentials. He differs, 
however, in saying that the younger Banee expressed l«sr assent, whereas 
Pearymohun says that shb did not, but her father did. Hurrydass Ghose, the 
natural father of the younger boy, speaks to a conversation with the younger 
Banee, in which she stated that " We two Banees have agreed between us 
that we will take two boys, one each, according to the terms of the will 
[884] of our husband, and after taking two boys in adoption we will give them 
such a pucka writing that their interest will not be jeopardized, and.even if 
suob adoption should not be held valid, we will by tke document we intend 
to give make over our respective rights to those boys." The same assurance, he 
says, was repeated hy her in her father's presence on another occasion before 
the adoption. Answering questions in cross-examination he says:—“ When she 
said she would give a writing, I consented. 1 said, ‘ I will give you the child, 
and you can do what you think proper.' I did not make it a conditios), but 
when she said she would give a writing, I wasiquite satisfied." This witness 
is commended and relied on by the original Judge. 

On the other hand, the younger Banee and Bhobodaini deny the whole 
story , but they were so entirely discredited before the Original Court that their 
denials are of no value, nor does the Appellate«Court roly on them. They rest 
principaily on Tarrucknath’s j^ill of costs, and on statements* of UpendraBose, 
who, though advising one of the partias, states that ' nothing was said as to 
securing the rights of the adopted sons,” and contradicts some statements made 
by Pearymobun respecting Mr. Phillips’s opinion. They also rely on the fact 
that Mirtunjoy, the father of the plaintiff, and seueral members of the house¬ 
hold, either knew nothing about the matter or h{w<) not been called as 
witnesses. It appears to their Lordships that the sokfr, 'dence of any weight 
against the connection between the adoption and the is that of Upendra 
Bose, who Mrtainly might be expected to have known the\’*'%j^ The quantity 
of evidence, and, as the Judge who heard it thought, the quality of it, is in 
favour of that connection ; and the Appellate Cdurt think it clear that the two 
things were connected, but not in consequence of the invalidity of the adoption. 

But after all the main evidence is of that of the tkrar itself. How can it 
be explained ? The views of the two Courts have been before stated. Their 
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Lordships quite ooaoar with* the Appellate Court thus far, that it may have 
been an object of the tkrar to settle quarrels between the Banees, though it 
does not seem to have been efficacious fur that purpose, nor particularly well 
adapted for it. They might still quarrel over every item of joint expenditure, 
and over the division of the surplus, as elfeetually as when their [935} interests 
remained ]oint. But their Lordships cannot understand how the %krar facili¬ 
tated the grants made to the relatives of the Baaiees, nor how those grants 
tended to settle quarrels, seeing that it was not provided that the elder Banee 
should take the whole rent reserved on Kahprosooo’s lease, and the younger 
the whole reserved on Bhobodaini's, but the rents reserved on each lease were 
made payable to the two Banees in equal shares. Nor are they able to under¬ 
stand in what way the ikrar was connected with the adoption, as the Appellate 
Court think it clearly was, unless it were for the purpose of conferring an 
interest on the boys. * 

It is true that the document does not say outright that the adoption may 
be invalid, and that it is intended in that event to give the boys an interest in 
the widows’ estate. Perhaps the framer of it did uoc choose to put on record this 
misgivings of the parties as to the legality of their action. Neither does it say 
that quarrels have arisen, and are to be settled in this way. The bolder course 
of stating the real motives and intentions would also have been the safer , but it 
is not followed. The deed does not on the face ef it express either the motives 
supposed by the Original Court or those supposed by the Appellate Court. But 
those supposed by ^ihe Appellate Court do not account for the introduction of 
the boys, who on their theory have no place or part ^n the arrangement at all. 

Nothing can be more explicit or precise than the recognition of the rights 
of the boys to nurture and to the enjoyment of the estate, while it is remark¬ 
able that they are not mentioned at all in the ciiaracter of shebatis. According 
to the tkrar, the Banees are shebaits. The boys are “ heirs and representatives” 
of the Baja. During their minority “we, as their mothers and guardians, will 
continue to rear and take care of them.” With regard to their rights, " neither 
we nor any of our heirs will ever be competent to raise any objection.” 
Furthermore, the Banees go on to effect a partition, not only between them¬ 
selves, but between the boys until the younger attained majority. The surplus 
of each moiety is to he accumulated and handed over by each widow to her 
own son when he comes of age. If the boys were really heirs, such an arrange¬ 
ment as that would be futile, they would be joint heirs, and their property 
would be joint property. It could only take [536} effect out of the widows’ 
interest, and on the footing that the boys were not the owners. And all this 
is done persons who ate advised that there has been no legal adoption, and 
who are stated by credible witnesses to have agreed to give a writing for the 
protection of the bqys. The Banees wished to make the boys the heirs of the 
Baja. In form they did so; they could qot do it in substance. But they could, 
so far as tbeir own interest would go, give them the same benefit out of the 
property as if they heid actually been heirs. Their Lordships hold that the 
deed expresses this intention, and that by it the* Banees became bound to one 
another and to the boys to carry it into effect. It is a startling thing to be 
told that the Banees could immediately afterwards turn the boys adrift, or that 
the survivor of them oan do so after the arrangement has been in foroe for 
five years. ^ ^ * • 

But it was strongly urged at the bar that the boys cannot enforce a con¬ 
tract to which they are not parties. It is true that they are not parties to the 
ikrar considered as an isolated transaction; nor could they be, by reason of tbeir 
tender age. But if, as abpve shown, it is true that the ikrar is one of a 
series of transactions: that it is dosely connected with the adoption, that the 
# 
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use of the boys was a necessary part of the attempt to accomplish the Baja’s 
wishes, and that their position in life was substantially altered by taking them 
away from their natural families for an indefinite time, it seems to their Lord¬ 
ships impossible to maintain that they are strangers in the matter, and that 
they cannot insist on the performance of the contract by which each Banee 
bound herself to the other to deal with the estate in their favour. 

The decree of the Appellate Court dismissing the suit should be discharged. 
The decree of the Original Court cannot be restored, partly because it proceeds 
on the ground that the boys take under the will, and partly because the accounts 
directed by it are not applicable ■ under the circumstances. Their Lordships 
think that the decree should take the following form:— 

Declare that, according to the true construction of the testator’s will, the 
property thereby given to the Thakoor therein mentioned was given for the 
purpose of securing the proper performance of the %h,eha of the said Thakoor 
and the other family Thakoors in the will mentioned, and the prescribed monthly 
{allowances and the [5873 proper performance of tlie daily and fixed rites and 
ceremonies as they were performed and met in the testator’s lifetime. 

Declare that the other dispositions of the will are inoperative, and that on 
the testator’s death his two widows were his heirs-at-law, and as such became 
shebatts of the Thakoor, and entitled for the widow’s estate to such interests 
in the testator’s property as remained undisposed of by the will. 

Declare that according to the true construction of the ikrar, and in the 
events which have happened, the plaintiff on attaining Kis majority became 
entitled to the accumulations of one moiety of the surplus income of the 
testator’s property after answering the various charges and outgoings in the 
ikrar in that behalf mentioned. 

Declare that, upon attaining his majority, the plaintiff became entitled to 
receive one moiety of such surplus income during the life of the defendant 
Doorgasoondor y. 

Declare that the defendant xVnnoda Persaud Bov, also called Norendro 
Keshub Boy, is entitled to the other moiety of such surplus income during the 
life of the defendant Doorgasoondery and to the accumulations thereof. 

Direct the Court below to order an account to be taken of the testator’s 
property at his death, and of all the income thereof which has come to the 
hands of his widows, or of either of them, or of any person by their order or 
on their behalf or for their use during the lifehf defendant Doorgasoondery. 

Also an account of what has been properly expended upon the sheba, and 
the monthly allowances, and the daily and fixed rites and ceremonies mentioned 
in the will, and upon the several outgoings and charges mentioned in the 
ikrar as precedent to the division of the prdterty between the two widows, 
and of the respective necessary expenses of the widows, *and of the mainte¬ 
nance and education of their respectifh adopted sons. 

Any other questions arising out of the relief granted must he reserved for 
further directions by the Court below. 

As regards costs, their Lordships consider fliat these unhappy disputes 
have arisen mainly out of the testator’s will, and the apparently quite honest 
attempt of his widows and heirs to fulfil his intentions. It is only just that 
the costs of the parties in both [538] the Courts below, including the costs of 
this appeal, should be defrayed out of the corpus of his estate* 

They will humbly advise Her Majesty accordingly. 

After this case had been argued, their Lordships received an intimation 
that the defendant Doorgasoondery had died. This death made the suit 
defective in two respects ; first, by the death of the then heir the inheritance 
ceased to be represented: secondly, there was no person in whose presence the 
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acoounta directed against the widows could properly be taken. The proceedings 
were suspended, in order that these defects might be cured ; but though the 
Baja's heir has bean brought into the suit, there is still no representative of 
the widows. Their Lordships, however, think that it is not necessary on account 
of this defect to delay the decree any longer. It rests with the plaintiff to 
apply to the Court below for all such parties as are necessary for this purpose 
to be brought upon the record. Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs. T. L, Wilson and Co. 

Solicitors for the Beapondent • Messrs. Barrow and Bogers. 

C. B. - 

NOTES 

1 1. POWER TO ADOPT-. 

Ab between co-widows, the senior has the preferential right to adoption, 39 Cal., 682 ; 28 
Mad., 3l6;2eM. L. J.,612. 

As regards joint power conferred by the Will, see 87 Mad., 199 P.C. ; (1898) 25 Cal., 662; 
(1897) 24 Oal., 689. 

II. OIFT8 TO PERSONA DESIGN ATA— 

Sea the Notes to 11 Gal., 488 P.C. in the LAW REPOBT8 REPRINTS. 

III. STRANGER'S RIGHT TO SUE ON QONTRACTB— 

As regards the right of a stranger to the contract to sue on it, a similar ruling was given 
by the Pnvy Council m (1906) 29 All., 181. See also (il£K)9) 83 Mad.. 282, (1911) 21 M.L.J., 
918; (1904) 6 Bom., L.R., 421. 

IV. EFFECT OF DEATH AFTER HEARING— 

The C. P. 0., 11908) contains this now provision O. 22 r. 6 .—Notwithstanding anything 
contained in the foregoing rules, whether the oanse of action survives or not, there shall be 
no abatement by reason of the death of either pri.rt> between 4he conclusion of the hearing 
and the pronouncing of the judgment, but judgment may in such case be pronounced notwith¬ 
standing the death and shall have the same force tind effect as if it bad been pronounced 
before the death took place. 

See also (1895) 21 Bom., 314, (1899) 21 All., 314 , (1902) 26 Mad,, 101; (1907) 6 C.L.J., 
547.] 

(19 Cal. 588] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 17th March, 1892. 

Present. 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
Mr. Justice Hill. 


The Secretary of State for India in Council.Defendant 

tersus 

Budku Nath Poddar and others.Plaintiffs.* 


Indian Bailway Act (IV of 18^9), s. 11—Batlway Company, liahihty of — 
Carriage of Sold and silver, etc. — Insurance, increased charge for. 

Plaintiffs delivered a box. of coine for carriage to the servants of a railway, and declared 
the nature of the contents at the time of delivery. No demand was made on the part of 
the railway for any increased payment for insurance. The box having misMirriad,— 
on the authority of The [589] Great Northern Railway Co. v. Behrens (7 H. & N., 960), that 
the Railway were liable for the loss. 

On the 15th March 1887 the plaintiffs despatched from Dacca station, by the 
Dacca and Mymensing State Bailway, a wooden box, containing specie worth 
Bs. 4,291-14-5, addressed to their agent in Calcutta. From the findings of the 
Lower Courts »t appeared that the plaintiffs’ gomastahs went to the booking 
office ^ and delivered the box to the booking-clerk, asking him to weigh it. 
T hey inform ed him that it contained specie of a certain value, and asked what 

* Appe^ from Appellate Decree No. 768 of 1891 against the decree of T. D. BeiiStm, 
Esq., Distnet Judge of Dacca, dated the 16th of February 1891, reversing the decree of Babu 
Krishna Ohuuder Chatterji, Subordinate Judge of Dacca*, dated the 12th of August 1889. 
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the fare would be for sending' it safely to Calcutta. They were 

told the fare was Bs. 9-1-0 for which sum the box would be safely consigned. 
They then paid the fare and obtained a receipt. No demand was made on the 
part of the Railway for any increased charge for insurance. The box having 
been mislaid or stolen by the way, the Railway Company failed to give delivery 
to the Calcutta consignee. The plaintiffs sued to recover the sum of 
Bs. 4,291-14-5. 

The defendants pleaded that no declaration under s. 11 of the Railway 
Act (IV of 1879) as to the nature and value of the property had been made by 
the sender at the time of delivery to the booking-clerk, nor any insurance fee 
paid and accepted for the safe conveyance of the same, and that the goods 
were sent at the owner’s risk under an express written agreement signed by 
the consignor. ’ 

The Court of First Instance hold tliat tlie defendant was not liable, the 
plaintiffs having made no proposal to insure the specie and no insurance 
having been accepted by a Railway servant specially authori^ied in that behalf 
as provided by a. 11'*' of Act IV of 1879, and accordingly dismissed the suit on 
this ground. 


The Lower Appellate Court decreed the plaintiffs’ appeal principally upon 
the ground that the benefit of s, 11 was under the circumstances lost to the 
Railway Company, tfiey having received the goods after declaration of value 
without demanding an^xtra charge for insurance and tttere being no evidence 
to show that the insurance charge was brouglit to the notice of the consignees. 
In support of this view the learned Judge relied on the case of [840] Behrens 
V. Great Northern Railway Co. (30 L. J. Exch., 153, on appeal, see 7 H. & N,, 
950), a decision upon the statute, 11 Geo. IV & 1 Wm. IV, c 68, s. 1, 


The defendant appealed to the High Court 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Pavl), Baboo Bern CJmnder Banerji 
and Baboo Rani Charan Mitter appeared for the Appellant. 

Mr. J T. Woodroffe and Baboo Lai Mokun Das appeared for the Respon¬ 
dents. 


The following authorities were referred to. The Indian Railway Act (IV 
of 1879), ss. 9, 10, 11; Mocpherson on Railways, 1880, pp. 2.32—239 ; and the 
case of Jeytii Nimd v. Punjauh R C., Chief Court (Lahore), App. Civil 91,1868, 
there cited, the Carrier’s Act (III of 1865), 11 Geo IV A 1 Wm IV, c. 68,' 
s. 1, and 17 and 18 Viet., o. 31, s. 7 ; Go(/(/s v Bernard (l 8ra. L C., 9th ed., 
p. 201) and cases there cited ; Behrens v. Cheat Northern Railway Co. (30 L. j! 
Exch., 153; on appeal, see 7 H. «fc N., 950) cited in Venkatachala Chetti 
V. South Indian Railway Co. [I. L. R., .5 Mad , 208 (213)]. 

The judgment of the Court (Petheram, 0. .1., and Hill, J.) was 
delivered by, 

Petheram, C.J. —Thip was an action brought by the plaintiffs against the 
defendant as the owner of a Railway for the Ihss of a box of coins delivered to 


gold, .silver, etc., unless 
value declared and i ncrcased 
charge accepted. 


•[Sec. 11 ;—When any property mentioned in the second schedule hereto annexed is 

No habilitv for loss of *^ 0 ®^**!®*^ m anv panseJ or package delivered to a carrier by 
- - ^ Railway, the carrier shall not bo liable for loss, destruction or 

deterioration of, or damage to, such prop^ty, unless at the time 
of delivery the value and nature thereof have been declared by 
the person sending or delivering the same, and an increased 
oharge for the safe conveyance of the same, or an cugagomont to pay such charge, has been 
accepted by some Railway servant specially authorized in this behalf. 

When any property of which the value and nature have been declared under this section 
has been lost, destroyed or damaged, or has deteriorated, the compensation recoverable for 
such loss, destructiou, damage or deterioration shall not exceed the value so declared,] 
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them to be earned, and aooepted by them for that purpose. The defenee is 
that the defendant is protected from liability by reason of s. 11 of the Bailway 
Act (IV of 1879), but the fact is that at the time of the delivery of the box to 
the Bailway people they were informed of what the nature of the contents was, 
and with that information they made no demand for any increased payment 
for insurance. That seems to me to be within the authority of the ease of 
The Great Northern Ratlway Co. v. Behrens (7 H. & N., 950). The head note of 
that case is, “ Where a carrier receives goods of the description mentioned in the 
11 Geo. IV & 1 Wm. IV, c. 68 ; and the person delivering the same has declared 
their value and nature, he is not bound to tender, but the carrier must demand 
the increased charge mentioned in the notice affixed in his office, warehouse 
or receiving house, whether the goods [541) are there delivered, or to a servant 
sent to fetch them ; and if no such demand is made the carrier is liable for the 
loss of or injury to the goods, ^although the increased charge has not been 
paid.’’ The words of the Plnglish Act’^ and the words in this Actf are 
practically the same so far as this matter is concerned, and we think that the 
reasoning of that case applies to these cases in this country as well as in 
England, and that this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A. A. C 


NOTES 

t See (1804) 19 Bom., 168 where thi.. case was dis.sented from , aJ^jo (1893) 17 Bom., 723.3 


[19 Cal. 5411 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The ii5th March, 1692. 

Present. 

Mr. Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Hill. 


Haripria Debi.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bam Churn Myti and another.Defendants.] 


Bengal Tenancy Act {YIII of 1685), s. 188 — Ejectment — Jotnt-ownera. 

Scotioa 188 of the Bengal Tenancv Act of 1885 is no bar to a smt for ejectment by one 
of two joint-owners when the suit is brought under the contract law on a breach of the condi¬ 
tions of a lease by the tenant. * 

This was a suit brought by one of two joint-owners of certain nij-jote 
land to eject a tenant after service of notice. Defendant No. 2, who was one 
of the joint-owners, refused to join the plaintiff in bringing the suit,* and was 

• See 11 Geo. IV. & 1 Wm. IV, o. 68 . b, 1 ; and 17 & 18 Viet., e. 81, «. 7, 

t Bee Act IV of 1879, s. 11. 

I Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 388 c>f 1891 against the decree of Babu Dwark* 
Nath Bhuttacharjee, Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, dated the Slst of December 1890, 
affirming the decree of Baba Jogendra Nath Bose, Muqsif of Contai, dated the 80th of 
April 1890. 
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therefore made a pro formd defendant. On the 15th Aughran 1284 (29th 
November 1877) the plaintiff granted a potta (for the purposes of oultivation 
and improvement) of her eight annas share of the property in the suit, eon* 
taining 38 bighaa and odd oottahs of land, and consisting of garden dhosa and 
balu lands and gerias (tanks), to Bam Churn Myti (defendant No. 1) The 
potta, which was duly registered, provided mteraha that defendant No. 1 should 
not, without the consent of the plaintiff, cut the trees in the garden, excavate 
tanks, turn dhosa land into jut land, alter the boundaries, or let any portion 
of the land to tenants. On the 9th Magh ] 294 [542] (22nd January 1888) 
the plaintiff served defendant No. 1 with a notice to quit within six months 
from the date of its receipt, on the ground that he had, m contravention of the 
terms of his potta, and without the plaintiff’s consent, out trees, excavated a 
tank, turned dhisa land intoji^ land, and otherwise rendered the land unfit 
for the purposes of the tenancy, and that he had also granted leases to tenants. 

The plaintiff contended that defendant Iku 1 was a tenant>at-will, and 
that under sections 25, 45 and 155 of the HongiU Tenancy Act, 1HH5, she was 
entitled to a decree for ejectment. Defendant No 1 contended that, inasmuch 
as defendant No. 2, the co-sharer of the plaintifi’, had not joined iii the notice 
and in bringing the suit, it was not maintainable under the provisions of section 
188 of the Tenancy Act. 

After more than One remand by the Lower Appellate Court, the Court of 
First Instance gave the plaintiff a decree under section 155 for eieutment, subject 
to the condition that i&dofendant No. 1 paid six inonths*fruiin the date within, 
of the decree, a certain sum fixed as compensation for waste committed by him in 
breach of his contract, he should not be ejected. 

The Lower Appellate Court upheld the decree foi ejectment, modifying 
it by reducing the amount of compensation and by extending the time for 
oomplianoe with its terms. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court, and defendant No. 1 filed 
objections to the decree under section 561 of the Code of Civil Procedure, put¬ 
ting forward the same contention as had been urged hy him in the Ijower Courts. 

Baboo Doorga Das Diitt and Baboo Mohini Mohun Roy for the Appellant. 

Baboo Jagut Chunder Bannerjee for the Bespondent. 

The judgment of the Court (PBlNSEr and HlLL, JJ.) was as follows:— 

This was a suit brought by one of twoipropnetors of some nij-jot land to 
eject a tenant after service of notice After considerable delav in consequence 
of more than one remand by the Lower Appellate Court (we tliink the 
proceedings might have been somewhat shorter), the plaintiff has obtained a 
decree in the terms of section 165 of the Bengal Tenancy Act for ejectment 
[848] of the tenant, in the event of his not paying with'ji six montlis from the 
date of the decree a certain sum fixed as compensation in consequence of waste 
committed by him in breach of the terms of his contract. 

The plaintiff appeals, ^contending that she is entitled to an absolute order 
for ejectment; and the defendant makes an objection under section 561 of the 
Civil Procedure Code that the plaintiff's suit should have been dismissed, 
inasmuch as plaintiff is only one of two joint landlords, and therefore, debarred 
by seotiop 188, Bengal Tenancy Act, from suing aeparatelv, 

tife are of opinion that the plaintiff wasnot^So barred, gnd that the case 
does not come within the terms of sectirm 188. The right under which the 
plaintiff sues is not a thing which she, as landlord, is under the Bengal Tenancy 
Act, required or authorized to do. The suit is brought under the contract law 
on breach of the conditions of a lease by the tenant. This disposes of the 
objection taken by the respondent. 
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The plaintiff’s pleader contends that under the notice served by the plaintiff 
in Magh, she is entitled to eject the defendant, being a tenant-at-will on 
ni]-]ot land, and the ejectment is sought not merely on the ground of waste 
and breach of contract, hut also on the ground of the termination of the 
tenancy. It seems to us that the notice is not a good notice so as to entitle 
the plaintiff to what she seeks. It requires the defendant to quit the lands 
occupied by him within six months from the date of the receipt of the notice. 
Now, if it be regarded as a notice of the termination of the lease, which, as 
wo understand it, was an annual lease, it would he terminable only at the end 
of the year, and this would bo some months later than the expiry of six months 
from the date of the service of the notice. We think, however, that the notice 
was intended, as it has been treated by both the Lower Courts, as a notice of 
ejectment in consequence of breach of contraot> by the waste committed. We 
agree also with the Lower Appellate Court that the case should be dealt with 
under s. 150, Bengal Tenancy Act, and that, until the tenancy has been for¬ 
mally terminated by legal proceedings by declaring the lease at an end by 
reason of the expiry of the term for which it ran, the tenant is entitled to the 
benefit of s. 155. The appeal is, therefore, dismissed with costs. 

C. D. P. Appeal dismissed. 


[844] FULL BENCH REFERENCE. 

The ^Ist May, 1892. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pbthbram, Kt., Chief .Justice, Mr. Justice Prinsep, 
Me. Justice Pigot, Mr. Justice O’Kinealy, 

AND Mr. Justice Ghose. 

• _ 

Fadu Jhala.Plaintiff 

vcism 

Gour Mohun Jhala others.Defendants.* 

« ■* 

Fishery—Immoveable property—Right of fkhery — Possession—Specific Relief 
Act (I of 1877), s. .9 —ConstinctwQ of Statute— " Objects and 
Reasons " of Bill, reference to. 

Held by the Pull Bench (PBINSEP .ind PKIOT, JJ., dxssentmg)— 

A hUit ior the possession of a right to fish in a kbal, the soil of which does not belong to 
the plaintiff, does not come within the provisions of section 9 of the Specific Belief Act. 

The right to refer to the “ Objects and RcaBon.s ’’ of a Bill discussed. * • 

The petitioner bf’ought a suit under section 9 of the Specific Belief Act 
(I of 1877) in the Munsif’s Court of Netrokona, in the district of Mymensingh, 
to recover possession of a portion of a kbal. alleging that he had exercised the 

* Buie No. 1335 of 1891, in the matter of Suit No. 993 of 1890 of the Second Munsira 
Court, Netrokona, district Mymensingh. 
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right of fishery in the khal during the rainy season and had been dispossessed 
therefrom by the defendants. The Munsif dismissed the suit on the ground 
that such a suit was not maintainable under the proviskms of s. 9 of the 
Specific Belief Act. 

The petitioner obtained a rule from a Division Bench of the High Court 
on the ground that the lower Court should not liavo declined jurisdiction. 

Upon the rule being argued, tlio Division Bencli (PldOT and BeverleY, JJ.) 
referred the question to a Full Bench, with the following remarks :— 

" This is a rule calling upon the dotondants in this suit to show cause why 
the judgment and decree of the Munsif in tlieir favour should not be set aside. 

“The suit was brought for re(50Voiy of possession under s 9 of the Specific 
Belief Act of a khal, in which plaintiti alleged a right of fishing during the 
rainy season. 

[946] ‘ ‘The Munsif dismissed the suit on the ground that such a suit is 
not mantainable under the Act. 

In the case of Natabar Panw v Kubir Panie (I. L. B., 18 Gal., 80), it 
was held by a Division Bench of this Court that a suit for the possession of a 
right to fish in a khal, the soil of which belongs to another, does not come 
within the provisions of s. 9 of the Specific Belief Act. 

" In the case of Bhimdal Panda v. Pandol Pan Paid (1 L. E , 12. Bom., 
221), it was held that a right to fish is immovoahlo property within the meaning 
of 8. 9 of the Specific, Belief Act, and in the case of Knshna v. Aktlanda 
(I, L. E., 13 Mad., 54), the High Court of Madras agreed with the principle of 
this decision. 

“ We agree with the decision in Bhundal Panda v. Pandol Pos Patd 
(I.L. B., 12 Bom., 221), and we think that a suit for possession of a right to fish 
in a khal, notwithstanding that the soil of it belongs to a person other than 
the plaintiff, does come within the provisions of s. 9 of the Specific Belief 
Act. We, therefore, refer the following question to a Full Bench i— 

“ Wliether a suit for the possession of a right to fish in a khal, the soil of 
which belongs to a person other than the plaintiff', or does not belong to the 
plaintiff, comes within the provisions of s. 9 of the Specific Belief Act ? 

“ We add the alternative ‘ or does not belong to the plaintiff' to meet a case 
in whicli the ownership of the soil might be jinasoortainod, or be in the public.” 

Upon the lioaring of the reference— 

Baboo Grisk Ckunder Chowdhry and Baboo Jogesh Chunder Boy appeared 
for the petitioner. 

Dr. BashBelian Ghose and Baboo Ha^ndro Nath Mukerjt appeared for the 
opposite party. • 

Baboo Grish Chunder Chou'dBry. -Immoveable property as defined in the 
General Clauses Act (I of 1868), s 2, clause (5), includes benefits arising out of 
land, and the RegistratioikAct (HI of 1877), s. 3, describes ferries and fisheries 
as benefits [S46] arising out of land. I rely oft the case of Bhundal Patida v. 
Pandol Pos Paid (I. L. E., 12 Bom., 221), which follows the earlier Bombay 
case of Baban Mayncha v. Nagu Shraoucha (I. L. B., 2 Bom., 19), and on the 
case of Krishna v. Aktlanda (I. L R., 13 Mad., 64), which was a case of a 
ferry! Section 146 of the Criminal Procedure Code distingaishes immoveable 
property which is capable of physical possession as * tangible' immoveable 
property. No such distinction has been ^rawn in the Specific Belief Act. 
Natabar Parue v, KubtrParue (I LB., 18Cal.,80) is against me, but the above 
oases do not appear to have been cited. Section 9 of the Specific Belief Act 
is derived from s. 15 of Act XIV of 1869, under which Act it was held in 
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HaroDyal Bose v. Kristo Govind Sein (17 W. E., 70), that the section does not 
contemplate a suit to enforce a right of way; but that ruling was doph^ed in 
Bhundal Panda v. Pandol Pos Patil (I. L. R., 12 Bom., 221). Under Act IX 
of 1871, fl. 27, it was held that a jalkar was not an easement, but an interest 
in immoveable property within the meaning of that Act— Parbutty Nath Roy 
Chotvdhry v. Mudho Faroe (1. L. R., 3 Cal., 276). 

Dr. RashBehari Ghose. —The Registration and Limitation Acts were 
special Acts for special purposes. The question here is whether a fishery is im¬ 
moveable property within the meaning of s. 9 of the Specific Relief Act, which 
is an Act relating to certain kinds of specific reliet obtainable in civil suits. 
Section 9 deals with eiectment. In England, where a fishery is a mere profit a 
prendre, ejectment will not lie to recover a right to fishery unless it is a terri¬ 
torial fishery; that is to say, unless the right of fishery is connected with the 
ownership of the soil [see Baban Mayacha v. Nagu Shravucha (I. L. R., 2 Bom., 
19 (64)1. The plaintiff's remedy here is by injunction and damages. Natabar 
Parue’s case (I. L. R., 18 Cal., 80) is an authority in inv favouri but is not 
precisely in point. In Damd v. Grith Chnnder Guha (I. L R , 9 Cal., 183), it 
was held that a jaUcar does not import anv interest in the soil itself, and grants 
of jalkar import only the use and enjoyment of what have been termed purely 
aqueous rights—[6473 Badha Mohvn Mundid v. Neel Madhub Mundul 
(24 W. R , 200). Section 4 of Act TV of 1840 refers to fisheries, and the reference 
is omitted in s. 15 of ^ct XIV of 18,59, and in s. 9 of the Specific Relief Act. 
Under s. 263 of the Code of Civil Procedure possession of an incorporeal 
right cannot be delivered to the aggrieved party. The jiroper remedy is by 
injunction. It has been held that a jalkar is not tangible immoveable 
proTOrty —[Krishna Dhon-e Dutt v. Troilokia Nath Biswas (1. L. R , 12 Cal., 
539)] and there is no ground for including jalkais within the operation of 
8. 9 of the Specific Relief Act. 

Babu Grish Chuuder Chotrdhry was heard in reply. 

The following opinions were deliveied by the Court (PetheRam, C..J., 
Prinsbp, Pigot, 0‘Kinealy, and Ghose, J.].).- 

Petheram, C.J. —The question which we have to determine is whether a 
person who has for a time exercised the exclusive right of fishing in waters 
which cover land which does not belong to him, and who is forcibly 
prevented from fishing in such 'waters, can maintain an action for such 
prevention under s. 9 of the Specific Relief Act (I of 1877) without proving his 
own title to the exclusive right which he claims. 

I agree that a right of fishing hi waters which cover land which belongs 
to another is within the definition of immoveable property in s. 2, sub-section 
6 of the General Cfausas Act (I of 1868), and would therefore be included 
within section 9 of the Specific Relief Act if there were not, to use the words 
of a. 2 of the General Clauses Act, “ something repugnant in the subject 
or context.” 1 am of opinion that the whole of s. 9 is repugnant to the idea 
that immoveable property th that section inolndes an incorporeal right 
such as a right of fishing in waters belonging to another. It is, I think, 
apparent from the section itself read as a whole that the immoveable 
property, intended to be dealt with by it, is something of which actualphj^sioal 
possession can be fiven and taken; in other words, some piece of land or some¬ 
thing permanently attached to the land, and that the words as they appear 
in the section cannot include an incorporeal right which must always remain 
in the possession of its owner, though he may CM«J for any reason be 
prevented from exercising it. 1 think the answer to the question should be 
in the n^ative. 
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PrinsePi J. —The matter referred for the opinion of this Full Bench is, 
(vhetlwr s. 9 of the Specific Belief Act can be applied to fisheries; that is 
to sa^ whether a person dispossessed without his consent of a fishery otherwise 
than in due course of law may sue to recover such possession within six 
months from yie date of the alleged dispossession. 

Section 9 of the Specific Belief Act (I of 1877) re-enacts s. 16, Act XIV 
of 1869. 

It would seem that up to the legislation of 1869 the Civil Courts were 
not empowered to try possessory actions of a summary character independent 
of any question of the actual title of the person unlawfully dispossessed. 
Special provision was, however, made by Act IV of 1840 and pi'evious 
Begulations which empowered Magistrates to take cognizance of complaints of 
forcible dispossession from land, premises, water, fisheries, crops or other 
producs of land, if made within one month from the time of the alleged 
dispossession, and the Magistrates wore empowered to restore possession to 
any person, so ejected from such property. Comparison between Act IV of 
1840, s. 4, and Act XIV of 1869, s. 16, will show that the nature of the 
matters under enquiry is identical with the following exceptions. The CivM 
Court was, by the legislation of 1869, given jurisdiction where the Magistrate 
hitherto alone had summary jurisdiction. The dispossession under the Act of 
1840 must have been forcible dispossession, whereas, under the Act of 1859, 
the dispossession must have been " otherwise than by due course of law," and 
need not, therefore, hav;e been accompanied by force. Thte property, the subject 
of dispossession by the Act of 1840, was described to be “ land, premises, water, 
fisheries, crops or other produce of land.” The Act of 1859 describes the pro¬ 
perty as “ any immoveable property.” As 1 have already mentioned, s. 9 
of the Specific Belief Act is, in all material respects, identical in its terms 
with B. 15, Act XIV of 1859. It W'as not until the General Clauses Act 
(I of 1868} that any general definition was given of immoveable property, 
though in other special Acte, such as the Indian Succession Act of 1866, 
[849] a definition of this term was given applicable only to those Acts. The 
definition given of the term in the General Glauses Act of 1868 is, however, 
applicable only to the Specific Belief Act of 1877, and not to s. 16, Act 
XIV of 1869. But, so far as we can learn, it was not the intention of the 
Legislature to effect any alteration in the existing Jaw by the enactment of 1877 
in this respect. In giving definitions of certain terms, and, amongst them, of 
immoveable property, the General Clauses Act declares that, unless there be 
something repugnant in the subject or context of any Act made by the Governor- 
General in Council thereafter, the terms specified shall have the meanings 
attached to them. There can be no question that immoveable property, as 
defined by the General Clauses Act, includes a fishery, Being a benefit arising 
out of land, and, so far as I can sed, there is nothing repugnant in the terms 
of the Specific Belief Act to limit this definition or to make it inapplicable to 
B. 9. The decisions, hovaever, on this point are in conflict, and this has 
led to the reference to the Full Bench now undSr consideration. In Natabar 
Parue v. Kubtr Fame (I. L. B., 18 Cal, 80), it was held that s. 9 of the 
Specific Belief Act does not refer to a suit for the possession of a jalkar, that is to 
say, a right of fishery over land belonging to a stranger. It was there held that 
the ^aintiffs had no right to the land* nor were they in possession of the land, 
but that for certain parts of the year they had power or license to fish, and 
that consequently their suit for possession of a fishery would not come within 
S. 9 of the Specific Belief Act. On the other hand, it has been held in 
Panda v Pandol Pos Patil (I. L. B., 12 Bom., 221), that such a suit 
to recover possession of a fishery by exclusive right thereto is cognizable under 
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s. 9 of the Specific Belief Act, and this case has been followed in KrtshTUi 
V. A kilanda (I. L. B., 13 Mad., 54) in a suit to obtain possession of a ferry, ' In 
both of these oases it was pointed out that suits of this description wm not 
excluded by s. 9 of the Specific Belief Act, whereas such matters were 
expressly placed out of a Magistrate’s jurisdiction by the introduction in section 
145 of the Code ot Criminal Procedure, 1H82, of the expression “tangible 

immoveable property ” as the property over disputes regarding the possession 
of which a Magistrate could take summary action. We have been also 
referred to the rase of The Collector of Thana v. Kiislmaanath Govtnd 
(I.Ij.B., 5 Bom., 322), in which the question was raised whether a certain grant 
was immoveable property within s. 1 *, clause 12, Act XIV of 1859. 

In that case the learned Chief Justice and Mr. .lustice MkLVILL differed. 
The former held that " immoveable property ” not having been defined by 
law applicable to the Act of 1859, its meaning should he determined by the 
general law, and that, inasmuch as this grant would be regarded as immoveable 
property under the Hindu law, it should be dealt with by s 9,_ clause 12, 
Act XIV of 1859. Mr. .Justice Melvill, on the other hand, held that the terms 
“ immoveable property ” and “ interest in immoveable property ” must be 
interpreted on general principles of construction with reference to the nature 
of the thing sued for, and not to the status, race, character, or religion of the 
parties to the suit; that the grant not being a charge upon land, wouM not, 
according to general principles of construction, be immoveable property ; and 
therefore the case would not come within the terips of s 1, clause 12 
of the Act of 1869. I do not think that the cases of Lalla Oobind Suhaye 

V. Munohiir Misser (1 W B., 65), Oodoyesnuiee v. Hvio Ktshore Dutt 
(4 W. B., 107), Haro Dyal Bose v. Kristo Golmid 8em (17 W.B., 70), Mohunt 
Deo Sunm Poory v. Moonshee Mahomed Ismail (24 W. R., 300), and Kalee 
Chunder Setn v. Adoo Shaikh (9 W. R., 602). are in point. The first refated to 
a suit for mesne profits, that is to say, a suit for damages, and consequently 
that would not be an interest in immoveable property. The next three oases 
relate to easements, and the question raised was not whether they were immove* 
able property within s. 15, but an interest in immoveable property within the 
terms of s. 1, danse 12. The case of Kalee Chunder Sein v. Adoo Shaikh (9 

W. B., 602). related to a suit under s 15 regarding the possession of land. 
I attach no importance to the provision made in s. 1, clause 12, Act XIV 
[SK] of 1859 for suits for the recovery of immoveable property or of any 
interest in immoveable property, whereas s. 15 relates only to summary 
suits for possession of immoveable property, for 1 do not understand that it 
was intended to draw any distinction. At that time Magistrates had a summary 
jurisdiction to determine possessioii and to restore possession, deprived through 
force, of not only landa, but water, fisheries, crops and other produce of land, 
and this jurisdiction existed concurrently 'with the lurisdiction conferred on 
Civil Courts by the Act of 1859 until the repeal of Act IV of 1840 by Act 
XVIJ of 1862. Act XIV of 1859, it may be stated, did not come into opera¬ 
tion until the 1 st January 1862, and the Code of Criminal Procedure (Act 

•£ Sec 1.—No suit shall be maiiOtained m any (Jourt of Judicature within any part of the 

British torritorioB in India m which this Act shall be in force. 
Limitation of suits. unless the same ^.instituted within the period of limitation 

hereinafter made i^plicable to a suit of that nature, any Law 
or Regulation tu the AMitrary notwithstaading^ and the periods of limitation, and the suits 

to which the same respectively shall be applicable, shall be the following, that is to say :— 

* * * • * 

Cl. 12.—To suits for the recovery of immoveable property or of emy interest in immoveable 
Limitation of 12 years, property to which no other provision of this Act applies'—'the 
Saits for immoveable pro- period of twelve years from the time the cause cf action 
party. 
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XXV of 1861} oame into force en the same date. That Code re-enacted all 
the sections of Act IV of 1840, except section 4 which conferred on Magistrates 
a jnrildiotion similar to that conferred on Civil Courts by Act XIV of 1859, 
section 16. The Code, however, repeated the various kinds of property, includ¬ 
ing fisheries, on the disputed possession of which the Magistrate had juris¬ 
diction to act, but the Act of 1859 gave the Civil Courts summary jurisdiction 
in cases of illegal dispossession of immoveable property. There is ijo indica¬ 
tion that the Legislature contemplated any change except the transfer of 
jurisdiction. The term “ immoveable property ” would include a fishery without 
any straining of language, and it does include a fishery under the definition 
contained in the General Glauses Act, 1868. In order to exclude a fishery 
from the operation of section 9 of the Specific Belief Act, it is necessary to 
find that there is something repugnant in the subject or context to prevent the 
application of the definition as given in the General Clauses Act. I can find 
nothing repugnant in the Specific Belief Act itself, nor can 1 find that suits for 
the recovery of possession of fisheries were excluded by Act XIV of 1859, 
section 15, so as to enable us to hold that by the re-enacment of that section 
in the Specific Belief Act it was intended to alter the previous la%v, and thus 
to prevent the application of the definition of immoveable property as given in 
the General Clauses Act of 1668. Beference has been made to the Objects and 
Beasons recorded when the Bill which has since become the Specific Belief 
Act was introduced into the Legislative Council. These reasons show an 
intention to [SS2] re-puact Act XIV of 1869, section *15. But if any such 
reference to the proceedings of the Legislative Council be legitimate, 1 think 
that it would bo appropriate to quote the remarks of SirB. Peacock, who was 
in charge of the Bill, now Act XIV of 1659, and introduced section 15 when 
that Bill was under consideration in the Legislative Council. Those were made 
while the Bill was in committee, and the proceedings in committee in those 
days were held m public and were published. It is also important to notice 
that the remarks made by Sir B. PEACOCK were the only allusion made to sec¬ 
tion 15, and that that section .was enacted as introduced by him. Sir B. 
Peacock is reportotl to have said :—“ That he had originally intended to provide 
only for cases of possession disturbed by force or fraud, but upon the advice of 
the Honourable Member for the North-Western Provinces, he had made the 
section general in its application, so that upon proof of dispossession otherwise 
than by due course of law, the Civil CoiAt would entertain a suit for the 
recovery of the possession : if a title to the property was set up afterwards, it 
would not in any way be prejudiced by the decision in the possessory suit.” 

He also “ thought sthat the {proposed <iew section would transfer to the 
Civil Court cases of the description which, under Act J[V of 1840, were now 
heard by the Magistrate ” [Proceedings of the Legislative Council of India, 
859 (vol. V). Cols. 60, 61.] 

That the law even now, contemplates possession of a fishery being given 
or being maintained is shown by the operatlbn of Begulation VII of 1822, 
section 14, clause 4, and section 34, which give the Collector summary juris¬ 
diction over disputes regarding such matters when any particular fishery 
oonoeros a settlement then being mj^jlte by him. In the absence, therefore, of 
any'direct authority to the contrary, I am inclined to ithink that no real 
alteration in the law except a transfer of, jurisdiction was contemplated by the 
Legislature, and that consequently the term “ immoveable property ” as used 
in section 15 of Act XIV of 1859 should be held to cover the full 
d^toition subsequently given by the General Clauses Act; in fact, to include 
oumatters previously dealt with by Magistrates only under Aet IV of 1840, 
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[558] section 4. The Legislature, it seems to me, did not intend to deprive 
persons dispossessed of fisheries forcibly or, as it was expressed by Act XIV of 
1859, without " due course of law,” of the summary remedy that they had 
hitherto enjoyed. If section 9 of the Specific Belief Act stood alone, and it 
be read with the definition of " immoveable property ” as given in the General 
Clauses Act, admittedly it would include a fishery as immoveable property 
within that definition. 

It has been lastly contended that the Specific Belief Act does not contem¬ 
plate suits for possession of a fishery, because the relief to be given in such 
a case would not be one of the reliefs set out in section 5. I cannot admit the 
force of this argument. There is nothing either in section 5 or in the terms of 
the Code of Civil Procedure regarding the execution of decrees in such a case 
which would prevent relief being fully given td a successful party in a suit for 
po-ssession of a fishery as immoveable property. 

I would therefore answer the question put in the affirmative. 

‘Pigot, J. -1 am of opinion that the answer of the Full Bench to the 
questions referred ought to be in the affirmative. 

I had intended to limit myself to shortly expressing concurrence with the 
decisions of the High Courts of Madras and Bombay, and had prepared a short 
judgment expressing that concurrence. But I think 1 ought, having regard to 
the difference of opinion that exists, to state my reasons in greater detail than 
I had intended to do. * • 

The General Clauses Act, in section 2, clause (5), enacts that “ immoveable 
property ” shall include land, benefits to arise out of land, and things attached 
to the earth or permanently fastened to anything attached to the earth. By 
section 2 this is the meaning to ho attached to the term " in all Acts made 
after the General Clauses Act unless there be something repugnant in the 
subject or context.” 

I take it to be clear that a fishery in aheno solo is within the definition of 
immoveable property in the General Clauses Act, the words in that definition 
" benefits to arise out of land ” include such a fishery, according to familiar 
legal language, a fishery is a [554} benefit arising out of "land covered by 
water.” The definition does not, of course, include easements. 

Section 9 of the Specific Belief Act, is as follows :— 

“ If any person is dispossessed without his consent of immoveable 
porperty otherwise than in due course of law, he or any person claiming through 
him may, by suit instituted within six months from the date of the disposses¬ 
sion, recover possession thereof, notwithstanding any other title that maybe 
set up in such suit. * 

" Nothing in this section shall bar any person from suing to establish his 
title to such property and to recover possession thereof. 

“No suit under this sectiop shall be brought a^inst the Government. 

“ No appeal shall lie from any order or decree passed in any suit instituted 
under this section, nor shall any review of any such order or decree be allowed." 

This provision must apply to a fishery'in aheno solo, that being immoveable 
property within ^e definition, unless there be such a repugnancy is is 
contemplated by section 2 of the General Clauses Act. 

The section contemplates the case of dispossession otherwise than by due 
course of law ; and provides for the recovery of possession in such a case by a 
summary suit in which, if the previous possession and the dispossessioa^ 
established, the plaintiff is entitled to a decree. ' ' 
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The first; question is Wi^ther any repugnancy exists in, or arises from, 
the nature of the property in question, to a oonstruotion of the section which 
shall make it applicable to such property. 

1 understand that the contention with reference to this is, that this 
section cannot apply to incorporeal immoveable property, but only to some 
definite part of the earth’s surface ; to immoveable property which is suscep¬ 
tible at actual physical detention ; that property " visible and corporeal,” to use 
the English legal language, or “ tangible immoveable property,” to use the 
corresponding expression in Indian law, is alone contemplated by this section. 

[asflj I own that I should have supposed the contention that the section 
must be held to relate only to corporeal immoveable property to he conclusively 
negatived by the established practice of the Courts in this country. Decrees 
for the possession of jalkars are perfectly common in title suits brought on 
dispossession. What diflioulty can exist as to the possession in a summary 
suit, when there is none in a title suit, 1 am unable to see. But apart from 
this consideration, I think this contention ought not to prevail. 

T think it can only be hold to be true, if it be shown, that the tdirms 
” possession ” and " dispossession ” used in the section are necessarily inapplic¬ 
able to incorporeal property included in the definition enacted in the General 
Glauses Act If so, they are inapplicable to the property now in question 
before us, which is of course incorporeal. 

Whether or not possession, according to its strict philosophical meaning, 
can be predicated ol "inoorporaal property, is a question which, I think, does 
not practically arise before us . it seems to me perfectly immaterial whether or 
not we should affirm that the term is in India strictly applicable tu that species 
^f property: or affirm, on the other hand, that according to Indian law, the 
term “ possession ” when applied to incorporeal property, means “ qudsi- 
possession.” One or the other we must, I think, adopt. it is, as it seems to 
me, a mere question of words. In repeated instances the Indian Legislature 
has used the terms “ possessioti ” and " dispossession ” as applicable to the 
species of property now in question before us without regard to the incorporeal 
nature of it. 

Before I refer to Indian legislation, 1 should notice the argument derived 
from English law whicli was addressed to us. Much reliance was placed upon 
the proposition that the action of ejectmenk will not lie in respect of a fishery. 
That is true ; but I own that I do not see t#iat it bears upon the question before 
us. If it did, it might perhaps be thought that it proves too much , for it 
would be quite as applicable to a suit on title for the possession of a fishery, 
as to a summary suit founded on possession alone. Yet suits for possession 
of jalkar property, founded on title, are a familiar modern whicli the rights to 
this sort of property are [Sd6] aes^rted and maintained. It is also true, as I 
pointed out during the argument, that the procedure in English law, by a writ 
of restitution after forcible entry, is not applicable to incorporeal property ; the 
writ can only be awarded for possession of tenements visiiile and corporeal— 
see Bussell on Crimes, 5th ed., vol. I, p. 414, citing the passage in Hawkins to 
which I referred during the argument. 

It is.not necessary to discuss the reasons which led the Courts to hold that 
thesd forms of procedure were inapplicable to incorporeal j^roperty. Even if 
they were held to be so inapplicable, by reason of there being thought to be 
incompatibility between this sort of property and possession, as the word is 
used in English law, they would not furnish an argument applicable in this 
coiutry, if it be the case, as I shall presently show that it is, that the Indian 
Inl^latare has repeatedly acted on the contrary principle. 
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Buii it is clear that in English Courts of Equity, a possessory suit may 
well lie in respect of an incorporeal tenement, although, in England, such a 
suit is rare. Possessory suits are referred to in the judgments of Lord Selbobns 
at page 146, and of Lord CHaqab at page 163, in the case of Neill v. Duke of 
Devonshire L(L. B., 8 Ap. Ca., 135 (146), (163)J in which the question before the 
House of Lords turned chiefly upon the admissibility in evidence of decrees in 
possessory suits brought in respect of two several fisheries in the river Black- 
water and in which such decrees were held admissible in evidence as proof of 
former possession. In that case also the case of Hemphill v. M’Kenna (3 Dr. 
and War., 183) before Lord Chancellor SUGDEN, which was a possessory suit 
with respect to a ferry, is mentioned : also, of course, relating to a property 
incorporeal in its nature. 

It seems to me that a suit such as the possessory suits, the effect of the 
decrees in which tlie House of Lords had to consider in that case, is precisely 
so far as the principle now under consideration goes, the same as that which it 
is contended cannot possibly lie under section 9 of the Specific-Belief Act. 
The* nature of the property, and the character of the remedy, are the same: 
-it may be, though 1 should doubt it, that a less degree of [3373 disturbance 
would justify the interference of the Courts in such a possessory suit than 
would be required under the Specific Belief Act, and no doubt, to maintain a 
possessory suit, proof of three years’ peaceable possession was necessary, but 
neither of these considerations affects the principle. 

I now refer to some of the enactments of the Intlian Legislature which 
show that according to Indian legal language “ possession ” may bo had, and 
may be restored ; that “ dispossession ” may take place of immoveable property 
of the kind now under consideration. Act IV of 1840 was referred to during 
the argument by Mr. .Tustioe Pkinsef. Section 2 of that Act is as follows.— 

“ And it 18 hereby enacted, that whenever any Magistrate or other officer 
exercising the powers of a Magistrate may be certified that a dispute likely to 
induce a breach of the peace exists concerning any land, premises, water, 
crops, or other produce of land, within the limits of his jurisdiction, 
he shall record a proceeding stating the grounds of his being so certified, and 
shall call on all parties concerned in such dispute (whether proprietors, depen¬ 
dent taiiuidars, farmers, under-farmers, raiyats or other persons) to attend his 
Court in person, or by agent, within a reasonable time, and to give in a written 
statement of their respective claims as respects the fact of actual possession of 
the subject of dispute. And the Magistrate or other officer as aforesaid shall 
without reference to the merits of the claims of any party to a right of posses¬ 
sion proceed to enquire what ptirty was in possession of the subject of 
dispute when the dispute arose, and after satisfying himself upon that point 
shall record a proceeding declaring the party whom ho may decide to have 
been in such possession to be entitled to retain possession until ousted by due 
course of law, and forbidding all disturbance of possession until such time; 
and, if necessary, the Magistrate or other officer as aforesaid shall put such 
party into possession, and maintain him in possession until the rights of the 
parties disputing be determined by a competent Court.” ^ 

Section 4 of that Act enacts “ that if any party shall complai^ to a 
Magistrate . . . that be has been without authority of law forcibly dispossessed 
of any land, premises, water, fisheries, crops, or other produce of lands 
within the jurisdiction of such [3583 Magistrate . . . whether the same 
were possessed by such party as proprietor . . . raiyat, or otherwise,” the Magis¬ 
trate shall call upon the parties complained against to make defence, and if .the 
complaint appears to him to be substantiated, “ be shall record a proceeding 
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ordering the party complaining to be put again into posseasion of the 'subject of 
dispute and maintained in possession until the right to possession be determined 
by a competent Court.” 

Act IV of 1840 was repealed by Act XVII of 1862 from the Ist of January 
1862. Section 318 of the Code of Criminal Procedure of 1861 took the place 
of s. 2 of the Ac^ of 1840, and that section is made applicable to disputes 
concerning land, premises, water, fisheries, etc , and provision is made for an 
order relating to possession of the subject-matter of the dispute. Section 530 
of the Criminal Procedure Code of 1872 contains similar provisions still applic¬ 
able to fisheries amongst other things. The Code of Criminal Procedure of 1882 
in s. 145, substituted for S. 530 of the Code of 1872, restricts for the first 
time the? powers of the Magistrate in such cases to tangible immoveable 
property. So far as to the criminal law. 

By Regulation VII of 1822, section XIV clause 4, " if any person shall 
complain to a Collector or other officer making or revising the settlement 
of any nieh&l that he has been wrongfully dispossessed from any lands, premises, 
. . . fisheries ... or that he has been wrongfully disturbed in the possession 
thereof, it shall be competent to the Collector ... to enquire . . . and to 
restore or confirm him.”—See also s. 34. This Regulation is, of course, 
still in force. In Bombay similar powers wore conferred by Act XVI of 1838 
upon the Rovonuo CcJurts, and by the Bombay Mamlutdars Act, V of 1864, 
s. 1, the mamlutdars had power to give immediate possession of all lands, 
crops, trees, ./islierirs, "etc., to any parties dispossessed of the same or of the 
profits thereof otherwise than in due course of law. 

It seems to me clear that thoterms “possession ” and“ dispossession ” are, 
according to the established use of those terms by the Legislature here, properly 
applicable to the property in question in this case, and, I would add, to all 
property which is within the definition of “immoveable” in the General Clauses 
Act whether [559] such property be " corporeal,” or “ tangible,” or not; and 
that there is nothing in - the nature of it repugnant to a construction of 
s. 9 of the Specific Relief Act, which shall make that section applicable to it. 

I see no answer to Chief Justice Sabuknt’s observation that had it been the 
intention of the Legislature to exclude incorporeal rights from the operation 
of s. 9, wo might expect that it would have been done in express terms, 
or by confining the section to “ tangible” immoveable property as is done in 
s. 145 of the Criminal Procedure Code [I. L. R., 12 Bom., 221 (225)J. 

I know of no decision that s, 15 of Act XIV of 1859 is not applicable 
to this species of property. The decision ii» Haro Dyal Dose v. Kristo Gobind 
Setn (17 W R., 70), lelated to a right of way and is course inapplicable, 
and were a question similar to the question there decided to arise under the 
Specific Relief Act, s. 9, it must be decided in the same way, since 
easements are not within tjhe definition of immoveable property in the General 
Clauses Act. 1 do not think, however, that a •decision either way under Act 
XIV of 1859, s. 15, could affect the question before us. We are here 
construing an Act passed after the General Clauses Act, by the definition in 
which we are imperatively bound, in the absence of any repugnancy such as 
is contemplated by s. 2 of that Act. , 

I think I ought to express, with great respect, my dissent from the opinion 
(not, I think, suggested in argument) that jn the language of Act XIV of 1859 
a distinction is made between immoveable property, and interests in immove¬ 
able property, as different classes of property: 1 dissent, too, from the opinion 
that such a distinction was affirmed by judicial decision. 
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Theii with regard to any supposed repugnancy arising from the context, 
that, I think, could only arise if it should appear that the nature of the relief 
provided by the Act is repugnant to the character of the property in question, 
and this, it seems to me, cannot for a moment be contended. In decrees in 
suits on title for possession of jalkars possession is in practice habitually 
awarded to the plaintiff, if successful. But even were this Dot so, the relief 
in 8. 5 (b) and (c) is, I think, appropriate to the nature of incorporeal 
property ; it is granted by the issue of an (dBOj injunction, just as the interdict 
was issued to protect the -possession of incorporeal rights under the Civil 
law, a remedy which was by that law given in the case of servitudes including 
what we call easements : just as a possessory suit has been held [Anonymoua 
(2 Ves. Sen (4th ed., 1818), p. 415, note),l to apply to water-courses. 

I have been led to deal with this case at some length. I do not see how 
that could be avoided if the question was to be gone into at all. It is an 
important one, if for no other reason, for this that the jalkar property in 
Bengal is of great extent and value, and it is a question of serious.importance 
whether the possession of such property is or is not within the protection 
Afforded by a summary suit under a. 9. Jajkar rights are, 1 believe, often 
settled as separate estates, are sometimes liable to be sold for arrears of 
revenue, and are habitually treated (as according to the view I take they ought 
to be) as immoveable property as fully as any property can be. It is a serious 
cSatter to the owners of such property if they are, under the law as it now 
stands, without any shmmary remedy for dispossession unless when such dis¬ 
possession is brought about by criminal force, in respect of which a conviction 
has taken place —see s. 522, Criminal Procedure Code That, I think, 
must be the result, if the questions referred are answered in the negative. 

It was proposed to use the Objects and Beasons of the Bill, before it 
became law, to show that the section had no application here. One of the 
learned Judges of this Bench holds that this may be done. I have repeatedly 
known it to be held inadmissible in argument in this Court, both in Full 
Benches and in Division Benches. The point is not for decision before this 
Full Bench and cannot be here decided, and I shall say nothing more upon it 
than that, should it come for decision before any Bench of which I am a 
member, 1 shall feel a difficulty in adhering to my own opinion that the Objects 
and Beasons of a Bill should n^t ho looked at, in the face of the opinion of 
Chief Justice Sargent and Mr. Justice Bayley, which I of course regard with 
the utmost deference. 

I should add, however, that I do not think that, in the present case, there 
is any ambiguity or difficulty in tha terms of the Act [861] which should lead 
the Court to refer to |ny proceedings of the Legislature which might, according 
to whatever the correct practice of the Court may be, be otherwise properly 
consulted. 

I would answer the questions referred in the affirmative. 

O’Kinealy, J| —It appease from the record of this ease that Fadu Jhala 
brought a suit against Gour Mohun Jhala and others in the Court of the 
Munsif of Netrokona is the district of Myihensingh, under section 9 of the 
Specific Belief Act (Act I of 1877), for possession of a jalkar. Admittedly, 
plaintiff had no jight to the soil where the fishery existed, and the Munsif 
being of opinion that such a suit did not fall within the purview of that section, 
dismissed it. 

The plaintiff did not appeal, but he obtained a rule in this Court calling 
upon the other side to show cause why the judgment of the Munsif should 
not be set aside on the ground, that he had declined to exercise a jurisdiolBon 


892 



MOHUN JHAiiA Sbo. [1893] I.L.R. 19 Cal. 869 

under which he ijtm eompeteiit to try the case. But the Munsif had juris¬ 
diction over the sn^^t-matter of the litigation, he exercised that jurisdiction, 
tried the case and decided it, and though his decision may be wrong, yet, as 
poihted out in In re Bagram (30 W. B., 10), Amtr Hassan Khan v. 8heo Bakah 
SiHgh (I. L. B., 11 Cal., 6), it is not subject to revision. 

Two views have been taken of the scope of section 9 of the Specific 
Belief Act. In the case of Bhundal Panda v. Pandol Poa Patti (I. L. B., 
12 Bom , 221), it was held that the right to fish in another man’s land fell within 
the section; and the principle of that decision was followed in the case of 
Kriahna v. Akilanda (I. L. B., 13 Mad., 54). On the other hand, in the case 
of Natabar Parae v. Kuhtf Panie (I. L. B., IR Cal., 80), it was held by a 
Division Bench of this Court that the right of fishing in land which is 
the property of another, is not 'immoveable property within the meaning of 
that section. 

In this state of the authorities the Judges of the Division Bench who 
heard the rule referred the following question for our decision ;— 

“ Whether a suit for the possession of a right to fish in a khal, the soil of 
which belongs to a person cither than the plaintiff, or [662] does not 
belong to the plaintiff, comes within the provisions of section 9 of the Specific 
Belief Act?” 

In order to arrive at a proper decision of the question, it is necessary to 
go back to Act XIV of 1859, from the 15th and ITth^sections of which Act 
section 9 of the Specific Belief Act was taken. Clause 12 of section 1 of that 
Act declared that in suits for the recovery of immoveable property or of any 
interest in immoveable property to which no other provision of the Act applied, 
the period of 12 years from the time of the cause of action was the period of 
limitation , and section 15 provided that if any person was dispossessed of 
immoveable property, he could institute a suit to recover possession of such 
property within six months from the date of dispossession. There were thus 
two classes of suits dealt with in the Act separately and distinctly ; one class 
■referred to immoveable property only ; the other not referring to immoveable 
property but what was termed an interest in immoveable property. 

The distinction between these two kinds of property was the subject of 
several decisions under that Act. One of the most elaborate discussions is to 
be found in the case of The Collector of Thatta v. Krishnanath Govind [I. L. B., 
5 Bom., 322 (335)]. There Mr. Justice MelviTiIi, referring to clause 12, 
section 1 of Act XIV of 1859, held that ‘‘ the terms ‘ immoveable property ’ 
and ‘ interest in immoveable property ’ are to be held to include not only lands 
and houses, and such other things as are phVsioally incapable of being moved, 
but also such incorporeal hereditaments as issue out of, 6r are connected with, 
immoveable property, properly so ccfiled, and, therefore, to use the language of 
the old English lawyers, ‘ savour of the realty.' Incorporeal hereditaments, 
which are of a purely personal nature, and do not savour of the realty, are 
moveable property. If regard be had only to ordinary principles of construction, 
it will not generally be difficulLto say within which of these two classes the 
Bubject-mattei of a suit should oe placed. Bights of common, rights of way, 
and other profits in aheno aolo, rents, pensions and annuities secured upon 
landi—all these clearly constitute an interest in immoveable pwperty. Pensions 
and [683] annuities not secured upon land, houses, or the like, as clearly do 
not constitute such an interest." 

In that case there was a difference of opinion between the Chief Justice 
'-and Mr. Justice MelvilIi as to whether the subject-matter of the suit was an 
interest in immoveable property. This difference of opinion was decided 
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ultimately in favour of the opinion held by the Chief Justice, but the decision 
in no way turned upon any distinction between immoveable property and an 
interest in immoveable property. 

A similar opinion in regard to the same words was expressed by a Division 
Bench of this Court in the case of Lalla Gobind Suhaye v. Munohur Muser 
[1 VV. B., 65 (66)] in which it was held that the words " interest in immoveable 
property " used in clause 12, section 1 of AotXlY of 1859, referred to an estate 
or interest less tlian the fee-sifhple which a party might have in the corpus of 
any property. It is clear, therefore, that if the principle of these judgments 
be followed, a right to open a water-course or an easement as was held in 
Oodoyessurec v. Huro Kishore Dutt (4 W. E., 107) and Mohunt Deo Surun 
Voory v. Moonshee Mahomed Ismail (24 W. E., 300) would not be immoveable 
property, but only an interest in it; and the same conclusion must be drawn 
in regard to fisheries in the property of another— Parbutty Nath Hoy Chowdhry 
v. Madho Faroe (I. L. E., 3 Cal., 276). 

The very few decisions which we have in regard to section Ifi of that Act 
• are in favour of the same view. In the case of Kalee Ghiinder Seinv. Adoo 
Shaik (9W. E., 602), Mr. Justice Phear, in delivering the judgment of the 
Division Bench, said, in regard to this section,—" We think that it was intended 
by that section solely to give a special remedy for a particular kind of grievance, 
supposing the party aggrieved chose to go into Court for the purpose within a 
very limited time, naipely, six months. Were it not for the advantages given 
by that Act, it might happen that a person m undisturbed possession of landed 
property might be turned out by a stranger, and might not be able to get back 
again without invoking the assistance of a Court of Law.” And in [564] the 
case of Ilaro Dyal Bose v. Kristo Oobind Seia (17 W. E., 70), it was held that 
a right of way did not fall within the section. 

Thus we see that, so long as Act XIV of 1859 was in force, the words 
“ immoveable property ” in that Act were never hold to include easements and 
rights in the lands of others. 

Section 15 of Act XIV of 1859 was repealed by the Specific Relief Act (I of 
1877), but re-enacted in almost the same language , and what we have now to 
decide is, what is the meaning of the words “ immoveable property ” in s. 9 of 
the latter Act ? We know chat, up to the date of the passing of that Act, they 
were never held to cover rights of the nature referred to in the present suit. 
Whether the Legislature intended that the words “immoveable property,” which 
had already had a meaning determined by the Courts of Justice, should be used 
in that sense or in some other sense, is the question for our decision. 

Section 5 of the Specific Eulief Act provides different kinds of specific 
relief, and the first is^by taking possession of certain property and delivering 
it to the claimant; so thafwe see that the Act did not cover all kinds of property, 
moveable and immoveable, but only such as were capable of being taken 
possession of, and of which possession could be delivered. It is unnecessary, at 
present, to refer to the other modes of relief given in s. 5. Section 8 shows clearly 
that a person entitled to possession of specific immoveable property may recover 
it in the ordinary manner provided by the Code of Civil Procedure. In s. 9 
the word “ specific ” does not appear, but looking, at a. 5 and at s. 8 of the Act, 
the words “ immoveable property " in s. 9 have, in my opinion, the same meaning 
as the words “ specific immoveable property ” in s, 8. 

We find in the Procedure Code the same distinction between im¬ 
moveable property and an interest in immoveable property as existed in Act 
XIV of 1859. Section 16 clearly distinguishes between these two classes 
of suits. The change was introduced in the Code |of 1877. During that 
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year there was a general rerision of the Codes, and the Acts relating to 
speoifio relief, civil procedure, and limitation were passed within a limited 
[dfiaj period. All these Acts must, if possible, be read as consistent with each , 
other, and we should expect from sections 50 and 54 of the Code that, as is the 
case, the distinction between suits for immoveable property and suits for an 
interest in it referred to in the Limitation Act correspond to a similar' distinc* 
tion in the Code of Civil Procedure. 

In the same way the further division of immoveable property into two 
sub-divisions, namely, specific immoveable property and immoveable property 
(not specific), is found both in the Specific Belief Act and the Code of Civil 
Procedure, and for the first time. On turning, as directed in section 8, to the 
present Code of Civil Procedure, which on this point does not differ from the 
Code of 1877, to find what property comes under the description “specific 
immoveable property,” we find.for the first time, in No. 94 of Schedule IV of 
that Code,, the forms of plaints in suits for specific immoveable property, and 
they all refer to houses or estates in land. The current of decisions and the 
legislation in regard to fisheries in the soil of another is in favour of the same 
view. Before the passing of Act IX of 1871, such fisheries were looked upon 
by their Lordships of the Privy Council as incorporeal hereditaments, importing 
no right to the soil—Fories v. Meer Mahomed Hossem (12 B. L. E., 210): 
Baradacant Boy v. Chandra Kumar Boy [2 B. L. B. (P.C.), ij ; and under Act 
IX of 1871, they were looked upon as an interest in immoveable property for 
the purposes of limitation. When this Act was with other Acts recast in 1877, 
they w'ere reduced to the position of easements—not only for the purpose of 
Kroitation, but also in regard to their nature and mode of acquisition— Chundee 
Churn Boy v. Shtb Chunder Mundul (I. L E., 6 Cal., 945). If, therefore, 
section 9 of Act I of 1877 applied to such rights, we should have this anomalous 
condition of things, that in a possessory action tbov would be dealt with as 
specific immoveable property, while in suits on title they would be treated as 
easements, and in each case the-proof would he essentially different, in the 
possessory action previous possession would suffice, while in an action on title, 
possession would not enter into the question, and instead of [d66j getting a 
title by 12 years’ adverse possession, the plaintiff would be compelled to prove 
20 years’ “ user ” of the right— Chundee Chum Boy v. Shib Chunder Mundul 
(I L. E., 5 (.'al., 940), Lachmeswar Sinijh v. Manowar Hossem (I. L. E., 

19 Gal., 253 : L. E., 19 I.A., 48). Nor is this anomalous result confined to those 
Acts. There is another General Act, namely, Act iV of 1882, which deals 
with the transfers of property. By it property of every kind (moveable and 
immoveable) may be transferred subject to certain exceptions, and one of them 
is, that an easement cannot be transferred without t,he uominant heritage. An 
easement with which the interest in the present litigation is ranked is conse¬ 
quently an interest of the lowest grade of the weakest kind. But although 
every kind of immoveables property is, subject to the limitation prescribed by 
section 6 of that Act, capable of being transferred, every kind of immoveable 
property which is transferable cannot be the subject of a mortgage. The law 
confines the right of mortgage to “ specific immoveable property.” If the view 
contended for by the party who obtained this rale be correct, we are forced to 
hold that easements, though incapable of transfer, can be thb subject-matter of 
a mortgage. These are the only Acts in wliich the words “ specific immoveable 
property” are found. So far, therefore, as'can be gathered from a comparison 
of these Acts, it would appear that the Legislature in 1877 decided on dividing 
immoveable property into two classes, “ speoific immoveable property” and 
“ordinary immoveable property (not specific),” and described the higher class, 
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namely, specific immoveable property, as land or property in the nature ot land, 
and limited the possessory action given by section 9, Act I of 1877, to property 
ot this nature. 

This opinion is strengthened by the second portion of Chapter I, which refers 
to an action in detinue, namely, the possession of specific moveahle property. 
The nature of this action, which was introduced from the English law, is well 
known. It would not lie for moveables which were mixed up and not ascertained ; 
nor does it lie now under sec^on 11 of the Specific Belief Act. It would 
only lie for some particular article of moveable property capable of being seized 
and delivered up k> the winning party. Moreover, [.'167] it appears clear 
that, in legard, at least, to some incorporeal rights, the Legislature of the 
period did not think that iiossoasion under section 9 of the Specific Belief Act 
was proper form of relief. Section rit of that Act lofers to injunctions, and 
under illustration (p) of tliat section it would appear that a declaration and 
injunction would ho tlie proper foiui of relief , an if we compare this with the 
forms in Schedule IV of tlie Procedure Code, there is reason to conjelude that 
the Jjegislature of the period intended to afiord nothing more than the ordinary 
relief given by English law foi injuries to incorporeal rights, namely, damages 
for trespass and injunction, but not possession. 

At the hearing of the ease the pleader who showed cause against the rule 
asked leave to refer to the Statement of Objects and Beasons made by the Legal 
Member of Council in the Specific Belief Bill which he introduced in the Council. 
Upon being asked whether he pressed to have the document referred to, 
he withdrew his lequest. Perhaps it might be considered from the manner in 
which it was met, and from the witiidrawal of his request, that there is some 
legal objection to a -Judge referring to the document, and it is in order to show 
that none exists that I refer to the several cases in which the proceedings of 
the Legislative Council have been referred to. 

In the case of Shaik Moom v. Shaik Enm [(I. L. B., 8 Bom., 241 (247)], 
the'question as to whetlier the Objects and Beasuns of a Bill could be referred to 
was raised and decided at page 247 There SaRHENT, C.J., in delivering the 
judgment of the Court said : “ On the authority of In re Mew (31 L. ,1. Bkcy., 
87), I think the objects and reasons may he referred to. I think they may be 
regarded as in the s.ime jiosition as the documents permitted to be used in 
that case. I would, however, base mv decision on the established practice 
of this Court, ivhere it has lur many years been our custom, in cases like 
the present, to refer to the Objects and Beasons presented to the Legislature. 
Here we are asked tu look at them for the purpose of ascertaining the intention 
of the Legislature in a case in which that intention, so far as appears from the 
Act itself, appears doubtful. Considering that these Objects and Seasons are 
really the formal statement made by the Legal Member of Council who 
introduced the Bill, I think [368] wc cannot refuse to allow them to be used. 
1 do not, however, think we can go further and look at the various forms in 
which the Bill was brought before the Legislature." Again, in the case of Yesu 
Ramji Kalnath v. Halkrishna Jjakshman (I. L. B., 15 Bom., 583), the Chief 
.lustice in delivering judgfnent said : " We may, however, draw attention (as has 
been frequently done in deciding difficult questions of construction arising on 
Acts of the Indian ^Legislature) to the last report of the Special Committee to 
whom the Bill was referred during the passing of the Act of 1887 through the 
Legislative Council (see Volume XVI, page 466, of Proceedings of the Legislative 
Cnunoil), which points to the conclusion that the words 'bond fide’ were advisedly 
omitted from the article, to exclude the possible inference that absence of such 
notice was necessary to enable the purchaser to avail himself of the article." 
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So far, therefore, as the’* Bombay Presidency is concerned, reference to 
some of the proceedings of the Legislative Council has been allowed from a 
very long time to be made even bv Counsel, and this is the settled practice in 
that Court. 

Nor is there much reason to conclude that the question is on a less firm 
basis in regard to Bengal. So far back as 1883, in the case of Moolhora Kant 
ahaw V. The India General Steam Navigation Go. h. R., 10 Cal., IGOj, Mr. 
Justice PllINSKP, though considering it then unusual, referred to the Objects 
and Reasons of the Contract Act in order to find out the intention of the Legis¬ 
lature , and in the case oi Queen-Empress v Knrtik Chnnder Das (I. L. R. 
14 Cal., 721), the Judges constituting a Full Bench of this Court, in dealing 
Ivith the intention of tlio Legislature, said at page 728: “ But we 
thought it right from the proceedings of the Legislative Council at the time 
this measure was in preparation to obtain such liglit as they could throw on the 
intention and scope of the section in question Such a course has been 
more than once taken by the Courts lieru in recent times , and in a case of 
such dilficultv and importance as tins appeared to be we lelt hound to adojit 
it ” Subsequontlv, after leforring to the two reports made by the Legislative 
Council, the Judges decided the question before them. 

[169] If the repjart of these case>i are correct, in neither ot them was any 
roferoiicB 'made to the proceedings of tlio Legislative Assembiv during the 
course of argument. , • 

It would, therefore, appear that uiilcMs these two Full Bench decisions are 
overruled, which cannot be done by tin\ Full Bench ol this Cmut, like the 
present, that the right of a Judge to rofor to some ol the proceedings ol the 
Legislative Council in order to arrive at the intention ol tlio Legislature, 
cannot now be questioned in this Full Bench. 

If then we turn to the Objects ami Reasons assigned by Sir AjiTHUli 
HoBUOUSE when introducing the Bill lor Specific Holiel, a Bill which was 
carried in the form in which it was intioduced, we find in jjaragraph 4 the 
following statement:—“The chapter relating to the recovery of possession of 
specific property embodies the English rules as to detinue, and the useful 
provision of the Indian Act XIV of 1H59, section lb, as to the right of persons 
informally dispossessed of land to recover pbssossion by a suinniarY suit Words 
have boon introduced to show expressly that this provision does not ai)j)]> to 
lands claimed to belong to Covernnu'nt. This exemption iii effccl. rcsultofl from 
section 17 ol Act XIV of 1H,09 [GazetU of Indio, Doc. 11, 1875, I’art V. p. 258).” 

Ileie, then, wo have an express statement that in the opinion of the 
Mcnihor of Council who introduced the Bill, Act of 1859, section 15, 
referred to persons informally dispossessed of land. He did not say it refericd 
to immoveable property in general, and the manner iii which he framed the 
forms in the Piocedure* Code is opposed to tho idea that Ibis was his view. 
There seems nothing unreasonable in supposing that the Legal Member was as 
well aware of the General Clauses Act as we are. It was in confoimity with 
this interpretation that he introduced that section into section 9 of the Specific 
Belief Act. This intention may he assumed to have been known to all the 
Members of Council when the Bill was introduced and the^seotion was passed 
as it stood in the Bill. If the subject-matter under consideration were the 
intention of parties to an agreement, the evidence would be conclusive, and as 
it is, it seems almost conclusive as to the intention of the members constituting 
the Legislative Assembly as to the [S703 object of the Act. It would therefore 
appear that the words “ immoveable property ” in section 9 of Act 1 of 1877, 
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do not include rights of the nature involred in this litigation. The conclusion 
at which, in my opinion, we should arrive is, that the rule should be discharged. 

Ghose, J.— I am of opinion that a suit for the possession of a right to fish 
in a khal, tlie soil of which belongs to another person, does not come within 
section at the Specific Belief Act, but I must confess that it is after some 
hesitation that I have arrived at this conclusion. The hesitation has been 
owing ohiefiy to the fact that a case like this was cognizable by a Criminal 
Court under section 4, Act TV of 1>340 ; and section 15, Act XIV of 1859 (re¬ 
enacted in section 9 of the Specific Belief Act) suggests the idea that the 
Legislature in framing that section probably intended to transfer to the Civil 
Court the summary powers which were then vested in the Criminal Courts in 
oases mentioned in section 4, Act TV of 1840—oases relating not only to land* 
and other immoveable properties of that nattfre, but also oases of the other 
descriptions, t.s., fisheries, etc., refetred to therein. But I observe that section 
4 of Act IV of 1840 was not repealed by Act XIV of 1859, and apparently the 
Criminal Courts, notwithstanding section 15 of that Act, continued to have 
the summary powers vested in them by section 4, Act IV of 1840, until the 
passing of the Criminal Proceduio Code Act, XXV of 1861, when the said 
powers were practically taken away, there being no section in the Criminal 
Procedure Code corresponding to section 4 of Act IV of 1840, and section 318 
of the Code being limited to oases where, in consequence of disputes relating to 
possession of immoveable property, one ol the parties had to be maintained in 
possession. Act IV of 1840 wai. not, however, expressly repealed until the 
passing of Act XVII of 1862. It seems to me, therefore, that it hould not 
be rightly said that the summary powers of restoring a party to possession of 
lands, fisheries, etc., were transferred from the Criminal Courts to the 
Civil Courts. It will also bo observed that the language of section 15, 
Act XIV of 1859, is somewhat different from section 4, Act IV of 184Q. 
The former uses the words " immoveable property,” the latter, “ land, premises, 
water, fisheries, crops or other produce of land ” ; and 1 am not prepared to 
[871] say that the Jjegislature, in using the w'ords " immoveable property ” in 
section 15 meant to refer exactly to the same classes of cases which were 
mentioned in section 4, Act IV of 1840. 

The General Clauses Act was not passed until some years afterwards ; and 
although no doubt a fishery, or a right to fish in another person’s property, 
may be brought within the definition of “ immoveable property,” as given in 
that Act, still the question is whether section 15, Act XIV of 1859, contemplated, 
and section 9 of the Specific Belief Act contemplates, cases where the party 
aggrieved does not and cannot claim actual or physical possession of the 
immoveable property, abut merely claims a certain “ interest in immoveable 
property,” or a right with respect to it. I agree with the CHIEF JUSTICE and 
O’Kinealy, J., whose judgments I have had the opportunity of reading, in 
thinking that the section refers only to such proj^rties of which physical 
possession could be delivered—and this is substantially the view that was 
expressed in Haro Dyal Bose v. Knsto Gobincl Sein (17 W. E., 70), a case under 
section 15, Act XIV of 1859, and in Tanm Mohun Mozumdar v. Qunga Prosad 
Chuckerbutty (I. L. B., 14 Cal,, 649) with reference to section 9 of the Specific 
Belief Act. And ^is view seems to be supported by the objects and reasons 
given by the then Law Member of the Legislative Council, when he introduced 
the Bill for Specific Belief. The words which occur therein are:— 

“ The chapter relating to the recovery of possession of specific property 
embodies the English rules as to detinue and the useful provisions of the Indian 
Act XIV ol 1659, section 15, as to the right of persons informally dispossesaed 
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of land to recover possession by ft summary suit {Gaeette of India, Dee. 11, 
1876, Part V, p. 258).” 

The words ” recovery of possession of apeoific property”, '* informally 
dispossessed of land”, are to my mind significant as indicating the intention of 
the Legislature. And I might here say that 1 agree with D’KlNEAiiY, J., in 
thinking that in determining what was the intention of the Legislature, we 
might properly refer to the objects and reasons. 

It has been said that, although no actual possession of the property could 
be delivered to the party aggrieved in a case under [572] section 9, still specific 
relief could be given by injunction in one of the two modes (6) and (c) indieated 
by section 5 of the Aet. These two clauses speak of an “ obligation ” to do, or 
to*refrain from doing, an act; and they, therefore, presuppose a determination 
of the question of the legal obligation of the party upon whom an order for 
specific relief is to be made; but I do not think that the Civil Court in a case 
under section 9 could be called upon to determine [as I think it would be bound 
to determine if an order under clauses (6) or (c) has to be made I the question 
whether the defendant is under an “ obligation ” to allow the plaintiff to fish or 
to refrain from obstructing him to fish. The enquiry under section 9 is 

expressly a summary enquiry: it says, “ If a person is dispossessed.he 

may recover possession thereof, notwithstanding any other title that may be 
set up in such suit.” Ro that the section itself precludes the determination of 
the question of the “ obligation ” of the defendant. 1 anj inclined to think that 
elause (a) in section 5 ^s the only clause which provides for the specific relief 
contemplated by section 9 of the Act, viz., " by taking possession of certain 
property and delivering it to a claimant." 

Petheram, C.J. —As the opinion of the majority of the Court is that the 
suit is not maintainable under the Act, the rule will be discharged. We make 
no order as to eosts. 

% 

A A.C. . Buie discharged. 


NOTES. 

(In (1897) 24 Gal., 449; (1899) 28 Bom., 67S ; (1902) 29 Gal., 614 ; (1901) 29 Gal.. 1 tho 
nilingR were similar, but the rulings in (1895) 5 M.L.J., 95 ; (1904) 28 Mad., 238 were difle- 
ront, as regards the scope of sec. 9, specific Belief Act, 1877. 

As rcgardli the nature of Jalkof etc., see also (1895) 23 Gal., 55 ; (1904) 31 Gal., 937; 
(1892) 20 Gal., 446.] 


899 




19 Gal. 579 


MADAN MOHAN BISWAS V. 


[iBOal. B72] 

CRIMINAL MOTION. 

The 20th April, 1892. 

Phesent: 

Sm W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief .Iusticb, Mr. Justice 
Norris, and Mr. Justice Beverley. 

Madan Mohan Biswas.Potitiouor 

versus 

Quoen-Empress.Opposite Party. 

Unlawful compulsory labour—Ciimmal Joyce — Slavery—Wrongful confine¬ 
ment—Penal Code (Act XLV of IHfiO), ss. Hdl, 362, 370 ayiA.374!. 

The accu'icd induced tho compldiiiants, who ho alleged were indebted to him in 
variouB imme of money, to consent to live on hi^ premises and to L872] work off their 
debts The coinplainaiits were to, ,md did iii fact, receive no pay, but wore fed by the 
accused as bis servants. He insisted on thoir working for him, and punished them by beat¬ 
ing them if they did not do so The complainants in iiddition alleged that they were 
prevented leaving the acciwcd's premws, and that they were locked up at night On these 
allegations the accused was convicted by the First Court of offences«under sections ''144, 870 
and 374 of the Penal Code. On appeal the convictions under the two former sections were 
quashed, the cvidoucc as to detention being disbelieved, but that under section 874 was 
up-held, ou the ground, that by magnifying the complainants' debts to him and never snltling 
their accounts, the accused had unlawfully compelled them to go on working for him against 
their wills. 

On a rule to show causo why the conviction should not bo quashed. 

Held (by PBTHBKAM, C J , and BBVBULBV, J ), that the conviction w.is erroneous and 
must be set aside. 

Petheram, C.J.—A person who insists that another, who has consented to sorvo 
him, shall perform his work, docs not unlawfulh compel such person to labour against 
his will within tho meaning of section .474 of tho Penal Code, because it is a thing 
which such person has agreed to do, but^f he assault such person for not working to his 
satisfaction, ho commits an offence punishable under section 852. 

Held by NORRIH, J —That upon the facts of the case the complainants never gave thoir 
full and free consoDt to workand labour for tho accused, and that the accusod therefore did 
unlawfully compel them to labour against their wiUs, and that the conviction under s. 874 
was right. • 

This case arose under the following ok-oumstances:One Mr. Brodrick, 
who was in charge of the Nowgong Police, wliile out on inspection at Dhur- 
rumtal, received certain information regarding tho, petitioner, Madan Mohan 
Biswas, in consequence of wliich ho proceeded to the premises of Madan 
Mohan the accused. There he inspected the cooly-lines, visited the house in 
which the complainants*Honto Lahang, Hoibori Lahingani and Bagi Musul- 
mani were said to be confined at night, and also saw marks of ill-usage on their 
persons. Madan ^ohan was arrested and eventually placed on his trial before 
the Deputy Ciinaniissioner of Nowgong. He was charged with offences under 
88. 344, 370 and 374 of the Penal Code for having detained the complainants 

* Oriiainal Rule No. 66 of 1892, against the order passed by A. A. Waoe, Esq., Judge of 
the Assam Valley Districts, dated the 14th of November 1891, modifying the order passed by 
Major A. Glray, Deputy 0on]mi88ioner.of Nowgong, dated the 28th of September 1891, 
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as slaves, for having wrongfu^y ooniined them for a period considerably 
exceeding ten days, and for having for a considerable period past unlawfully 
compelled them to labour against their wills. 

tS7»] The evidence showed that the complainant Honto Lahang had 
borrowed some money from Madan Molian on the understanding that he was 
to work off that amount in labour. He had first lived in his own house, but 
was subsequently removed to the premises of Madan Mohan to work The 
complainants lloibori and Bagi Musulmani both lived in the premises of 
Madan Mohan with their husbands and children, and on the death of their 
husbands, Madan Mohan made them work off the debts alleged to be due 
to him by their husbands. All the three complainants asserted that Madan 
Mohan insisted upon their working for him, and punished them by beating 
them if they did not do so. * 

The Deputy Commissioner. convicted Aladan Mohan under each of the 
above sections, and sentenced him to one year’s rigorous imprisonment and a 
fine of Bs. 500. On appeal the Judge of the Assam Valley Districts acquitted 
him of keeping the complainants in confinement and slavery, but uphold the 
conviction and sentence under s. 374 of the Indian Penal Code, for having 
unlawfully compelled them to labour against their wills. 

The accused then applied to the High Court (BeverIiEV and HiLL, JJ.) 
for a rule to set aside the above conviction and sentence upon amongst other 
grounds, that as the le%rned Judge had disbelieved thi evidence adduced in 
support of the chargdS under ss. 344 and 370 of the Penal Code, he ought for 
the same reasons to have disbelieved the evidence adduced in support of the 
remaining charge. 

Upon that application a rule was issued which came on for hearing 
before a Bench consisting of N ORRIS and BevkhleY, JJ., when the following 
judgement was delivered by 

Beyerley, J. —1 am of opinion that the rule should be made absolute and 
the conviction set aside, lirst, on the ground that the proceedings were irregu¬ 
larly conducted, and that the accused was thereby prejudiced on his trial, and 
secondly, because in my opinion the evidence is not sufilcient to establish an 
offence under s. 374, Penal Code. I further think that even if the convictioii 
can be sustained, the sentence is excessive. It, moreover, transgresses the 
provisions of s. 65 of the Penal Code. 

In the first place the Magistrate, tiiough professing to try the accused in res- 
pectof three persons only, has admitted a considerable [873J quantity of evidence 
in respect of other persons, and has used ^at evidence against the accused. 
He has in fact examined nine of the persons who are said jto have been illegally 
confined, detained as slaves, and unlawfully compelled to work, and has used 
their statements regarding themselves as corroborating the statements of the 
others. Beyond the statements of these persons (mostly women), there is no 
independent evidence of the charges against the accused The statements 
themselves are full of gross contradictions and exaggerations, and bear the 
impress of having been tutored. 

But even if the evidence be believed, 1 do not think it is sufficient to 
prove the offence. What is alleged is that these people used to work for the 
accused; that they were fed by him, but received no mon%y wages because 
advances were said to be due from them, that they were watched while 
at work by a ehaprassi or duffadar to see that they did not idle or run 
away, and that they were secured at night in a mat hut, the jhamp doors 
of which opened inside, the accused himself keeping guard over them all 
night and never going to sleep. The Judge himself has disbelieved a great part 
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of tne evidence; but he has upheld the oonviotion under section 374 apparently on 
the ground that by magnifj^g their debts to him and never settling their 
accounts the accused has unlawfully compelled these people to go on working 
for him against their wills. I very much doubt whether this amounts to 
" unlawful compulsion ’’ such as will subject the oliender to a criminal penalty 
under section 374, Penal Code. As my learned colleague, however, differs 
from me in the view I take of the case, the matter must be referred for the 
decision of a third Judge. 

The rule was accordingly referred to and re-argued before another Bench 
consisting of PethbrAM, C.J., NOBRis and Beverley, JJ. 

Baboo Joy Qobind Shome, in support of the rule. 

Mr. Ktlby for the Grown. 

The following judgments were delivered :— 

Petheram, C.J.— On the 24th August 1891, Mr. Brodrick, the Assistant 
Superintendent in charge of the Nowgong Police, inspected a police outpost at 
Dhurrumtal in his district, and whilst [576] there received certain information 
from hoad-constable Sharafat Ali, and saw some women who made complaints 
to him, and some of whom showed him marks of ill-usage on their persons. 
He afterwards on the same day inspected the prisoner’s premises which 
were situated from 550 to 560 paces from the outpost, and he describes what 
he saw in these words:—“ I went through the entrance gateway, passed 
along the road past tfie office and granary into an open quadrangle or yard, 
the cQoly-lines being to the north-west of this again. I fngpected these cooly- 
lines. Yes, I saw the doera. They were, as far as I remember, jhamp 
doors. They opened inwards. Usually such doors are fastened from the 
inside. These, on the contrary, were made to fasten from the outside by the 
usual method of a bar across They also had means of fastening from 
inside. I do not remember having ever noticed native houses with a similar 
method of fastening doors from outside. I also examined some cooly-houses 
on the left as I entered the gateway. Did not notice anything particular 
about these. Yes, there is a solid masonry wall running along the front 
of accused’s compound. It also runs a little way up the east side. Perhaps 
(rom SO to 60 feet in length. Yes, I believe there is a hedge running along the 
western side of the compound. Tp the rear of the oooly-lines up in the north¬ 
west corner which I inspected, are the houses in which the complainants were 
said to be confined at night. There is an opening in this hedge.” 

After this inspection Mr. Brodrick caused the prisoner, to be arrested but 
he was released on bail the next morning. 

On the 25th of .^gust 1891, Mr. Brodrick sent a number of persons who 
had complained to him to the sudder statfbn at Nowgong, and they remained 
there in the police compound, supported by the police authorities, until the 
trial of the prisoner before Major Gray had been concluded. 

On the 2ad of September l891 the prisoner was brought before Major Gray, 
the Deputy Commissioner at Nowgong, and from that day until the 19th various 
witnesses produced by the police were examined before him. On the 19th he 
framed three charges against the prisoner in respect of three persons—Honto 
Lahang, Hoibori' Lahingani, and Bagi Musulmani—as follows .—First, that 
[677] you, at Dhurrumtal, Nowgong district, have detained on your premises 
as slaves the following persons, viz., Honto Lahang, Hoibori Lahingani and 
Bagi Musulmani, and thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 370 
of the Indian Penal Code, and within my cognizance. Secondly, that you at 
Dhurrumtal, Nowgong district^ have wrongfully confined for periods considerably 
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exceeding ten days tlie said Honto Lahang, Hoibori Lahingani, and £agi 
Musulmani, and thereby committed an oilencal|)anishable under s. 344 of the 
Indian Penal Code, and within my cognizance. Thirdly, that you at Diiur- 
rumtal, Nowgong district, have for a considerable period past unlawfully com¬ 
pelled Honto Lahang, Hoibori Lahingani, >and Bagi Musulmani to labour for 
you against their wills, and thereby committed an oiience punishable under 
8. 374 of tho Indian Penal Code, and within my cognizance. 

Between that day and the 28th the witnesses for the prosecution were 
cross-examined , no evidence was given for the defence, and on tiie 28th, Major 
Gray delivered judgment, convicting the prisoner on each of the three charges, 
and sentenced him to one year’s rigorous imprisonment and a fine of Rs. 500. 
The prisoner appealed to the District Judge, and on the 14th of November the 
District Judge delivered judgment in the appeal, by which he reversed the 
judgment of the Deputy Cumniissioner on the first two charges, but upheld 
it on the third charge, t e., that of unlawfully compelling these three 
persons to labour, and confirmed the sentence which had been passed liy the 
Deputy Commissioner. 

On the 8th February 1892, a rule was obtained from this Court on behalf of 
the prisoner to set aside the conviction. This rule was argued before Mr. Justice 
Norris and Mr. Justice BevkkLEV, and as those two learned Judges were 
unable to agree, it has been again argued before tliem and myseif. The question 
to be considered is, wfietber having regard to the fact* that the prisoner has 
been acquitted of keeping the complainants in confinement against their wills, he 
can, under tlie circumstances of the case, be convjcled of having unlawfully com¬ 
pelled them to lalioui tor him against their wills itiider section 374 of the Penal 
Code. The first person ioi whom the pi isoner has been convicted of unlawfully 
compelling to labour is Honto Lahang He is a man of about 38 years of age, 
and lie [«i78} says that prior to the month of December 1890, he was living in 
a liouse of his own, and that he owed the prisonei Es 7 which be had borrow¬ 
ed of him on the uiideistaiuhng that he was to woiL off that amount in labour 
at the rate of 3 annas a day , that in December 1890 the jirisoner. with his 
dulTadar and his gom&stha, went to ins house , that the prisoner stated that be 
owed him Rs. 200 or Rs. 300, and that they broke down his house and took 
awav the materials with them to the prisoner's premises, taking at the saind 
time Honto Lahang himself, his wife Mil, add their three children against their 
wills, and that from that time '.o the time when Mr. Hrodrick went to the 
place they were kept there lucked up at night in the houses in the prisoner's 
compound, and made to work in the daytime under a duffadar, notwithstanding 
that tlie debt had been long ago woiked ofl, "Ho savs th.it he has never received 
any pay at all, but that they have been fed, though'insufficiently, by the 
prisoner. This mnn’.” wife. Mil. is c.illed. She save that in December 1890 the 
prisoner came to the jilaee where thov were living, and declared that her husband 
owed him Rs. 400 or Bs, 500: that he caught hold of her daughter Nowa, and 
told her that, as her parents owed him moiiel^, she must go with him ; that 
upon this she. Mil, said that if her daughter was taken, she would go too. That 
upon that she, her husband, Nowa, and her infant son and daugtherwere all 
taken away together with the materials of their dismantled house, and that they 
havelfeen kept there since, in the coolv-lines in his compound,flind made to work 
against their wills, receiving no pay but a o&rtain amount of food, which she 
says was not sufiicient to satisfy their stomachs. She says that they did not 
run away because they were .ifraid of being caught and beaten, and that she 
met the sahib by the river side, and complained to him. Nowa, the daughter 
of Honto Lahang and Mil, was called. She said that they had a bouse of their 
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own until December 1890, when the prisoner dismantled it and took it away 
to his own place, taking herself her father, mother, and two other children at 
the same time under a false pretext that the father owed him money; that they 
have been kept and fed there since, kept at work under the supervision of the 
prisoner and his duffadars, and beaten when they have not performed the full 
amount ot work. 

[879] This is the only evidence on the charge under which the prisoner 

has been convicted, as far as Houto Lahang is concerned. It is true that his 
name is mentioned by some of the other witnesses, but it is principally with 
reference to his being one of the persons kept in confinement. The general 
statements made by all the witnesses that they were all made to work against 
their wills, do not, in my opinion, carry tlie case further than it is carried by 
the statement of the man himself. • 

The next person in respect of whom the prisoner is charged is Bagi 
Musulmani. Her story is that her husband was an unpaid servant of the 
accused for many years, and that she lived m his premises for seven years with her 
'husband, during which tjrne she had two children, one of whom is living, the 
othei dead ; that when her husband died the prisoner turned her out, and she 
went as a cooly to the Nelli tea-garden ; that after a time the prisoner wont 
to the garden and compelled her to return to his premises, saying that her 
husband’s debt was not worked olf, and that ho has since that time kept her 
locked up with otliei-s^and compelled her to woik lor him, giving her food but 
no pay, and beating her when her work was not done to his satisfaction. 

The third person in respect of whom the prisoner is accused is Hoihori. 
She describes herself as a slave in the prisoner’s premises. Slie savs that her 
husband died about six years ago, and that upon his death the prisoner tooit 
her and her children hv foicefroin her home to his premises, saying that her 
husband owed liim money, and that he has since kept her tliere in confinement, 
and has compelled her to work for him , that she has been beaten and her 
hands have been tied. She says that the prisoner gave them food but no pay. 

This is really the only evidence against the prisoner on the charge of which 
he hks been convicted by the .Judge. Other witnesses were called who said 
that they themselves and the three pei sons in respect ot whom the charges are 
made bad been kept in confinement and compelled to work, hut the evidence 
of the compelling to woik is very general, and the evidence of the other wit¬ 
nesses does not cany the case further than that of the three complainants 
themselves. 

[880] As 1 have before said, the Deputy Commissioner convicted the 
prisoner under each of the three oliarges, as he believed that the three persons 
in respect of whom tlie charges wore made were kept in slavery by him. 

The District Judge has acquitted the prisoner of keeping the complainants 
in confinement or in slavery. After saying that he cannot believe that the 
complainants could not have communicated with th# Police had they chosen to 
do so, he describes what he biihiks was the actual state of things as follows:— 
“ There is ample evidence on the record to shew that Madan Mohan Biswas 
has been in the habit of getting people into his meshes by loans, working on 
their ignorance and trading on the traditions of serfdom, which still exist among 
the lowest oiasset of the province, and getting them into his power adkcriph 
glebes as it were. The process with such people as those called for the 
prosecution is easy enough, a magnified debt, an offer to waive this foi 
eervioe, the supply of the little daily wants of a lazy people in rice, oil and 
opium, the non-payment of wages, which works a terrible bondage; foi 
when a man has been serving long without wages, he is afraid to do anything 
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which might result in forfeiture'of past service, and dismissal witliout pavnient 
of any arrears, and he hangs on such with hope deferred.” 

The Crown has not appealed against the acquittal of the prisoner on these 
charges, and it seems to me that the Judge’s finding and the reasons given by 
the District Judge for it, amount to a finding that the complainants have for 
some consideration or other consented to remain in the prisoner's employ, 
being housed and fed by him, and that as far as actual physical restraint went 
they might have gone away at any time, and I think 1 ought to add that upon 
the evidence, as it appears on this record, the conclusion at which the District 
Judge has arrived appears to me to he the correct one. 

The ouestion, tlien, is whether a person who iias induced other persons to 
consent to live in his premise^ and to he fed by him as his servants, commits 
an offence under s. 374 of the Penal Code if lie insist-^ upon their working, 
and punishes them by beating them if they do not do so. 

There is, 1 fear, no doubt that assaults on sai'vants and labourers in 
this country are by no means unoommpn, and there is equally no doubt that 
such assaults are offences for which the persons guilty of them are liable to 
punishment under the criminal law, and this cannot he too widely known ; but 
I do not think that a person who insists that another who has consented 
to serve him shall perform his work, unlawfully compels such person to labour, 
because it is the thing which he or she has agreed to do, and although if the 
employer assault the j.orvant for not working to his satfsfaction, he undoubtedly 
renders himself liable to rigorous imprisonment under s. 362 of the Penal Code, 
I do not think he thereby commits an offence under s. 374. 

For these reasons I am of opinion that the rule to set aside this conviction 
must be made absolute. The prisoner must be released and the fine, if paid 
refunded. 

Norris, J. —This was a rule granted by Mi. Justice Bevebluy and 
Mr Justice HlLL bo show cause why the conviction of one Madaii Mohan 
Biswas under s 374, Indian Penal Code, should not he set aside. 

The accused was convicted on the 28fcli September 1891 liv Major Gray, 
the Deputy Commissioner of Nowgong, upon the following charges with 
having detained in his pieniises at Dhurrumtal in the district of Nowgong as 
slaves llonto Lahang, Hoibori Laliingaut, and Bagi Musulmani, and thereby 
committed an offence under s. 370, Indian J'enal Code, (ii) with having 
wrongfully confined the same three peisons foi a period exceeding ten da>8, 
and thereby committed an offence under s. 344, Indian Penal Code, (iii) 
with having unlawfully compelled the same three persons to labour for him 
against their wills, and thereby coniinitted an offonge under s. 374, Indian 
Penal Code. • 

The Deputy Commissioner's judgment is an eminently unjudicial pro¬ 
duction into which has, been introduced a considetable quantity of utterly 
irrelevant matter. On appeal the District* Judge quashed the conviction 
under ss. 344 and 370,« but affirmed the conviction under s. 874, 
Indian Penal Code, and maintained the full sentence passed bv the Deputy 
Commissioner, viz., 12 months' rigorous imprisonment and a fine of [ 682 ] 
Es.“ 500, and on default further rigorous imprisonment ^ot six months. 

I very much regret that I am unublrfto concur in the iudgment which has 
just been pronounced by the Chief Justice. I have read very carefully the 
whole of the evidence on the record, and that evidence, if true, seems to me 
to warrant the conviction under s. 374. Two Courts have believed that 
evidence. It stands uncontradicted, and I see no reason for discrediting it. On 
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the evidence on the record, 1 have oocqe to the conclusion that these three 
persons never did give their full and free consent to work and labour for the 
accused. In my opinion, therefore, the conviction in this case was right, and 
this rule ought to discharged. 

Beverley, J.—I have nothing to add to my former judgment. 

A. F. M. A. B. Conviction wt ahide. 


[19 Cal. B8S] 

ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

The 17th June, lb*.U. 

Present: 

Mb. Justice TbkveiiYan, 

In the Goods of Shoshee Bhusan Bannerjeo, tleceasud.' 

l^raatice—Hindu Will—Univeisal Leqaiee not entitled to probate—Letteis of 
Admmibtraiion with the iriK annejced, Grant oj tv unioeisal legatee 
—Probate and Administiation Act (V of lUdl), a. 19. 

A universal legatee is nob entitled to prouate, bat unlv to letters of administration with 
the will annexed 

In the goods of liadhika Mokun tiett (7 It L K.. not followed. 

This was an application in Cliamheis for probate of the will of one 
Shoshee Bhusan Bannerieo made on the 16th June by aii attorney on behalf 
of Srimati Kamini Dabi, the widow of the deceased and the universal legatee 
under the will. • 

No executor was afipuinted by the will, the material portion of which 
was as follows:— 

" Accordingly i make regular p^o\ ision in respect of whatever properties, 
immoveable, moveable, and buddings, etc , 1 am possessed of. t give the 
same to my wife, Srimafi Kainmi ])abi, [dSS] absolutely. She will be com¬ 
petent, at her own free will and ijleasure, to dispose of the sa-me by gift or 
sale. To this none of my heirs have, and wdl have, any claim or demand.” 

The judgment of the Court ]^Tb£VELYan, J.) waR as follows 

Yesterday an applicatipn was made to me for pmbate of a will. The applicant 
was not named as executrix. It was contends before me that as universal 
legatee she was executrix according to the tenor of the will, and in support of 
that argument the deoision in the case of In the goods of Badhika Mohan 
Sett (7 B. L. B., $63) was cited. Although I desire to speak with every 
respect for the learned Judge who passed the order in that case, still I am 
unable to follow that deoision. That decision, if it were right at the time, 
is inc onsistent with the intention of the Legislature as shown by s. 19 of 

* Applicatioa m Ohambers. 

836 



OSlllAO BfiGUM &C. V. i?Hli SBCY. OP ST4TB &c. [l892] I.L.R. 19 Cal 684 

the Probate and Administration Ast.' Under this Act a universal or 
residuary legatee is entitled to letters of administration with the will 
annexed. 1 must take it that by that expression the Ijegislatui-e intended 
that they are to be excluded from probate. The decision in the case of In the 
goods of Badhika Mohan Sett (7 B. L. B., 563), as far as 1 can find, has never 
been followed. Mr. Belchambers. the Registrar of the Court, has referred me 
to other cases. I find that in lBB9i Mr Justice Wilson refused probate to 
a universal legatee, and granted letters of administration with the will annexed. 
There have also been other cases.! 1 must follow the practice which has 
been in force for the last 20 years, i e., ever since that decision was passed 1 
decline to grant probate, but grant letters of administration with the will annexed. 

Application for Probate rejused 
• and Letters of Administration 

with wiU annexed granted. 

Attorney for the applicant: Mr. Jngen C. Butt. 

A. A. G. 

NOTES 

[ See also (1891) 16 Wad , 360 , (lOO'i) 6 C.W.N 787 . (1910) 15 C.W N. 1 ] 


[384] PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The 10th and llth Mm eh, IHO'-i. 

Present. 

LiORL MACN.4UUTEN, Loitl) UaNNKN, SIK R. CoUClI, AND LOHD SHANI). 


Omrao Begum and another.Plaintiffs 

versus • 

The Secretary of State for India in Council.Defendant. 


!On appeal from the High Qourt at Calcutta.] 


Nawah Nazim's Debts Act (XVell of IH7H)—Aioard of Cominisswneis 
conclusive—Construction of documents not establishing « charge on 
^ immoveable property. 

Commiasioucrh iippointed under Act XVII of 187B, bf their award, found that an estate 
was in the poAsoHiuon of the fTOVjkument fur the purpose of upholding the dignity of the 
Nawah Nazim for the tune being, a finding within their cumpeteuce to make, of which the 
effect was that the Government held the property freed and discharged from all claims 

* Act V of 1881; See the Indian Succossion AetJX of 1865), s. 196. * 
t In the goods of Monmohimy Dossee (November 3pth, 1889, WILSON, J.). 
t In the goods of Jane Porter (March Slst, 1883, NOURIS, J) In tJw goods of Kadumbiney 
Dabee (May llth, 1887. TREVELYAN J.). 

Reporter’s Note .—See In the goods of Ohpfumt, 1 Sw. and Tr., 626; Belchambers’ 
Practice, 431. 


837 




tX.R. 19 Cal. 5S5 


OMEAO BBGTJM Ac. V. 


In a Huit against the Government it was alleged that the estate, when in the hands of 
the Nawab, bad been charged with payment of an annuity and arrears in favour of the plain* 
tiffs’ father on his abandoning the title which he had set up to the properly. 

Held, that the above award under the Act would have been a sufficient answer to the 
claim, even if the chargo had onginallv attached to the estate. But m equity no charge 
could bo created unless there was .in intent to charge Here the documents showed that this 
payment had not been legally ^charged upon the property, neither party having contemplated 
this result, and there having been only a mandate by the Nawab for payment of the annuity 
out of his treasury 

Appeal from a tlocre-e (10th July 1889) of the High Court,-affirming a decree 
(24th April IH88) of the District Judge of Murshidabad. 

This suit, against the Secretary of State for India in Council, was for pay¬ 
ment of an annuity with arrears grant»id by the late Nawab Nazim of Bengal 
to the plaintiffs’ father, and alleged to have been charged on an estate after¬ 
wards in the pos.seasion of the CTOvernment. Among tlie questions raised in 
this appeal was whether tins suit was barred by Act XVII of 1873,Jihe Nawab 
Nazim’sDehts Act, an award having beenmade by Commissioners under that Act 
to the effect that the estate, on which the annuity was said to have been charged, 
was property held by [189] the State to uphold the dignity of the Nawab 
Nazim for the time being. It was also a question whether the annuity had 
been charged upon the estate at all. 

A similar claim a|>ainst the Government made by the present plaintiff's in 
1877 related to the same annuitv and the same estate*during the lifetime of 
the late Baived Mansur Ah, who was Nawab Nazim when the above Act was 
passed. It was dismissed on the'ground that under the provisions of the Act, 
after this making of the awaid, it was not competent to the plaintiffs to sue as 
they had sued The state of things causing that result was that the suit of 
1877 could not pmoeetl without the Nawab Nazim being a party to it, while, at 
the same time, the permission of the (lover nor-General in Council, discretionary 
with that autliority. but necessary under the Act to allow the Nawab to he 
sue<l, had not been obtained [Ommo Ber/iwi v. The (Jovernment of India (1 L R., 
9 Cdl., 704 , L. E . 10 1 A , 39)J. 

On the 7th May 1887, the Nawab Nazim Saiyed Mansur Ah having died 
in 1880, the present suit was brought by the daughters of Mehdi Ali, who Hied 
in 1864. The latter was half-brother to Amiranuissa Begum, widow ol the 
Nawab Nazim Ali .Jab, who preceded Baiyed Mansur All in the Nizamut 
Upon her deatli childless m 1808, her estate, including a zemindari, Gopinath- 
pur, purchased and held by her in the name of Mehdi Ali, had been claimed by 
the Nawab Nazim in virtue of a* family custom as that of a “ gaddinashin 
Begum,” and therefoi^p Nizamut property. On the ground that they, as Mehdi 
All's daughters, were entitled to seven-eighlihs of his estate, the plaintitls claimed 
their proportionate share of an annuity, Rs GOO a month, together with arrears. 
This annuity the Nawab had grant^ on the 25th July 1858 to Mehdi Ali in 
perpetuity upon the executiofi by the latter of a ladawanama, or claim-re- 
nouheing deed, relating jio Gopinathpur; and the plaint stated that the Govern¬ 
ment having taken possession of all the properties of the Nawab Nazim, the 
daughters were entitled to a decree. 

The defencat by written statenrenti filel by the Collector of Murshfdabad, 
stated that Act XVII of 1873, continuing to operate after the death, as it had 
during the lifetime of the late Nawab C586J Nazim, and Gopinathpur having 
been declared by the Commissioners to be property held by the State to sup¬ 
port the dignity of the Nawab Nazim, the suit could not proceed without the 
consent of the Government first had and obtained in accordance with section 11, 
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Tt alleged revision of the contract' to pay the annuity, on the withdrawal of 
Mehdi AH from the conditions between the turtles, ny his claiming the estate 
of Ainirannia^H, the deceased Beguui. It was also denied that the annuity had 
been charged upon Gopinathpur or any of the Nizamut propeity, or that the 
Government was liable in consequence of the transfer of the estate into its 
possession. 

The facts about the grant of the parwana of the 25th July 1858 and the 
ladawanama appear in their Lordships' judgment on tins appeal; and are also 
stated in their judgments in Oomrao liiufum v. The Navmh Nazim of hentjal 
(24 W. R., 28) and in Oomrao Begum v. The Government of India (I L. R., 9 
Cal., 704; L R., 10 1. A., 39). 

Only Rs. 2,000 were paid in respect of the annuity. In April 1867 the 
Nawab Nazim sued the daughthrs of Mendi Ali for the jiossession of Gopinath¬ 
pur, for which he obtained a decree in the district, affirmed on appeal 
by the High Court in April 1869. This was upheld by the Judicial Committee 
in 1875 in'OoTOinr) Begum v. The Namah Nazim of Bengal (21 W. R , 28) their 
Lordships holding that both parties, ’'ledhi All on the one part, and the 
Nawab Nazim on the other, were bound resjiectively by the ladawanama and 
the parwana, and that Mehdi All and his heirs were not rrleased from the 
disclaimer ol title by reason of the Nawab not having continued, after the first 
pavment, to pay the monthly allowance according to the parwana. 

!ilean while, in 1870, these appellants instituted in.tVie Court of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge of Munllndabad a suit against the Nawab Nazim to recover, first, 
their shares of estates, oilier than Gopinathpur, which had belonged to 
Amirannissa, which claim was decided against tliem , and, secondly, to obtain 
their shares of this same monthly allowance now m question The latter was 
decreed in their favour in 1872 for llieir shares of the annuity that had fallen 
due witliin the previous three years, regaid being had to limitation, the sum 
amounting to Rs. lH,9nO. xVn appeal from rS87j this decree was dismissed by 
the High Court on the Ist December 1873, and a few days heioretliis dismissal, 
viz., on the ^4th November in the same year, Act XVII became law The 
effect of the provisions of that Act appear in their Lordships' judgment 
on this appeal, and in their judgment in 1882 (I. L R, 9 Cal. 
704 , L. R., 10 I. A., 39). The Commissioners, appointed under the Act, 
rejected a claim brought, before them h>< the present ajipellants in respect 
of the annuity now claimed, and they certified h\ their award on the 
10th May 1874, that all the propertie-i of which the Nawab Niiziin had taken 
possession, as heir of Amirannissa, including Gojanatlipui, were held by the 
Government for the purpose of upholding the dignity of the Nawab Nazim for 
the time being. An applioation for the review of tins liecision as to Gopinath¬ 
pur, made after the ludgment of *their Lordshij)*! of the 7th May 1875, was 
rejected by the Commissioners An application made to the Governniont on the 
26th May 1876 for leave to execute the decree of 1872, and for leavi to sue the 
Nawab Nazim for further maintenance, was nob granted On the 26th May 1878 
the District Judge dismissed a suit, brought by the present appellants against the 
Government of India and .Amir Saheb (to whom the Nawab had purported to 
transfer Gopinathpur) for a declaration that their inainienauce was a charge 
upon that estate. Thin decision was maintained by the Qigh Court on the 
26th April 1880, and by their Lordships on the 28th November 1882 in the 
judgment already referred to (1. L. R., 9 Cal. 704; L. R, 10 1. A., 39). 

The District Judge dismissed the present suit, as, in his opinion, the 
award of the Commissioners of the 10th May 1874 was a bar to it; and he was 
also of opinion that the Act op&rated to make the award an adjudication within 
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the coQtemplation of section 13 of the Code of Civil Procedure. Also that the 
Act had not been affected by the^eath of the Nawab Nazim Mansur Ali in 
1886. ’ 

The High Court dismissed an appeal from the above, oti the grounds that 
the plaintiffs had failed to prove that the estate of the Nawab had been so 
vested in the Secretary of State for India in Council that the latter had become 
responsible for the annuity. Also that, assuming this to have been proved, the 
suit was not maintainable under section 11 of Act XV'Ilof 1873, because 
[3883 the consent of the Governor'General in Council to the commencement 
of the suit had not l>een obtained. 

On this appeal— * 

Mr. 2i. F. Doyne, for the appellants, submitted that the 11th section of 
Act XVir of 1873 was not applicable after the^eath of the Nawab for whose 
relief the Act was passed. and the consent of the Government to the bringing 
Che suit was unnecessary. The Act operated only during the lifetime of Mansur 
Ali. The plaintiffs’ claim in regard to the annuity was, in etiect, based on 
their right under the parwans given to their father in 1858, as to which the 
judgment of their Loi-dships in 1875 was that the ladawamima and this docu¬ 
ment amounted to a valid contract, by whicli the Nawab and Mehdi All were 
respectively hound, the Nawab having executed the parwana on the faith of the 
disclaimer. The operation of the disclaimer had bean enforced, and it remained 
that the con*esponding liability should be established in favour of those from 
whom Gopinathpur had been taken <■ 

As to the judgment of the Higli Court, that Court had erred in holding that 
the estate of the Nawab Nazim was not liable m the hands of the Government, 
as defendant, to satisfy the appellants’ legal claims under the parwana of 1868, 
erring also in applying the 11th section of the Act after the death of Mansur 
Ali The grounds given in the judgment were no complete answer to the case 
made. The award of the Commissionerh had not been restricted to its due 
effect. The question whether tliev had not exceeded their powers was before 
the Courts, and had not been correctly decided The first Court, upon this had 
held erroneously that the Commissioners did not act ultra lurc's-ni aw.arding 
that the plaintiff's had no right to the maintenance claimed. And the finding 
that Gopinathpur was hold by the Government for the purposes of upliuldiug 
the dignity of the Nawab Nazim .-did not govern the question whether the 
general liability to make good the annuity *' out of the tehhil of the sircari 
mehals” had not attached to the Nizamut estate in the hands of the Govern¬ 
ment. There was error also m the Court’s having maintained the proposition 
that the award of ihaCommissione.'^s had effect, as if it liad been a decree, to 
operate under the 13t^ section of the Code of [3893 Civil Procedure. These 
views had caused the jilaintiffs to lose the t'anefit of the decree obtained by 
them in 1870, and of the decision of their Lordships of the 7th May 1875, as 
to the reciprocal rights of the parties to the ladawanaina and the parwana of 
1858. The appellants’ rights under the contract between the late Nawab 
Nazim and their father- should have received effect. In reference to the 
operation of Act XVJl in regard to process against theNawab’s person or pro¬ 
perty, reference was made to the Nawab Nazim of lii'iigal \, Ammo liegum 
(21 W. E. 69)-, and to the cases mentioned above. 

Mr. W. F. Robinson, Q.C,, and Mr. 7. 77. /i. Branson, were called upon 
only in case they should desire the maintenance of the judgment of the High 
Court for the same reasons that had been assigned by that Court. They 
were not desirous of so limiting .their grounds, and their argument was there¬ 
fore not beard. 
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Their Lordships’ jadiment *svas delivered by— 

Lord Maonadhten. —The appellants, ^bo were plaintiffs in the suit, 
claim to be entitled to seveti-oighths of a perpetual annuity of Rs. 600 a 
month, which was granted in 1858 to their father, Syed Mehdi Ali, by the 
late Nawab Nazim, Syed Mansur Ali They now demand payment of the 
annuity with arrears from the Government of India, on the ground that the 
Government hold property on which, as they allege, the annuity was and is 
charged. 

If the claim were well founded the oliarge would apparently extend to all 
the immoveable property of the Nawab. or at least to all the immoveable 
property belonging to him which he had ]>ower to alienate Hut for the pur¬ 
poses of this suit the plaintiffs limit ttieir claim to porgunnah Gopinathpur. 
Tliat pergunnah was the property of the Nawab in 1858, when the annuity was 
granted, and it is now held by the Government The Government holds it 
“for the purpose of upholding the dignity <jf the Nawab Nazim fot the time 
being ’’ under the award of certain Commissioners appointed in pursuance of 
“the Nawab Nazim's Debts Act, 1873. ’’ 

Although their Lordships propose to rest their judgment mainly upon 
another ground, it appears to them that the award under [590] which the 
Government bolds the pi'operty would be an answer to tiie present demand, 
even if the plaintiffs' claim had been well founded originallv. 

It seems that the affairs of the Nawab had got into a state of hopeless 
confusion. He was iaavolved m debts and liabilities wliich he could not meet. 
The Government intervened, laid hands on his property, and passed the Act 
of 1873 for his relief. All persons having claims against the Nawab or his pro¬ 
perty were required to notify them within a limited time to certain Commis¬ 
sioners appointed under the Act. Every debt or liahilitv not so notified 
was to be barred. The Commissioners were empowered “ after due and 
full inquiry,” to determine and certiify “ the amount which, on the considera¬ 
tion of all the circumst.ances,” tliev might “ consider each claimant ought 
in fairness and justice to receive.” On payment or tender by the Govern¬ 
ment of the amount certified the debt or lialiility was to be extinguished. 
No suit was to bo commenced or prospcuted, and no process was to be 
sued for against the person or property of the Nawab without the consent 
of the Government, and, lastly, the Coinmi'^sionors were to ascertain what 
immoveable property was held by the GoiVrnment for the pujpose of ujihold- 
ing the dignity of the Nawab Nazim for tho time being. They were to certify 
the particulars, and it was declared that “ their finding tliereon " should he 
“ binding and conclusive on all jiersuns whomsoever ” 

Complying with the exigency of tlie Act of J873, tlie jilaintiffs brought in 
their claim. The Commissioners rejected it altogofflier. The\ liold.that if 
there was a contract it was '* not binding on the Nawali Nazim either for past 
years or for the future.” They made an award finding that the acquisition 
by the Nawab of oertaitfspeoified property including Gopinathjmr was, to use 
their own words, “ so to speak official, and tliat it became an appanage of the 
office and state of the Nawab Nazim.” They held that he was incapable of 
alienating his interest in such propertv. And in the terms of the Act they 
deolared that it was “ held by the Government of India for the purpose of 
upholding the dignity of the Nawab Nazim for tho time bfting ” 

Their Lordships understand that finding applied to Gopinathpur to be 
that Gopinathpur is held by the Government for the [^91] purpose declared in 
the Act, freed and discharged from all claims and incumbrances including the 
alleged claim or incumbrance of the plaintifls. Such a finding, in their 
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Lordships’ opinion, was within the competence of the Commissioners, and, if 
so, it was, in the words of the Act, " binding and conclusive on all 
persons whomsoever." 

The learned counsel for the appellants commented severely upon the 
manner in whi^ the Commissioners discharged their functions. He insisted 
that they had misunderstood or disregarded the opinion of this tribunal which 
oertainly had held that the Nawab was bound by contract to pay the annuity in 
question to Syed Mehdi Ali. But their Lordships have no power to review 
the findings of the Commissioners, nor is it within their province to express any 
opinion upon their conduct. The Commissioners were invested with arbitrary 
powers. If they used those powers harshly, or otherwise than in accord¬ 
ance with the principles of fairness and justice, to which they were required by 
the Act to conform, the only remedy open ^o persons who might conceive 
themselves aggrieved was to appeal to Government. The Government had the 
power of removing the Commissioners or permitting recourse to be had to 
Courts of Justice. 

The plaintiffs, it seems, did ppply to the Government for leave to enforce 
a decree of the High Court for payment of arrears of their annuity. This appli¬ 
cation, however, was refused. Thus through the action of thq Government 
the plaintffs were deprived of legal rights which had been recognized by this 
Board, and successfully vindicated in the highest Court in India, while at the 
same time the property renounced in considorition of those rights was placed 
for ever beyond their reach. , 

Passing from the consideration of the Act of 1U7.3 and the findings of the 
Commissioners, their Lordships will now direct their attention to the terms 
of the contract wich was made between the Nawab Nazim and Byed Mehdi Ali, 
and which is the foundation of the plaintiffs' claim. In January 1858, 
Arairannissa, the widow of a former Nawab Nazim, died without issue. She 
was a lady of great wealth and the proprietor of Gopinathpur, which she had 
puictiased in the name of Syed Mehdi Ali. On her death the Nawab claimed 
to succeed to all her property to the exclusion of her heirs, of whom Syed 
Mehdi Ali was one. Not Cd92] caring at the time to dispute the matter 
with the Nawab, Syed Mehdi All approached him with a petition, dated 
the 12th of February 1858, admitting in terms the Nawab’s claims and soli¬ 
citing from him an allowaiioo for maintenance. Thereupon the Nawab passed 
the following order:—“Out of the“propei^tiQS, raehals and zemindaris of the 
Begum Sahiba, deceased, let a monthly allowance of Bs. 600, besides the sum 
given in the report, be fixed for Syed Mehdi Ali, and nothing further shall be 
allowed to him by the Sircar at any time or in any way." 

Then after about a fortnight’s interval, during which, no doubt, communi- 
cabiotw passed between the parties, Syed ^ehdi Ah executed a ladawanama, 
or agreement of disclaimer, dated the 24th of February 1858, in which, in the 
most unqualified terms, he renounced every claim and all pretension to the 
property of the late Begum. Thereupon the Nawab executed the following par- 
wana :—*The late Nawab Amirannissa Begum, deceased, my grandmother, 
adopted you as her son, and maintained and supported you, and she died 
on the 21st January 1858. After the death of the deceased, you along 
with your children and dependants appeared before me and made application 
for support and maifetenance from the Sirkar. Consequently, for the purpose 
of your support and maintenance, posterity after posterity, and generation- 
after generation, the sum of Company’s Bs. 600 per mensem, being the annual 
sum of Company’s Be. 7,200, will be paid to you out of the tehbil of the 
sarkari mehals. You and your heirs shall be supported and maintained one 
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after another out of the said stipend. It is incumbent on you never to prove 
faithless to the sirkar. And as for the expenditure of the 10 days of the 
Mohurrutn connected vrith you, mehal Nimgram, lying in pergunnah Bhalul, 
a mehal in the name of Zahura Begum, is granted by the Government." That 
document is dated the 25th of February 1858. 

The learned counsel for the appellants contended that tlie four doouments are 
parts of one transaction. That is perfectly clear. But it is equally clear that the 
first set, the two doouments of the i2th of February, are introductory to the 
second set, the documents of the 24tli and 25th of February which were 
intended to be the operative and governing instruments. Even if the matter 
rested on the ordpr of the 12th of February, their Lordships would Cd93] be 
prepared to hold that no charge was created on any part of the Nawab’s 
property. It is not a legal charge. In equity no charge can he created unless 
there is an intent to charge. Taking all the documents together, it is plain 
that no charge was contemplated by either party. The order of the 12th of 
February is, in their Lordships’ opinion, nothing more than a mandate by the 
Nawab Nazim to his own officials for their convenience. The parwana of the 
25th of February 1858 does not even purport to charge any property. It 
simply says that the amount is to be paid out of the Nawab’s Statu Treasury. 

Upon these grounds, and especially upon the last, which goes to the very 
root of the matter, their Lordships hold that the appeal must fail. They 
express no opinion as to the particular ground on which the High Court rested 
their judgment. Thav would not have been propardfl to have concurred in 
that view without further aigument. 

Their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty that this appeal ought 
to he dismissed. But having regard to all the circumstances, their Lordships 
do not think fit to make any order as to costs. 

Appeal dtsmtssed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants ■ Messrs. Wrentmorc and Sivinhoc. 

Solicitor for the Bespondent: The Solicitor, India Office. 
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t.L.R. 19 Cal. 594 


HALADHAB SAHA &C. V . 


c 19 Cal. S98 ) 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

^ The 3rd May, 1892. 

PBESBNT: 

Mb. .Justice Nobbis and Mb. Justice Bevbelby. 

Ilaiadhar Saha and another.Defendants Nos. 1 and 3 

versus 

Bhidoy Sundri and others.Plaintiffs.' 

Bnigal Tmancy Act (VIII of 1885), s. Ibb. — Joint landlords — Tenure, 

enhancement of rent of—Fractional co-sharers— Suit for enhancement of 
rent of a tenure by some only of several joint landlords. 

The provisions of hectioii IKH of the Beng.il Tcudincv Act apply to a suit by ijomo only of 
soverul joint landlords to enhance the rent of a tenure, [594J whether such tenure 
wae in existence at the date ol the I’cruiiiiicnt Scttleiiicnt or not, and preclude iincfa a suit 
being brought 

The plaintiffs, who wore some only of the co-hhar.irs in a seniiudan, instituted a suit to 
enhance the rent of a tenure within the xoniindan and to recover their share of the rent at 
the enhanced rate for a specihed period Of the tenure-holders, some were co-sharers of the 
plaintiffs in the zomindari and the remainder were not interested tthcrein. It was admitted 
that the plaintiffs collected their share of the rent of the tenure separately from their uo- 
sharers who were sharers in the tenure. The plaintiffs alleged that they had requested the 
latter to join them m instituting the suit, but that they had declined to do so, and they 
accordingly made them defendants in the suit. 

Reid, that the plaintiffs could not maintain the suit, having regard to the provisions of 
section 188 of the Act. 

The term “ joint landlords ” in that section must bo taken as including all co-sharers 
under whom a tenant holds, whether such co-sharer'^ collect their quota of rent from the 
tenants jointly or separatel}. 

Freni Outiid Nutkin v MoJeshadn Debt (I L. R , 14 Cal , 201), Qnpal Chundn Das v. 
Umesh Naram (Jhowdhiy (I. L. ll , 17 Cal., G95), Bent Mndhub Roy v. Jaod Ah Strear 
(I. L. R., 17 Cal., H90) referred to ^ 

This was a suit brought by the plaintiffs, who were the owners of a 10 annas 
sliare in a zemindari, to enhance the rent payable by all the defendants, IH in 
number, who wore talukdais holding a taluk within the zemindari, and to 
recover their share of the rent at t^ie enhanced rate for the year 1295. The 
remaining 6 annas share in the zemindari belonged to the defendants Nos. 5 to 
18, and the plaintiffs alfeged that they had refused to join in instituting the 
suit, and consequently that they had made them defendants. 

The suit was contested by defendants Nos. 1, 3 and 4 upon various grounds. 
They contended, inter aha, th%t the rent of the tenure.was not liable to 
enbancetnent, and that the plaintiffs, being some only of the joint landlords, 
could not maintain the suit, having regard to the provisions ol s. 188 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act. 

Seven issues w^e fixed for trial by the Court of First Instance, but of these 
the only one material for the purpose of this report, having regard to the deci¬ 
sion in this appeal, was that relating to the latter contention. 

* Appeal from Appellatr Decree No. 191 of 1891, against the decree of J, Douglas, Ksq., 
District Judge of Tippera, dated the 29tb December 1^0, modifying the decree of Baboo Kali 
PiosBouno Mukbcrjeo, Subordinate Judge of that district, dated the 27th of September 1888. 
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tS98] It wag not oontegted that the plaintiffs ooUeoted their share of the 
rent of the taluk separately from the defendants Nos. 5 to 18. 

Both the lower Courts held that the rent was liable to enhancement, and 
gave the plaintiffs a decree. Upon the issue as to the right of the plaintiffs 
to maintain the suit, the material portion of the judgment of the Subordinate 
Judge was as follows :— 

“ Then the question arises whether the plaintiffs as owners of a portion 
of the zcmindari are alone entitled to maintain this suit for enhancement of 
rent. With regard to this question it is necessary to be premised that the 
plaintiffs’ co-sharers in the zemiudari are the defendants Nos. 5 to 18, who 
are parties to this suit, and those defendants are also co-sharers in the taluk the 
rent of which is sought to lie enhanced Tho circumstances of this case me 
therefore peculiar, and I do not see how the jilamtiffs’ co-sharers could have 
joined as plaintiffs in tliis suit against themselves. It is also to be observed that 
the plaintiffs claim the euhancomont of the rents of the whole taluk, and 
not merely of the portion payahlo for their own share, and as all the persons 
who are entitled to those rents are rojirosented in this suit, 1 do not sec why 
the suit siiould not be maintainablo Then it appears that tho jilamtiff's 
are the only persons who would be henetitud by the unlianconiont of rent. For 
their co-sharers are also owners of tho Uduk in question, and so an enhance¬ 
ment of its rent would, -instead of being profitable to thorn, he rather against 
their interests, because they would have to bear a portion of tho enhanced 
rent, and to that extbnt tlioir profits from the laluk would be diminished. 
There could, therefore, be hardly any probability of their joining tho plaintiffs 
in this suit. The rent, if enhanced, would draw away a portion of the profits 
of the laluk; but when those profits come to the pocket of the co-sharers they 
would have no necessity to resort to any enhancement of tho rent. The 
plaintiffs also state that they had invited their co-sharers to join in the suit, 
and in support of this allegation an affidavit has beeu filed by them. The 
co-sharers, howaver, have not joined in the suit. In this state of things, to 
hold that the plaintiffs’ suit is not maintainable, would he against all justice 
and good sense, tor in that case the plaintiffs would be for [as6] ever deprived 
of their legitimate right of enhancing tho rent of tho tahik in question, though 
it may be liable to enhancement of rent. 

" In the next place, considering the authorities bearing upon this point, I 
am clearly of upiiiion tiiat a suit like this is not prohibited In tliuFull Bench 
ruling in the case of Uuni Mahomed v Moron (1. L. R., 4 Oiil., 9G) it was held 
that the lont law does not conterajilate the enhancement of a part of an entire 
rent, such enhancement being inconsisten2 with the continuance of the lease 
of the entire tenure. The Chief Justice, by wliom tho Full Bench judgment 
was delivered, explains the meanirjg of tho same in tho judgment delivered by 
him in the case of Chum Stngh v Hero Makio (I. L. E, 7 Cal., 633), 
which was also decided a Full Bench. From what we understand from 
the judgment in the latter case, it seems clear that when a tenure is held 
under several co-sbarers, if some of the co-sharers refuse to join as plaintiffs in a 
suit for enhancement of its rent, the other co-sharers may institute such a 
suit for enhancing the rent of the whole tenure, making the co-sharers, 
who 'do not join them, parties to the suit. That this wg.s tlio meaning of 
the Full Bench decision in the case of Chum Stngh v. Hera Mahio (I, L. R., 
7 Cal., 633) was held by the High Court m the case of Bidhu Bhmhun Barn 
v. Komaraddi Mundul (T. L. B., 9 Oal., 864)i Then wo see from the rulings 
in Bharanit Ohunder Roy v. Rally Das Dey (I.L.B., 5 Cal., 574) and Jogendro 
Chunder Gkoae v. Nolnn Chunder Chattopadhya (I. L. B., 8 Gal., 358) that 
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the restriction placed upon a suit for enhancement of rent by some of the 
oo-sharers is, that a suit for enhancing a share of the rent is not maintainable. 
The same question also came before the High Court in the case of Kah 
Chandra Htnghv. liajkishore Bknddro (I, L. B , 11 Cal., 616), and from their 
Lordships' decision in it, we may draw the inference that a suit for enhance¬ 
ment, in which all the interested parties are joined, and in which enhancement 
is claimed of tho tent of the entire tenure, is not unmaintainable. In this case 
the plaintiffs claim to enhance tho rent of the entire taluk, and all the persons 
to whom the rent is payable have been parties to it, and from what we 
understand to be the law laid down [597] in the aforesaid precedents, I am 
clearly of opinion that such a suit is not untenable. Accordingly 1 hold that 
tho present suit is maintainable. 

“ There is abundant evidence on the record to prove that the plaintiffs 
are in separate receipt of rent for their 10 annas share, and so if the rent of the 
taluk can be enhanced, they would be entitled to recover the same share of 
the enhanced rent. 

" Section 188 of the Bengal Tenancy Act is relied upon as preventing a 
suit like this, but it has been already settled by authority that a suit for rent 
does not come within the scope of that section. Prem Chani Nuskttr v. 
Mokshoda Debt (1. L. B., 14 C^., 201). 

“ For all these reasons I find the second issue in favour of the plaintiffs.” 

The Subordinate 4.udge having found all the material issues in favour of 
tho plaintiffs gave them a decree, but for an amount somewhat less than they 
claimed, as he held that the tolal lent of the taluk should be Bs. 1083-12-0 and 
not Bs. 1816-10-15 as claimed by them. 

The defendants Nos. 1, 3 and 4 filed an appeal against this decree, and 
the plaintiffs lodged a cross-appeal against that portion of it which reduced 
the amount claimed by them. The Lower Appellate Court dismissed the 
defendants' appeal and decreed that of tho plaintiffs, giving them a decree for 
the fall amount claimed. * 

Upon the question of tho applicability of section 188 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act to the case, the Officiating District Judge observed as follows — 

“ The next point urged is that all the joint-landlords should have come 
forward as plaintiffs to bring this suit. The defendants Nos. 5 to 18 are 
oo-landlords as well as talukdars in this land, and while defendants Nos. 5 to 16 
possess, as talukdars, the same shares in the land as is possessed by them as 
oo-landlords, it is different with defendants Nos. 17 and 18, whose interests as 
zemindars are greater than what cthey hold as talukdars. Although their 
interests be antagonistic to the present plaintiffs’ interests as far [598] as 
an enhancement suit is concerned, vet %11 the pro forma defendants are 
co-landlords with the plaintiffs, and nothing can override section 188 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act, where co-sharers cannot sue separately for enhancement 
of rent.—See OopalChunder Dqsv. Umnik Narain Chowdhry (I. L. R„ 17 Cal., 
695), which settles this point. The rulings quoted in the lower Court’s judg¬ 
ment have no application in the present case, and the existence of separate 
collections by various co-sharers does not mean that separate enhancement of 
rent suits are maintainable by such oo-sharers. Therefore the present suit is 
not maintainable. • The oo-sharers should apply for a manager, if they wish to 
sue for enhancement of these rents. 

" For the respondents, it is urged that defendants Nos. 5 to 18 are not 
such oo-landlords as is contemplated by section 188 of the Tenancy Act, which 
refers to landlords, pure and simple, so to speak, and not to those persons who 
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hold the double character of landjord and tenant in the same land. Many 
rulings of the High Court have laid down that such landlords, possessing this 
double character, roust be made co-defendants along with the tenants whose 
rent it is sought to enhance. Accordingly it is natural to draw an inference from 
the procedure thus laid down that a landlord who has such double character is 
not a co-landlord in accordance with s. 18B of the Act. .With regard to wiiat 
was said for the appellants, under s. 93 of the Act, that the joint-landlords 
should first appoint a manager, the mere fact that the plaintiffs contemplated 
a suit for enhancement which was opposed by their co-sharers is not sufficient 
ground for holding that a dispute exists as to the management of the property. 

“ 1 do not consider that the contention as to this section being inapplica¬ 
ble to the present case of the plaintiffs and the pro forma defendants is a 
sound one, nor do I hold that 8.«93 of the Act does not provide for a dispute 
between such joint-landlords with regard to the enhancement of the rent. The 
question, however, which is of importance in this case, is how far section 188 
and the ruling in Gopat ChunUer ' Das v. Umesh Narain Chomdhry (I. L. R., 
17 Cal, 695) has any bearing on this point. This section now clearly 
refers to enhancement suits of a raiyal’s rent by joint-landlords; does it 
[399] also refer to enhancement suits by joint-landlords of the rents of a taluk 
or of any intermediate tenure-holding ? In connection with this matter, it 
will be well to bear in mind the ruling of the High Court in Prem Ohand 
Nuskur V. Mokshoda Debt (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 201), in which it was held that 
s. 188 of the Tenancy Act refers only to such matters a3 the landlord is under 
the Act authorized or required to do. Under ss. 28, 29 and 30, the landlord 
can sue to enhance a raiyai’s rent only in accordance with the provisions of 
the Act; does the same principle apply to the rents of a taluk or such 
intermediate tenure ? 

“ The Bengal Tenancy Act seemingly makes a great difference between 
the procedure to be adopted in enhancement suits of the raiyat’s rent and the 
rents of talukdar^. Besides s. 28, 29 and 30, s. 147 of the Act is in favour of 
the raiyat only and not the talukdar-. Then under s. 179 of the Act, a landlord 
may make any terms he pleases as regards enhancement with his subordinate 
tenure-holders ; whereas under s. 29 if a landlord seeks to enhance his raiyat’s 
rent under the terms of a contract, he is limited to an increase of 2 annas in 
the rupee. There is no such provision or seption m the Act as to the enhance¬ 
ment of taluka rents like the procedure laid down in ss. 28, 29 and 30, which 
is the only authority now existing for the enhancerrftjnt of a ratyat's rent; 
therefore landlords are not authorized by this Act to enhance the rents of their 
talukdars. This right ^o enhance, if it exists at all, is, by ss. 6 and 7 of the 
Act, allowed to exist from a time prior to the introduction of the Act, and is 
not created by the Act at all. It is,clear, therefore, tha^ the procedure for the 
enhancement of taluka rents is not regulated by the Act but by a variety of 
rulings of the Court, which up to date have not been interfered with by 
statutory law ; while the *landlord’s right to ^enhance is regulated by the 
contracts and conditions under which the taluka is held 

“ Before the passing of the Tenancy Act, the method and procedure as to 
the enhancement of all rents, ratyati and taluka, and the equities of the same 
were set forth in the Full Bench ruling in Chunt Singh v. Herf Mahto (I. L. R., 
7 Cal., 633), under which if a co-proprietor [600] declined to join in bringing 
a suit as plaintiff, he was to be joined as a do-defendant (see paragraph 2, page 
638 of that volume), and this was the law then generally applicable in all 
oases. The Bengal Tenancy Act has since that time made an exception in 
favour of the roAyats, and has laid down a special procedure in ss. 28, 29 and 
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SO, while it has leit untoaohed that part of tlie Full Bench ruling which applies 
to the enhancement of talukdan rents. I therefore hold that s. 188 of the 
Tenancy Act read with the ruling in Oopal Chundftr Das v. Umesh Narain 
Ohowdhry (I. L B., 17 Gal., 695), does not apply to a suit for the enhance- 
menl of a taluk's rent, and therefore this suit is maintaiuable in its present 
form. I accordingly decide this point against the appellants.” 

Defendants Nos. 1 and 3 now appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Jackson, Baboo Srinath Dass, and Baboo Tara Kissore Qhotvdhry for 
the appellants. 

Mr. Eoans, Dr. Troutukyamth Mittcr, Baboo Harendro Nath Mukerjee, 
and Baboo Gohindo Chundra Dass for the respondents. 

The following authorities were cited during tho course of the arguments, 
(the natine of which is sufllicieiit.lv stated in tTio judgment of the High Court), 
upon the question of the right of the plaintiffs as some only of the joint owners 
of tho zeraindari to institute the suit • — 

Prnn Cliand Nuskur v. Mokshoda Debt (I. L. K., 14-Cal., 201), Moheeb 
All V. Ameer Eai (I. L. K., 17 Cal., 538), Hem Madhuh lioyy. Jaod Ah Sircar 
'(I. L. R., 17 Cal., 390), Gopnl Chunder Dasv. Umesh Narain Choiodhry 
(I. L. R., 17 Cal., 695), Chum Singh v. Hera Alahto (1. L. R., 7 Cal., 633), 
Hurronath Roy v. Gohiiul Chunder Diitt (L R., 2 I. A., 193 ; 15 B. L. B., 120), 
Bunchanund v. ITurgopal Bhadery (1 Sel. Rep , 145), Bamasomulery Dassyah 
V. Badhika Chowdhrain (13 Moo. I. A., 248). ^ 

It was also contended at the hearing of the appeal that the tenure was 
not liable to enhancement at all, and that even if it were, the lower Courts had 
assessed the rent upon an erroneous principle, and authorities were referred to 
upon these points. The [601] judgment of the High Court, however, proceed¬ 
ed upon the applicability of s 188 of the Act, and renders it unnecessary for 
the purpose of this report to refer to this branch of the case. 

The judgment of the High Court (I<]okbis and Bevehley, XJ.) was as 
follows;— 

The plaintiffs in this suit are the 10 annas co-sharers of a certain ;iemin- 
dari inebal. No. 6490 of the Mymensmgh Gollectorate towjee. That mehal 
appears to have formed a portion of a larger estate which was brought to sale 
for arrears of revenue and purchased by Government in the year 1833. 
During the time the estate was in the khas posse-ssion of Government, the 
mehal in question wak detached from the larger estate and formed into a 
separate estate, and in 1863 it was sold to the present plaintiffs and others. 

The mehal appears to comprise, and indeed to consist of, an under-tenure 
or dependent taluk wjhich is held bv the defendants, some of whom are also 
co-sharers in the /.omindari mehal. This ^aluk is said to liave existed before 
the Permanent Settlement; it was certainly in existence at the time the 
Government purchased tho zemindari m 1833, and it was settled on several 
occasions at varying rents during the time the zemindari was in the khas 
possession of Government. After the purchase of the zemindari by the plain¬ 
tiffs and others, an atteippt was made to eject the talukdars, but that attempt 
was unsuccessful, and it seems to have been then decided [Hurgobind Doss v. 
Kalachvnd Sahaye (2 Wyman, Part IJ, p. 29)J that the tenure was a perma¬ 
nent one. Later on an attempt was made to enhance the rent of the tenure, 
but through some informality that attempt also failed. The result is that the 
taluk is still being held at the same rent at which it was last settled by Govern¬ 
ment in 1854, and the purchasers of the zemindari have as yet derived no 
benefit whatever from their purchase in 1863. 
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The plaintift'e accordingly hrouglit the present suit to have an enhanced 
rent assessed upon the taluk, and inasmuch as the other 6 annas co-sharers 
refused to join them as plaintiiTs, being themselves also co-sharers in the taluk, 
they made them par tv-defendants in the cause. It is admitted that the plain¬ 
tiffs collect their share of the rent separately. 

[ 602 ] But the lower Courts have found that, whether the taluk existed 
before the Permanent Settlement or not, the rent is liable to be enhanced, and 
both Courts accordingly decreed the plaintiffs spit - the Lower Appellate Court 
fixing the assessment at the full rate claimed in the suit. In second appeal 
Mr. Jackson has questioned both the covrectnes'^ of the finding that the rent 
was liable to he enhanced and the principles upon which the assessment has 
been made by the Lower Appellate Couit We do not think the appeal ought to 
succeed on either of those grounds, hut it is unnecessary to consicler them at 
length, because we think there is anutlier .ground of appeal wich is fatal to the 
present suit. 

That Ijroutul is that, having regard to the piovisions of s. 188 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act, the plaintiffs, as being some only of the joint landlords, are not 
entitled to maintain this suit. 

Both the lower Courts have decided this question in favour of 
the jilaintifts, the Lowgr .Appellate Court, being of opinion that s. 188 is not 
applicable to a suit for the enhancoineiit oi the rent of a tenure The District 
.ludge robes on the deijision in Prom Chmul Nuskur v ^okshoda Debt (I. L R., 
14 Cal , 201), and attempts to distinguish the present case from that of Gopal 
Chundor Dn<i v. Umosh NaraiH Uliowdhrif (1. L. R , 17 Cal., 095). 

Mr. Jitckwa in this aiipeal relios upon the latter case and upon the Full 
Hench decision in P>oni Mndhiib fioi/ v Jand Ah Simii (I. L. R , 17 Cal, 390). 

We are of opinion Lliat the jirovisions of s 188 must apply to the present 
case, unloss it o.in be shown either fi) th.it the plaintiff's and their co-sharers 
aie not “joint hindlords,” witliin^ die nioainng of that section, or (li) that the 
hringing of a suit ti> etih.inco the rent is not a tiling which the landlord is 
authorised to do by virtue of the Act. 

The term ‘joint landlords ’ is not defined in the Act It wa.s suggested 
hv Mr Evans ujion the analogi of s hi of, the Act, that the term might bo 
eijuivalent to “ no-sharers to whom the rent is payable jointly,” and that it 
does not include a co-sharer who is in sejiarato collection of his share of the rent. 
Mr Evans l]603j aigued that under the Act when lent is {i.ivable to co-shaiers 
jointly, such co-slniiers are hound bo give a,joint lecoipt, hut that no co-sharer 
who was in separate receipt, of Ins sliare of the rent vymld he bound to join 
in such joint receipt And d. was suggested that such acn-sharer is not there¬ 
fore a joint hiiidloid within the meaning of section 188. We are unable bo 
accept this argument \ “ Lindloid ” is defined in the Act as “ a person imme¬ 
diately under whom a teU%nL holds,” and if a j^enant holds undei two or more 
co-sharers, those co-shareis must be joint landloids whether the jont is payable 
to them jointly or separatolv We sec no sufficient reason to hold that the 
expression “ joint landlord ” in section 188 is equivalent to the expression 
“ co-sharers to whom the vent is paid jointK” in section 61. To do so would 
bo to hold that a co-sh.irer who collects his rents suparatel^has all the powers 
of a solo landlord utuler the .Kct, and to defeat the very purjiose for whicli section 
188 would seem to have been enacted. We. think that the term “joint land¬ 
lords” must he held to include all the co-sharers immediately under whom the 
tenant holds, whether such co-sharers receive their quota of rent from the 
tenant jointly or separately. 
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In the case of Gopal Chunder Das v. Umesh Naratn Ghoivdhry (I. L. B., 17 
Cal., 695), it was held, upon the oonstruotion of sections 28 and 30 of the Act, 
that the bringing of a suit to enhance the rent of an occupancy raiyat was a 
thing which the landlord was authorised to do by virtue of the Act and by virtue 
of the Act alone. The learned District Judge has attempted to distinguish 
between a suit to enhance the rent of an occupancy raiyat and a suit to enhance 
the rent of a tenure-holder. Mr. Evans has endeavou)'ed to support this distinc¬ 
tion. It is contended that a right to enhance rents subject to certain limita¬ 
tions is a right conferred on tHb zemindar under the terms of the Permanent 
Settlement, and that all that the Tenancy Act does is to impose certain limita¬ 
tions upon that general right— Bvnchannnd v. Hurgopal Bhadery (1 Sel. Bep., 
146), Hurronath Boy v. Gobind Chunder Dutt (L R., 2 I. A., 193; 16 B. L. R., 
120), Bamasoondejy Dassyah v. Badhtka Chojodhrain (13 Moo. I. A., 248). 

[804] The sections of the Act that deal with the enhancement of the rent 
of tenures are sections 6, 7, 8 and 9. Section 6 deals with tenures thst have 
been held from the time of the Permanent Settlement, and it declares that the 
jent of such tenures shall not he liable to enhancement except on proof of one 
or other of two things—either " (a) that the landlord under whom it is hold 
is entitled to enhance the rent thereof either by local custom or by the condi¬ 
tions under which the tenure is held, or {h) that the tenure-holder, by receiving 
reductions of his rent, otherwise than on account of a diminution of the area 
of the tenure, has subjected himself to the payment of the increase demanded, 
and that the lands are capable of affording it.” 

The first Court found that the tenure in question in the present case was 
not in existence at the time of the Permanent Settlement The Lower 
Appellate Court thought it unnecessary to come to a finding upon this point, 
inasmuch as it was proved that under the conditions of the tenancy the tenure 
was liable to enhancement. We think that, having regard to the settlement 
proceeding of 1854, the previous litigation between the parties and the manner 
in which the tenure has been dealt with, there can really be very little doubt 
that the tenure was in existence at the time of the Permanent Settlement. We 
think it unnecessary, however, to remand the case for a finding upon this point. 
It is only material as regards our present argument so far that if the tenure in 
question is one of the chariiCter referred to in section 6, its rent can only be 
enhanced ujxin proof of somethingi-referred to in that section ; that is, as we 
understand it, in a suit brought under the Act. 

But even supposing that the tenure does not date from the Permanent 
Settlement, we think that under the terms of sections 7—9 the rent could only 
be enhanced either by amicable agrrament or by a suit brought under the Act. 
Section 7 deals with tlfc limits up to which the Court may decree enhancement 
of the rent, section 8 gives the Court powei^to order gradual enhancement, and 
section 9 provides that the Court shall not again enhance the rent within fifteen 
years from the last enhancement. We think thatk having regard to these 
sections, and more specially sedtion 7, it is only by virtue of the provisions of 
this Act that the land-[606]lord can sue for enhancement of the rent of a tenure. 
From the plaint we think it is quite clear tViat the plaintiffs themselves thought 
they were suing under the Tenancy Act. That being so, we think that the 
plaintiffs in hringisg the present suit intended to take the benefit of the Act, and 
accordingly under the Full Bench decision Beni Madhub Boy v. Jaod Alt 
Sircar (1. L. B., 17 Cal., 390), they were hound to act in concert with their 
eo*Bharer8. 

For these reasons we think that this appeal must be allowed and the 
plaintiffs suit dismissed ; but as we entertain no^doubt of the correctness of 
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the finding that the rent is liabl» to enhancement, and are '>{ opinion that the 
oondoot of the defendants is vexatious, we refuse to allow them any costs. 

Appeal allovied, 

H. T. H. 


. [19Cal 60S] 

RKFEBENCE FROM TUB SPECIAL COURT 
OF LOWER BURMA. 

The Kith Augutt, Ihiili. 

Present: 

Sir W. Comer Pbthkram, Kt., Chief Justice, and 
M s. Justice Beveelby. 

• Yeo Swee Choon alias Bah U * 
versus 

The Chartered Bank of India, .Australia and China, Rangoon, and others.' 

Insolvent A<:1 (XI and XII Vic,, c. HI), s. 60—Loiver Burma Courts 
Act (XI of 18ti9), ss. 60, and Off, els. {b) and (c )—Criminal 
case—Reference to the High Couit. 

A putitioii presentod to the Special Court under Hoction SO, cl. (S) of the Lower Uunna 
Courts Act, by a person considering himself aggrieved by aii order of the Recorder sittiug as 
Insolvency Conimissioiipr made under section 50 of the Insolvent Act, comes before the Spe¬ 
cial Court as a criminal case, and is therefore to be dealt with, in ca.se of difference of 
opinion between the members of the Special Courts under section C'J, clause (c) of the Lower 
Burma Courts Act. 

The punishment which can be awarded under section 50 of the Insolvent Act is a punish- 
moiit for something which the person to be punished has [606J done, and is not inflicted in 
order to compel him to do something in the future, and the case > n which it is inflicted is 
therefore a criminal case. 

Bank Behan Roy v. Bhuqwan Chun^ Boy (I. L. R., 17 CaT., 209) followed. 

One Yeo Bwee Choon, otherwise called Bah U, by an order, dated the 
16th March 1892, of the Recorder of Rangoon sitting as Insolvency Commis¬ 
sioner, was sentenced td undergo rigorous ipaprisonment for ^two years for 
having committed oflfences under section 50 of the Indian Insolvent Act (11 
and 12 Viet., o. 21). 

Bah U and one Lin Kin, his uncle, carried on business under the name 
and%tyle of Teang Choon and Company. On the 18th Auuust 1891, they filed 
their petition under the Insolvent Act The liabilities of The firm were large, 
and the assets consisted ohiefiy of debts. The personal discharge of the 
insolvents was opposed by several eredHors, at whose instance they were 

* Civil refemnoQ, No. 8 of 1692, made by W. F. Aguew, Eiiq., and E. M. H. Fulton, 
Esq., Jud^ of the Special Court of Lower Burma, dated the 9th of June 1892, 
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charged with having been parties to a fiauduleut mortgage made with intent 
to give undue prefeience to a cieditor of the firm, and with having prepared a 
false special ledger put porting to contain an account oi the transactions with 
another creditor. 

From the order of the Insolvency Commissioner above mentioned, Bah U 
appealed to the Special Court, under section 60, clause (6) of the Lower Burma 
Courts Act. (XT of 1889), upon the following, amongst other grounds, viz :— 
that there had been no sufficient specification of the matters charged against 
him; that the case of the appellant and oi his partnei, which were entirely 
diflerent, had not been kept separate, nor an> iittenijit made to consider what 
evidence there was upon which the appellant, sipart from his partnei Lin liiu, 
had been found guilty of any act punishable under section 00 of the Insolvent 
Act, that the judgment and order of the Becurder wore based upon a complete 
misconception of the meaning of section 60, that there was no evidence to 
show that the appellant had takim an\ part in, nr hud any knowledge of the 
partnership business : that the .ippellant was a simill sharer in tho business 
and had implicitly trusted his uncle, tlie other insolvent, and w'as besides 
ignorant of the Chinese character in which tlie hooks weio kept, and could 
not therelore have had any hand in piejia iiig the balance sheet, that tlie 
appellant was not shewn to have been concerned in the alleged fraudulent 
[807] preference, and that the pidginent was eiTOiieous and against the weight 
of the evidence. 

The members of the Siiecial Couit diffevod in opmvjn upon the facts, the 
Judicial Commissioner being of oiuniun that there was no evidence to show 
that Bah C was personally liable for am of the acts diHiged . the Recorder 
upon a review of the evidence being unable to come to a conclusion difieientto 
that come to by him when sitting as Cutnnnssioiiei 

The Special Court conciiried in making the billowing reference to the 
High Court ;— 

“ The facts ot this case are that one Bail T, partner in the tirni carr^ing 
on business under the st\le ot Teung Cheon and Compaiiy, was adjudicated an 
insolvent on Ins own petition on the IHth August 1891. On ajiphing for his 
personal discharge he was opjiosed h\ various creditnis, who alleged that he 
had been guilty of acts rendering him Inilile to punishment under section 50 of 
the Insolvent Act. The Recoidei't lield that some of tlie charges had been 
proved, and sentenced him to two years’ impiisoiiment under that section. He 
appealed to the Special Court, and tho Judicial Gonimissioner was of a diflerent 
opinion, holding that the evidence was not sufficient He also hold that 
the appeal was a. “ criminal case ” within the meaning ot suction 69, clause (c), 
of the Lower Burma Courts Act, 1889, and that the whole case could be relor- 
red to the High Court tor a decision. The ]^.ocorder held that the appeal came 
under clause (h) of section 69 of the Act, and was not a criminal case, and that 
as there was no dift'erence of opinion between him and the Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner on a question of law or custom having tho*foroe of law, or as to the 
construction of any document, or the adnnisihihtv of any evidence, the Special 
Court had no power to tbake any reference to the High Court. 

" There being this dift'erence of opinion betw-een the Recorder and the 
Judicial Commissioner, as to whether an appeal from an order under seetion 
50 of the Insolvent Act, made by the Recorder sitting as Coinmisnioner in 
Insolvency, is a civil appeal or is a criminal case, they refer the following 
questions for the decision of the High Court:— 

“ (i) "Whether a petition presented under section 50, clause (5) of the 
Lower Burma Courts Act, to the Special Court by a person [608] considering 


852 



THE CHABTEHED BANE &C. [l892j 1 L R 19 Gal. 609 

♦ 

himself aggrieved by an order oh'the Recorder, sitting as Insolvency Commis¬ 
sioner, undei section 60 of the Insolvent Act, comes before the Special Court 
‘ by wav of appeal not being a criminal case ’ and is therefore to be dealt with 
in case of diOerenoe of opinion between tlie members of the Court, under clause 
(b) of section 69 of the Lower Burma Courts Act, or is a criminal case and to 
be dealt with under clause (c) of the section. 

“ (liy If suoli petition is a criminal case, whether the Recorder’s order is 
right." 

Sir irnffith Bvanx, for the insolvent, cited the following cases .—Rash 
Behan Rotj v BhiHfu'an Chuiidet Roy U- L R., 17 Cal., 2091, Qm-cn v. 
The JuUicos oi the Cential Unminal Cuml \L. 11, IH (,) B. Jajmant 

V. (JhatidIon (1 R , 20 Ch J)., 49il) , O'Slirav. O'Shea and I’aiiieJI Ih. R., 16 P. 
D., 69) ; Jn ic Ashtvnj (L E . 26 Q B. 1). 271;, In re Frestan (L. R , 11 Q. 
B. D., 515). Maiii-s v. Jnytam (,L R , 13 Ch. D., 33H1 . Ex parte Matsden (L. 
R., 2 Ch. D., 7H6) 

The judgment t)l the Court (Petheuam, C..J., and BevkhIvEY, J.) was 
delivered by 

Petheram, C J - In tins ease we think that the view taken by the Judi¬ 
cial Counnissioner in the ludgment given bv him in the Special Court is right 
on both iioiiits. The first point w'liich has been referred to us and ujion which 
our opinion is required Is, wliothor this matter is a criminal case within the 
meaning ol section (>9 ol the Lower Burma Courts Act.* The learned Recorder 
thinks it IS not a ciimmal e.iso, hut a civil one. Tlie Judicial Commissionei 
thinks it IS a ctiminal case, and, as J said just now, wo agree with the Judicial 
Corainissionei. The punishment winch can be awaidod undei tins section is a 
punishment lor something winch the person to he punished lias done, and is 
not in any wa> an imiiMsonnient to which he is subjected in order to cximpel 
him to do something in tlie future , and tii.ib bungs tlie ease within the defini¬ 
tion of a cuminal ease which is to be found in the various cases which have 
been cited before us 1)\ Hir Cnffith Eiaii>,, winch weie O'Shea v. O'Shea and 
Fainell (L R, 15 1' I), 59), I// /e Ai>hicin (L. K, 25 (^. B J) , 271), i« le 
Fieston (L R , 11 Q B. 11 , 545), Mioris l\ hunam ( L H., J3 Ch 1) , 3.18), and 
Ex parie Mati>de}i (h. B. , 2 Ch D., 7H6) These cases show, as one would 
expect the^ would show, that where [6093 niipiisonmeni, is inflicted as a 
punishment tor somothing done, the case m which it is inflicted is a criminal 
case. To liold anything else would be, in oui opinion, to sacrihce the sub¬ 
stance of the matter to a more question of words , in other words, it would 
be to say that where a man is punished for an olTenco which he has committed 
it IB to be taken as a civil matter when tlie Court winch is authorized to inflict 
the punishment hapiKins to ba a Civil Court. That, as I ^aid just now, would 
be to sacrifice the real intention of *tlie Legislature to a mere form of words. 
We think, tbeietore, that the view taken by the Judicial Commissioner on the 
first point IS correct. ^ 

That being so, the whole inf^ter is befdre us, and we have to consider 
whether the sentence which has been awarded in this case was right. This 
case, to my mind, is identical in principle w'ith the case of Bash Behan Roy 
V. Bkugwan Ckunder Roy (I. L. R., 17 Cal, 209). Jn that case, at page 220, 
I am* reported to have said, "It seems to me to come to 4his, that this case 
shows as clearly as anything can show haw necessary it is that a law of this 
kind, the intention of which is to punish people, should he adminibteied as the 
criminal law is administered ; that is to say, specific offences should be charged 
against people, not technically specific in the sense of a specific form of indict¬ 
ment, but that the Judge and the insolvent and everyone else should know 
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what offeoce tiie man is being tried for, and that the evidence should be directed 
to the ppof of that offence, so that the accused person may be in a position 
to produce the evidence, if he has got any, to rebut the charge of that offence, 
and that the Judge who has to try the case should specifically find what offence 
the insolvent has become guilty of, and in his judgment, and in his order, and 
in the warrant it should appear what the man has done.” 1 think that these 
remarks are as applicable to the case which is before us now as they were appli¬ 
cable in that case, and I entirely adhere to-day to what 1 said then. The 
case before us shows how necessary it U that in cases of this kind these precau¬ 
tions should be adopted. In the present case the offences recited in the 
warrant are not the same offences as those of which the Recorder in his judg¬ 
ment, when he was a member of the Special Court, came to the conclusion that 
this person was guilty. He finds -i different state of things, and he comes to 
the conclusion that this person [610]} was guilty of come other offence which 
is not any of those specifically mentioned in the warrant, as he does not now 
appear to think that he has been guilty of those offences. For the.offence of 
which the learned Recorder would now convict him he has never been tried 
with any of the safeguards with which a criminal trial should be surrounded. 
There has never been anything like a charge formulated , there has never been 
anything like a finding of guilty oi any particular offence, or of the person 
haying been guilty of any series of acts which constituted any particular 
offence. But what is said is, that his explanation of his conduct is so 
unsatisfactory that it ill impossible to suppose that he was not aware how the 
business of the firm was being carried on, and upon that a sentence of two 
years' imprisonment has been passed, without its being found what the parti¬ 
cular transaction of the firm is with which ho is found to be so implicated as 
to be guilty of this offence. 

Under these circumstances wo think that the learned Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner was right on both points , that a reference does lie to this Court upon 
the whole case , and that when the whole case comes to he looked into, it is 
apparent from the judgments themselves that this person has never been tried 
for the offence for which he has been punished in the sense in which a man 
has a right that his case should he tried iiefore he is subjected to punishment. 
With these remarks tlie ca.se will be sent back to the Special Court of Lower 
Burma. , 

Attorney for the Insolvent: Baboo Sittanath Das. 

A. A. C. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Tfce llth July, 189‘-i. 

Pbesent: 

Mb. .Justice Macphebson and Mb. Justice Baner.iee. 

Pantchanan Banerji.Plaintiff 

versus 

Raj Eunjar Guha.Defendant^ 

Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of J.8H5), s. ISS—Jojbnt proprietors — 4rrangetmnt 
with fractional co-sharer, effect of—Separate te^iancy, creation of. 

Where a tenant has agreed tn allow one of several co-sh,irer landlords to deal with hira 
as if he werq his own tenant, without any regard to the [6111 luterists of tho oth 'r co-sh irors, 
the effect is to create a separate tenancy under such fractionnl co-sharcr, and section 188 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act is inapplicable to such a case. 

Gopal Chunder Das v Umesh Narain Chotodhrg (I. Ij. R., 17 Gal., GH5) distinguished. 

The plaintiff, a fractional co-sharer in mehal Chuk Bansbaria, sued to 
recover the sum of Rs. 1,029-7-12 gundas from the defendant, an osut talukdar, 
being the arrears of rent in respect of a 14 annas 8 pi^ share of tiie osut taluk 
from 1292 to 129f5 B.SF. The defendant’s predecessors in title, from whom the 
defendant purchased in 1288, executed in favour of the plaintiff a registered 
kahuliyat in Choitro 1286 in respect of 661 bighas 3f cuttahs. Against them 
the plaintiff obtained a rent decree, in course of execution whereof a solehnama 
or compromise was entered into on the 17th April 1886 (5th Bysack 1292) 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, under which solehnama the defendant 
paid the existing arrears of rent and agreed to pay rent thereafter, upon 
measurement being made, at the rate of Re. 1 per bigha, for the lands found to 
bo comprised in his tenure. The plaintiff measured the lands in Choitro 1294, 
when the area of the defendant’s land was found to be 711 bighas 4 cottahs 
The present suit was brought to recover rent for the above area at tho rate of 
Re. 1 per bigha. 

The kahuliyat of Choitro 1286 recognised in express terms the tight of 
the plaintiff to deal with the tenanuS of the osin taluk in respect of his 
14 annas 8 pie share, or 661 bighas cottahs, without reference to the rights 
of the other co-sharer landlords. 

The defendant contended that the plaintiff, being a fractional co-sharer, 
could not measure the land or institute a suit to cnhanct? the rent; that he was 
not bound by his predecessor’s kabiAiyat of 1286, and was entitled to repudiate 
the solehnama. He further denied the accuracy of the plaintiff’s measurement. 

Upon the issue being raised whether the plaintiff, being a fractional co- 
sharer, was entitled to measure thesdefendant’s'land and sue for rent upon the 
increased area, the Court of First Instance held that the defendant was bound 
by his own voluntary act and solehnama, and also by his predecessor’s kabuli- 
yat, and disallowed [819] the objection, holding that the decision in Gopal 
ChunUer Das v. Umesh Narain Chov>dhry (1. L. R., 17 Cal.,*695) was inappli¬ 
cable to the case. The Court further held 4hat it would be inequitable to bind 
the defendant by an ex-parte measurement, and found the quantity of assessable 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1241 of 1891, against the decree of A. H. Collins, 
Eeq., Dietriot Judge of Jessore, dated the 18th of May 1891, modifying the decree of Babu 
Koylaah Chunder Mukerjee, Subordinate Judge of Khulna, dated the 2lHt of January 1691. 
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land to be 679 bighas. Deducting certain payments admitted to have been 
made by tbe defendant, the Court decreed the plaintilT’s claim to the extent of 
Bs. 867-^ aimas. 

The defendant appealed. Upon the issue above mentioned, the Lower 
.Appellate Court observed as follows ;— 

“ It IS urged in appeal that the plaintii, being a fractional co-sharer, 
cannot maintain the suit for additional rent for excess land, and the ruling of 
Gopal (jimndfr Das v. (hnesh Sfarain Chowdhty (I. L. K., 17 Cal., 695) is 
relied upon The lower Court has disallowed this plea on the giounds that 
the plaiiiuiff collects his rent separately, and that the defendant, having agreed 
in the solehnama to pay the additional rent after measurement, cannot be now 
allowed to i-epudiate his agreement. 1 am of opinion that the lowei Court is 
wrong in tlie view taken by it The defendant undoubtedly agreed to pay the 
additional rent, but that does not validate tlio suit. The ruling above quoted 
is liasod on the principle that where there are several co-sharers in an estate no , 
one of them can effect any change m the area or rental or conditions of any ten¬ 
ancy held under them. If tliis suit is allowed, the effect will be tliat tbe 
original tenancy of the defendant will bo altered, and the area of that tenancy 
will be altered by the act of a fractional co-sharer behind the back of the other 
oo-propnetors It is distinctly laid clown ui the ruling above quoted that the 
right of the several co-sharers to realize their rent soparatelv stands on cpiite a 
separate footing, and that such an arrangeuieiit gives rise to no cnange m the 
tenanev or in the a'’oa of the tenure, but is mevelv an arrangement bv which 
rent can be conveniently paid I am of opinion, tliorofoie, tliat tlio suit lor 
additional rent c.aiinot be maintained hy tlio plaintiff 1 do not think that the 
agreement in the solehnama can give the plmnbift a right which the law says he 
has not got If heroiiftor the .suit is properly brought, it will be a matter tor con- 
sider.ition wliether the defendant will be bound by the solehnama The plaintiff 
has [8i3i also under s. IHH of the Tenanev Act uo right as eo-sliarer to cause 
the tenure to he measured As the tonuio li.is been measured hy the Court at 
the instance of the plaintiff in this suit, and a-, the moasuroiuont before made 
bv plaintiff liimsyli was not acted on, it appears chat the remarks of the lower 
Court do not apply. It is distinctly laid down in Mohcch .Hi v, Ainrei Rai 
(1. L. B , 17 Cal, 538) th'.t fractional oo-sliarers cannot moasiive or proceed 
under s. 158 or s. 99 of tlie ■ Tenancy Act T think, therefore, that 
the plaintiff’s suit must fail for the above reasons so fai as ho has claimed 
additional rent.” 

Upon the view tiaken h\ liim of this issue, the learned District Judge con¬ 
sidered it unuecessarv to deride the other issues in the case, and gave the plain¬ 
tiff a decree for Bs. 58V)-4, heing the rent due upon the previous area for the 
year 129ii. 

From this decision the plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Dr. Troyliikhyanuth MittoriUnd Baboo Lai Behai y, Mill nr appeared for the 
appellant. 

Baboo Joyenh Chuuder Hoy appeared for the respondent. 

The judgment of the Court (NJ vcpherson and Baneii raE, -TJ.) was aa 
follows : — c 

Wo think the District Judge has committed an error in holding on the 
strength of the decision cited by him— Gopal Chunder Das v. Umesh Narain 
(Jfwwdhry (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 695)—that this suit is not maintainable. The 
present case is, we think, clearly disbingui.ffvihle from that case. It isbasedon 
akabuliyat executed by the defendant, and looking at that document as a whole, 
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the effect of it clearly was to oreate a separate tenancy under the plaintiff. 
The kabuliyat sets out the total area of the land, the area which proportion¬ 
ately would belong to the plaintiff; and the defendant stipulates to pay the 
plaintiff rent for that area. It gives the plaintiff a right to measure the land, 
and the defendant undertakes l^o pay increased rent for any increase that may 
be found over the area for which rent is paid, and he is entitled to a deduction 
for any diminution in the area. It is quite obvious that in the case of Qopal 
Chunder Das v, Omesh Naratn Chowdhry (I. L. B., 17 Cal., 696) there was no 
such agreement. In that case there was a mere undertaking [614] by the 
tenant to pay to each of the landlords their proportionate share of the rent, and 
it was held that the effect of that arrangement was not to split up the tenancy, 
or create a separate tenancy under each of the landlords. Here the tenant, by 
his own act, has given the plaintiff' the power to deal with him as if he was his 
tenant alone, without any regard to the interests of the co-sharers, and should 
the defendant be subjected to separate suits, at the instance of the co-sharers 
either with reference to enhan'ced rent or measurement, he has no reason to 
complain. 

The District Judge has dismissed the case, but the ground on which he has 
done so does not dispose of the questions which were raised. We think it is 
necessary here to notice one of them, and that is the solehnamah, which the 
defendant executed some few years after the kabuliyat, in oxecution of a decree 
on which the tenure bad been attached. That solehnamah states the rent to be 
less than that specified in the kabuliyat; but it contains'an agreement by which, 
on the measurement of the tenure, the defendant would be iiableto pay a higher 
rent for any increase, with effect from the year 1291, than he would be liable to 
under the agreement. Now, the plaintiff did not set up this solehnamah. He 
rested his case, as set out in the plaint, entirely on the kabuliyat. The plaint 
makes no reference to the solehnamah. The defendant set up the solehnamah, 
and contended that he was only bound to pay as rent the amount'therein 
specified. What he wishes to do is to take advantage of the solehnamah as 
regards the amount of rent payable, repudiating the terms which would make 
him under certain circumstances liable to pay a higher rent than he would be 
required to pay under the kabuliyat. It is quite clear that he cannot be per¬ 
mitted to set up a case like that. The solehnamah must be taken as a whole 
or not at all. In our opinion the objectioq which the defendant took, that the 
document was inadmissible, must prevail 

The case must go back to the District Judge to he decided according to 
the claim as set out in the plaint, viz., with reference to the rent specified in 
the kabuliyat, to the area as found on maasurement, and to the amount of 
rent which may be due in accordance with its terms. ^ 

A. A. C. • Case remanded. 


NOTES. 

tThis was followed in (l3oa) 7 C.W.N., 93; (1905^ 2 C L.J . 534 ; (1903) 7 C.W.N., 670. 
In (1896) 25 Cal., 917 this was diatingui<«hcd having turned on the torms of the 
Kabuliyat in it.] 
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[618] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 18th November, 1891. 

PBEBENT ; 

Mr. Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Ameer All 

Lalesaor Babui and others.Plaintiffs 

vet'HUs 

Janki Bibi.Defendant.’*’ 


Claims for possession and mesne profits—Distinct claims—Separate suits — 
Joinder of causes of action—Civil Procedure Code 
{Act XIV of 188a), ss. 43, 44. 

ClaiutR for the recovery of possession of immoveable property and for mesne ’profits are 
.distinct claims, and separate suits will lie in respect of each claim. 

Section 44 of the Code of Civil Procedure merely permits the joinder in one suit of a 
claim for recovery of immo^'eable property with one for mesne profits in regard to the same 
property. 

Ktshan Lai BoyM. Shaiui Chunder Motumdar (I. L R., 8 Oal., 59S ; 10 C. L. B., 359), 
Mon Mohun Sirkarv. The Secretary of State for India in Council (I. L. R., 17 Cal , 968), 
and Madan Mohun Lai v. Lola Sheoianker Sahai (I. L. R , 1‘i Cal., 482) referred to. 
Venkobay. Subbanna (I. L. R., 11 Mad., 151) dissented from. 

This was a suit for mesne profits On the 13th September 1887 (13th 
Assin 1295) the plaintiffs instituted a suit for the recovery of possession of 
certain immoveable property, hut did not join with it a claim for mesne 
profits, ami on the 25th May 1888 obtained a decree for possession. They 
did not execute their decree or obtain possession, but fearing lest a portion of 
their claim for mesne profits would be barred by limitation, on the 26th June 
1888 they instituted the present suit for mesne profits for the years 1292 to 
1295 Fuali {IB84--88) inclusive. 

The Sub-Judge decreed the suit, but on appeal the District Judge, relying 
upon the authority of the cases of Venkoba v. Subbanna (T. L. B., 11 Mad., 
151) and Lalji Mai v. Hulasi (1. Ii. B., 3 All., 660), dismissed the claim for 
mesne profits for the years 1292, 1293 and 1294, the period prior to the institu¬ 
tion of the suit for the recovery of possession, on the ground that it was 
barred by s. 43 of the Civil Prooeduie Code. 

[ 616 ] The plainti^s appealed to the H]gh Court. 

Baboo Abinash Chunder Bannerjee for the appellants. 

Mr. C. Gregory and Baboo Jogesh Chunder Dcy tor the respondent. 

The judgment of the Cofirt (PRiNSKr and Ameeb Ali, .TJ.) was as 
follows:— 

The plaintifis obtained a decree for possession of certain immoveable 
property on the 25th May 1888. They have not yet executed tfiat decree or 
taken possession, bmt fearing that a portion of their claim for mesne pifofits 
would become barred, they, on the 26th June 1888, brought this suit for mesne 
profits for the years 1292 to 1295 Fusli. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1508 of 1890 against the decree of A. G, Brett, Esq., 
Judge of Tirhut, dated the 24th of July 1890, modifying the decree of Baboo Matadia, 
Subordinate Judge of that district, dated the Slst December 1868. 
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The Distrioc Judge has dismissed the claim for mesne profits for the 
period atibeoedent to the date of the institution of the suit for recovery of 
possession, and has, in this respect, modified the decree of the Court of First 
Instance in favour of the plaintiffs. He relies upon the oases of Venkoba v. 
Subbana (I. L. B., 11 Mad., 151) and Lalji Malv. Ilulasi (I. L. B., 3 All. 660) 
for holding that a portion of the claim for mesne profits is barred by the 
operation of s. 43 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

The question raised before us, therefore, is whether a person suing for 
recovery of immoveable property and entitled at that time, if ho succeeds in 
that suit, to mesne profits, is bound to include that claim in his suit; or in 
other words, whether, if hC should fail to include such claim for mesne profits 
in that suit, he is barred from claiming them thereafter. 

We cannot find that the tule adopted by the learned District Judge is in 
accordance with the practice of the Courts in Bengal, or has been adopted in 
any reported decision. It is unnecessary to refer to the decisions of this Court 
before 1H82 because in that year a Full Bench of this Court in the case of 
Kishori Lai Boy v. Sharut Ghundcr Mozumdar (T. L. B., 8 Cal., 593 ; 10 
C. L. B., 359) declared the law in this resjiect prevailing in Bengal. The learned 
Chief Justice expresses himself in these terms •—“ Having regard both to the 
practice of the Courts and to the language of tiie Legislature, it seems to me 
[617] that in this country the policy of the law has always been to allow a 
plaintiff to enforce a claim for possession of land and for mesne profits, either 
in one suit or two, as>be might think proper ; but at tlie same time to induce 
him, if there is no reason to the contrary, to dispose of his whole claim in one 
suit only." The latest case on the subject is Mon Mohun Strkar v. The Secte- 
tary of State for India in Council (I. L. K , 17 Cal., 968), in which the same 
principle is adopted. In the view that we take of sections 43 and 44 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, claims to recover possession of immoveable property 
and for mesne profits are distinct claims, and there has been no alteration of 
the law in this respect between section 10, Act VIII of 1859, and tlie present 
Code, although, no doubt, tliff terms of the law of 1859 were more precise. 
The cause of action and the nature of the suit iii each case are altogether differ¬ 
ent. Section 44, as we read it, merely permits joinder in one suit of a claim 
for recovery of immoveable property with one for mesne profits in regard to 
the same property. The case of Lalji Jdal v. Hulas/ (I. L. B., ,3 All., 660), 
is not lu point. W^e are unable to accept the view laid down in the case of 
Venkoba v Subbanna (I L. R,, 11 Mad., 151). .48 we understand the facts 

on which the judgment of their Lordships in the Privy Council in t.he case of 
Madan Mohun Lalv. Lain Sheosank/r Sti^iai (1 L. R., 12 Cal , 482) is based, 
and which are more fully set out in the judgraent ol this Court then under 
appeal [see ivAeo Shunkur Sahoy y- Hridoy Narnin (I. Li. R., 9 Cal., 143) I, they 
do not support the conclusion arrived at by the Madras Court We, therefore, 
set aside the judgment of the District Judge modifying that of the Subordinate 
.Tudge, and restore the decree of the First Coijrt in its entirety. The appellants 
will receive costs in this Court and the Lower Appellate Court. 

C. D. P. Appeal allowed. 

• NOTES. • 

c See also (1908) 31 Mad., 40.5 ; (1908) 32 Mad , 330 , (1895) 17 All., .538 : (1907) 34 Oal.. 
338; (1908) 30 All., 325; (1902) P.B , 78 ; (1914) 88 Bom., 444.] 


Editor’s note .—The same point arose in appeal from Appellate Decree No. 319 of 1891, 
heard and decided by Fbinsbp and HlIiL, JJ.. on the 24th March 1892. Their Ijordships 
followed the above ruling. 
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The lath February and 6th March, 1892. 

Present; 

Lords Hobhouse, Macnaohten, and Hannen, and SieR. Couch. 

Saroda Prosunno Pal and another.Plaintiffs 

versus 

Sham Lai Pal and another..Defendants. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta. I 


Evidence oj title—Commission of partition. 

Under a coininibbion of parfcitiou isaucd bv the Supreme Court, land m Calcutta was 
apportioned among tho inumbors of a family, and the allotments were confirmed by a final 
decree in 1SS5. „ 

In this suit, brought m 1884, the plamtifi claimed through one of the family, a parcel of 
land, by roferonoe to one of the allotments so made. Tho defence, which was made b> set¬ 
ting up a title through the widow of him who received the allotment, was not proved ; but 
the correctness of the area allotted was also in dispute, and the Appellate Court excluded 
part from tho decree, made by tho First Court for the whole. 

It appeared to tho Judicial Committee that there was no ground for assuming that the 
members of the family, who wore parties to the partition suit, were under any mistake as to 
the family property, or that there was any error, or want of due care, on the part of the Com- 
missionors of partition, whoso proceedings had been regular : nor had there been any adverse 
claim to any part of the .allotted land. The First Court’sdocrcH) w.is restored. 

APPEAli from a decree {16th August 1888), of tho High Court, in part 
reversing a decree (26th March 1888) of the Court in its original jurisdiction. 

In this suit, brought in 1884, the late plaintiff, Raiohurn Pal, whose 
executors were the present appellant^, sued for possession of4 bighas IScottahs 
of land in Calcutta, to which he was entitled through his nephew Khetter 
Oh under Pal, deceaseif in 1837. Piarimoni, widow of the latter, had been 
entitled to the land for her widow's estate during the years inter¬ 
vening from the death of her husband till she died in 1884. Through 
her the defendants claimed, alleging a mortgage made by her in 1867, 
followed by a decree, and a judicial sale to them, whereby after¬ 
wards, according to them, the land became vested in the second C®l9] 
defendant, as benamidar for his father, the first defendant, and they also 
alleged a purchase by her of part out of her own money. 

« • 

The plot had been apportioned to Khetter Chunder, who was grandson of 
Rogboo Nath Pal, decea^ in 1819, the estate of the latter having been allotted 
in shares to his descendants by a commission of partition in the Supreme 
Court, confirmed by a final decree in 1896, tho parties taking undisturbed 
possession, each of his allotment. The defence was not established. The area 
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of the plot that was, or should have been, allotted to Khetter Chunder on the 
partition was, however, disputed, with the result that, in the original jurisdio- 
tion, Trevelyan, J., decreed the whole plot claimed; but the appellate 
Court’s judgment, delivered by WILSON. J. (Pbtheram, O.J., and Tottenham, 
J., concurring) reduced the area decreed by bigha 4 cottahs. 

On this appeal Mr. J. D. Mayno appeared for the appellants. 

The respondents did not appear. Their Lordships’ judgment was 
delivered by 

Sir R> Couoht -On the.25ih September 1822 a suit was brought in the 
Supreme Court at Calcutta on the Equity side by fssar Chunder Pal, one of 
the sons of Boghoo Nath PaJ, deceased, and Khetter Chunder Pal, son and 
heir* of Tarachund Pal, deceased, another son of Boghoo Nath, against the 
other members of their family, which was an undivided Hindu family, to have 
the will of Boghoo Nath established and tlie provisions thereof carried into 
effect, and* to have a partition of the immoveable estate of Boghoo Nath, subject 
to the provisions of his will. On the 22nd April 1823, by an order of the 
Supreme Court, Commissioners were appointed to make the partition, with 
power to examine the parties and their witnesses on oath, and to compel the 
production of documents On the 28th -June 182>5 the Commissioners made 
their report, and thofeby certified that they had allotted to Khetter Chunder 
Pal, with other property, a portion of tenanted ground in Deehee Entally, 
called Sontose’s garden containing by admeasurement about four bigbas and 
thirteen cottahs, and included wnthin the boundary line coloured green in the 
map of the garden annexed to the report. The map is in existence. There 
is no doubt that Khetter Ghunder’s allotment, [620] as delineated on the 
map, does contain four bighas and thirteen cottahs. And there is no 
question as to the exact position and boundary line of that allotment 

Khetter Chunder died intestate, and without issue, in 1837. leaving 
Pianmoni Dossee his sole widow-and heiress Piarimoni died in 1884, aud 
thereupon Baichurn Pal became the heir of Khettor Chunder, and entitled to 
his estate. In August 1885, Baichurn Pal brought a suit in the High Court, 
in its ordinary original civil jurisdiction, against the respondents for posses¬ 
sion of four liiglias thirteen cottahs of Sontose's garden, as having been allotted 
to Khetter Chunder hv tlie decree in the partition suit The plaint alleged 
that, from the time of the decree down to the l.iuie of his death, Khetter 
Chunder was in possession of the piece of land so allotted to him, and that 
after his death Piarimoni had possession foj^ manv vears, and that the defend¬ 
ants were then in possession. Besides lolying on a Hindu widow's power of 
alienation in case of neoossity, the written statement eff Sham Lai, the real 
defendant, denied that Boghoo NatTi died possossed of the four highas thirteen 
cottahs, and alleged that within the land the subject-matter of the suit about 
one bigha of land, described inaccurately in ^he conveyance and in a subse¬ 
quent pottah thereof as sixteen cotths, liad been purchased by Piarimoni with 
her own monevs from one Sheik Budooroodiu under a bill of sale dated 
the 25th December 1834, and never was part of the estate of Boghoo 
Nath. The main defence failed. But both Courts have dealt with the 
minor point suggested by Sham Lai. The learned Judg^ of the Court of 
Appeal, differing from tho Judge of First Instance, have found or placed within 
Khetter Chunder’s allotment Budooroodin’s sixteen cottaiis, now developed 
into one bigha four cottahs. In ^der to arrive at this result they assume a 
blunder on the part of the Partition Gommissioners, and an adverse title to part 
of the aUotment extinguished in 1834 by Piarimoni’s purchase. 
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The defendant Sham Lai derived his title to the premises under a mort¬ 
gage granted by Fiarimoni to one Lokenath on the 7th August 1867. The 
mortgage deed is in English form. It contains two important recitals. In 
the first place it recites that Khetter Ghuoder “ was in his lifetime and at the 
time of his [680 death seized j^nd possessed ’’ among other property of the 
four bighas and 13 oottahs, formerly called Sontose's garden. That is 
the piece of land allotted to Khetter Chunder on the partition. Then it recites 
Budooroodin’s conveyance of the 16 cottalis. They are described as “ adjoin¬ 
ing to the said piece or parcel of land measuring four bighas and 13 oottahs 
hereinbefore mentioned, and forming together one entire piece or parcel of land 
measuring five bighas and nine cottahs.” The deed proceeds to convey to 
Lokenath by way of mortgage among other property " all that piece or parcel of 
land . . . measuring five bighas and nine chittacks or thereabouts,’^ de¬ 

scribing it by its abuttals. Now the first observation which arises in reference 
to this deed is this :—It is directly at variance with the allegations of the 
principal defendant in his written statement. The defendant alleges that the 16 
oottahs conveyed to Fiarimoni by Budooroodin were within the ambit of the four 
bighas and IS cottahs allotted to Khotter Chunder. The mortgage deed shows 
that they were two distinct properties, adjoining but not intermixed. In the 
next place it is to be observed that in 186K, when Baichurn Pal brought a suit 
against Fiarimoni and Lokenath to impeach Piariraoni’s dealings with her 
husband’s estate, Lokenath put in a defence on oath, in which he stated that 
from the title-deeds id his possession he believed that the four bighas and 
thirteen cottahs, with certain house property, did belong to Khetter Chunder 
in his lifetime, but he alleged that the rest of the property in the mortgage was 
held under a different title. He said he was not bound to disclose his title to it, 
and therefore he objected to produce the mortgage deed. He added that on 
the occasion oY the mortgage the title to the property was investigated by his 
attorney. Nothing could show more plainly that the theory on which the 
judgment under appeal proceeds had not been invented in the year 1868. 

Lokenath, suing on his mortgage, obtained a decree tor sale in default of 
payment of the amount due. The land in mortgage was sold under the 
decree on the 19th February 1870. It was bouglit by one Modoosoodun 
Dutt. On the Ist December 1877 Modoosoodun Dutt became insolvent. 
His property was put up for sale in lots by the Official Assignee. At the 
auction the defendant Sham Lai*in the name of his son, the co-defendant, 
[ 622 ] bought Lot 2. Lot 2 was conveyed to him by deed dated the 4th 
August 1880. On examining this deed it seems clear that Lot 2 is the piece 
of land allotted to Khetter Chunde^ Pal on the partition, diminished slightly in 
extent by some encroachments which are noted by Mr. Cantwell, who surveyed 
the property on behalf*of the plaincilff in 1888. Lot 2 is described as “ contain¬ 
ing by estimation four bighas and three chiltacks, and 13 square feet, more or 
less." The record is silent as to the other lots, among which Budooroodin’s 
16 cottahs if they exist might not improbably be found. But it would, in their 
Lordships’ opinion, be an ufiprofitable task to enquire what has become of 
these 16 cottahs, and what is their precise situation. The plaintiff does not 
claim them. The defe*ndant Sham Lai has not connected himself with them 
by any document of title or anything that can be described as evidence. 

Under these eircumstanees, Mr. Justice Trevelyak, who heard the case in 
the first insttmco, was satisfied that the land in dispute belonged—the whole 
of it—to Khetter Chunder Pal,” and he mebde a decree to the effect that 
possession of the premises should be delivered to the plaintiff. 

The defendant Sham Lai appealed* to the High Court in its appellate 
jurisdiction. The learned Judges who heard the appeal have modified the 

m 
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decree of the lower Coart by excluding from it one bigha and four oottahs, as 
representing Budooroodin’s 16 cottabs, measured off in a position determined 
apparently by mere guesswork. 

Their Lordships are of opinion that there is no ground for assuming 
that the members of Boghoo Nath’s family, who were parties to the suit for 
partition, were under any mistake as to the property which belonged to their 
father, or that there was any error or want of due care on the part of the 
Commissioners (whose proceedings appear to thoir Lordships to have been 
perfectly regular), or that there was ever any adverse claim to any part of the 
land allotted to Khetter Chunder Pal. 

Their Lordships think-the title of the plaintiff to the land claimed in the 
plaint was proved, and they will humbly advise Her Majesty to affirm the 
decree of Mr. .lustioe TrevelyI^N, to [628] reverse the decree of the Appellate 
Court, and to order the appeal to it to be dismissed with costs The respondent. 
Sham Lai Pal, will pay the costa of this appeal 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the appellant: Messrs. WrentTtiore and Swinliner 
C. B. 


[19 Cal. 828] 

FULL BENCH. 

The 1st August, 1S9S. 

Present• 

Sir W. Comer Pbtheram, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr Justice, Pbinsbp, 
Mr. Justice Trevelyan, Mr. Justice Ghose, 

AND Mr. Justice Ameer Ali. 


Makhan Lai Pal.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bunku Behari Ghose and another.Defendants. 


Transfer of Property Act {IV*of 1SS2), s. 64, para. 8—Transfer of 
Property Act Amendment Act {III of lb85), s. 3.—Immoveable 
property of value*less than one htindred rupees, transfer of— 

Suit by purchaser for possession when vendor is out 
of possession. 

The transfer by sale of tangible immoveable property of a value less than one hundred 
rupees ban be effected only by one of the two modes mentioned in s. M, paragraph 8 of the 
Transfer of Property Act, viz., by a registered mstcument or by delivery of possession. 

Khatu Bibi v. Madkurnm Barsick (1. L. B., 16 pal., 623) overruled. 

'Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 842 of 1891, against the decree of F. W. Baicook, 
Esq., District Judge of Burdwan, dated thcrlTth March 1891, affirming the decree of Baba 
Monmoth Nath Qhatterji, First Munsif of Katwa, dated the 6th February 1890. 


863 





MAKHAN LAL PAIi V. 


t.L.R. 19 Cal 694^ 

This case was referred to a Full Bench by Prinsep and BanebjEE, JJ. The 
facts suiiioiently appear from the following order of reference:— 

“ The plaintiiT sues to recover certain land in the possession of defendant 
Bo. 1. It has been found that defendant No. 1 conveyed to defendant No. 2 
by ^n unregistered instrument; that defendant No. 2 conveyed to the plaintiff 
by a registered instrument; and that defendant No. 1 has, notwithstanding this 
transaction, remained in possession. 

C65J4] ‘ ‘ The District Judge h.is dismissed the suit, holding that the con¬ 
veyance to the defendant No. 2, notwithstanding that it was for immoveable 
property of Joss tlian Rs. 100 in value, being unnjgistered and not accompanied 
bv delivery of possession, is invalid. 

“ This is opposed to the case of Khatu hth^ v. Mrulhurnm Barsiok (I.L II, 
16 Cal , 622), and as we have doubt as to the correctness of tlie law there 
laid down, we refer to a Full Hencli the following questions : - 

“ (i) Can the transfer bv sale of tangible immoveable property*of a value 
less than onp hundred rupees be effected only by one of the two modes men¬ 
tioned in 8. 54, paragraph 3 of the Transfer of Property Act, viz., by a registered 
instrument or by delivery of possession ? and 

“ (ii) Does a conveyance of sucli property, not by registered document or 
by delivety of possession, confer any title on the vendee so as to entitle him 
to transfer it to a third person ?” 

Baboo Karuna Sindhu Mukerji appeared for the appellant. 

Baboo Saroda Chum Mitter appeared for the respondents. 

Baboo Karuna Sindhu Section 64, paragraph 3, of the Transfer 

of Property Act, is not exhaustive or imperative, [Khatu Bihi v. Madhuram 
Barsick (I. L. K., 16 Cal., 622)] ; and the omission of the word ‘ only ’ which 
occurs in the preceding paragraph is significant. The remarks of GaktH, C.J., 
in Narain Chundei' Chuckerbutty v Dataram Iloy [I. L. R., 8 Cal., 597 (612)] 
are obiter. The Amending Act (III of 1880) provided that this section should 
Joe read as supplemental to the Indian Begistration Act (III of 1877). '.Sections 
59, 107, and 123 of the Transfer of Property Act, and ss. 48, 49, and 50 of the 
Begistration Act were also referred to.] The plaintiff can enforce the contract 
of sale, using the unregistered deed evidence, Monomothonath Day v. Sree 
Nath Ghose (20 W. B., 107); Luchmeeput Singh Doogur v. Mirza Khyrat Ah 
[12 W. B., (F. B.), ll]. A reasonable construction should be placed on the 
Act, and the defendant should not be allowed to avail himself of the non¬ 
registration of the document. • 

[825] Babu Saroda CJiurn Mittei, —I submit the view of the sections taken by 
Garth, O.J., in Naram Chunder Cdiuckerhvtty ■w. Dataram Boy [I.L.B., 8 Cal., 
697 (612)] is the correct one, and the case of Khatu Btbi v. Madhuram 
Barsick (I. L. B., 16 Cal., 622) should be overruled. ^ 

The opinion of the Full Bench (Petheram, C.J., Prinsep, Trevelyan, 
Ghose, and Ameer Ali, JJ.) was delivered by • 

PrinsdP) J*—This reference to a Full Bench has been made by me, sitting 
with Mr. Justice Banrbjee, because we had reason to doubt the correctness of 
the opinion expreased in Khatu Bibi v, Madhuran Barsick (1. L E., 16 Cal., 
622), decided by Mr. Justice Trevelyan and myself. The first question refer¬ 
red, and this is the only question which it is necessary for us to answer, having 
regard to the opinion at which we have arrived, is ;—Can the transfer by sale 
of tangible immoveable property of a value less than Rs. 100 be effected only by 
one of the two modes mentioned in section 54, paragraph 3 of the Transfer of 
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Property Act, i.e., either by a registered instrument or by delivery of posseS' 
sion, and in no other way ? 4 

In the case of Khatu Bthi v. Madhuram liarsick (1. L. B., 16 Cal., 622), it 
was held that a transfer bv aale of tangible immoveable property oi a value less 
than Bs. 100 could be effected by an unregistered instrument not accompanied 
by delivery of possession. The judgment proceeded on the terms of paragraph 3, 
section 54, of the Transfer of Propeity Act, wliich, it was held, was not 
exhaustive, and diil not alter the previouslv existing law expressed in sections 
17 and 49 of the Btgistratioii Act, under which transfers of property of such 
value could be effected by uniegistered instruments, registration not being 
compulsory, home weight was also given to vi hat has now turned out to be a 
misapprehension of the law m consequence of the enactmentof Act III of 1885. 
That Act consists of only a fov? sections, sect'ou 3 of which is alone applicable 
to the matter now before us, and that section, read hv itself, cunveys no 
definite moaning, and even .when applied to the Transfei of Property 
Act, is expressed in tcims which are not easily intelligible. That C626] 
provision of the law, it may bo ohsorved, was not cited to the referring Benchin 
the course of the argument hy the pliMders in the case, and was overlooked by 
Mr .Justice Banejuek and myself. We endoa\oured to reconcile’the terms of 
tlio Transfer of Propcitv Act and tlie Bogistratiun Act, and were of opinion that 
the mode suggested by us afforded the only possilile means of reconciliation. 

Having liad the question ro-argued iind having regard to the terms of the 
Act of IHH.q, we do not think there is any condiei between the two Acts The 
intention (d the .Vet ol IMHi, no diinlit, Mas to olear away s diflicnlby which had 
aiisen and whicli was referred to in the eonise of the decision of the Pull 
Bench in Narnin ChiiH'l>‘r ('huckeihiittf/ \ Jhtlaiaiii lioy (I L B., 8 Cal., 597). 

It declares that section 51 ol the Tianslei of I’loperty Act shall he read as 
supplemental tii the Kemstration Act Mil oi 1H77). Its etteet, therefore, is to 
make section 54, naragraph 3, ahsolute, in i-o far iis it prescribes that a transfer 
of ownership hy sale ol tangible iinnioveahle piupertius of a value less than 
Bs. 100 can bo tn.ule onh liv a u gistered instrument or by delivery of the 
property, and that, if made otherwise, as in the case now before us, by an 
unregistered instrument unaccompanied b\ possession, tlie transfer oi sale is 
inoperative and so it confeis no title on I he vendee. 

*■ 

The plaintiff, in the case before us, states that defeiid.int No. 1, as the 
proprietor of some land of a value less than Bs 100, sold it by an unregistered 
instrument to defendant No 2 wilhom. delrtrery of possession, and that be pur¬ 
chased from defendant No 2 bv arcgistcu d instrument •He now sues to recover 
possession from defendant No I, tlie vendor of bis vendor, who, notwithstanding 
that he has sold by an unregistered i'ytrmuent and obtained the purchase-money, 
still holds possession TJie plaintifrs title to sue, theiefore, depends upon that 
of his vendor , and his vendor having, under 4ilielaw as above expressed, an 
invalA title, would he unable to enforce that title in a suit for ejectment The 
case is, no doubt, one of some hardship, hecjiuse defendant No. 1, who has 
obtained the value of the land sold, is thus able to obstruct [6273 
the •possession of Ins vendee. We think, however, tlmt the plaintiff has 
plao^ himself in such a position that the Court can afford him no relief in this 
suit, as it is now before us in second appeal. In his petition of appeal he 
merely contends that his conveyance is 'a valid instrument, and that on it he 
is entitled to be put in possession. Tlie case, moreover, was tried in both the 
lower Courts on issues directed solely to this purpose. It is impossible at 
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this stage of the case to change the nature of the suit. The answer to the first 
question put must! therefore, be in the affirmative. It is unnecessary to answer 
the second question. The appeal must he dismissed with costs. 


A. A. C. 


MOTES. 

[ See (1894) 22 Cal., 179 where this case wae followed : also (1909) 82 Mad., 632.3 
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APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 

The 7th June, 1892. 

Present : 

Mr. .Ta.sTicR O’Kinkaly and Mr. .Justice Amber .\li. 


.Tukni alias Parbati 
versus 

Queen-Empress."" 


Bigamy—Sagat or mkka marriage—Relinquishment of wife —Penal 

Code, s. 494. 

' a 

4 conviction under s. 494t of the Indian Penal Code cannot be supported where there is 
evidence to show that, by the custom of the c»ste, savat or mic&a marriage was admissible 
and that the husband had relinquished his wife. 


In re Mussamut Chaniia (7 C L. R., 354) followed. 

In this case the appellant, Jukni alias Parbati, was charged with the otfenc o 
of having married again during the lifetime of her. husband, under s. 494 of 
the Penal Code. 

The case for the prosecution was that Jukni was the duly married wife of 
one Matilal Saha, that she lived with him for several years, and that in 
February 1892 she went through a form of marriage with one Dukhu Saha 
while her mtfTriage with Matilal was subsisting 

[6283 The defence was that although Jukni was married to Matilal 6aha, 
yet he (Matilal) havidg relinquished her, she was entitled to marry another 
person in accordance with the custom of the caste to which they both belonged. 


'Criminal Appeal No. 457 of 1892,'against the order passed by H. Beveridge, Esq., 
Sessions Judge of Murshida^ad, dated the 10th of May 1892 


f [ Sec. 494 -—Whoever, having a husband or vfife living, marries in any case in which 


Marrying again during 
the lifetime of husband or 
wife. 


such marriage is voi< 
life of suoh husband 


y reasoie of its taking place during the 
wife, shall be punished with imprison¬ 
ment of either description for a tefm which may extend to seven 
years, anft shall also be liable to fine. ^ 


Exception .—This seotion does not extend to any person whose marriage with suoh 
husband or wife has been declared void by a Court of competent jurisdiction, nor to any 
person who contracts a marriage during thejifeof a former husband or wife, if suoh hu^nd 
or wife, at the time of the subsequent marriage, shall have been continually absent from snob 


person for the spaoe of seven years, and shall not have been heard of by suoh person as baiw g 
alive within that time, provided the person oontracting such subsequent marriage shall, before 
suoh marriage takes place, inform the person with whom suoh marriage is contracted, of the 
real state of fhots to far as the same ate within his or her knowledge.! 
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Both the assessors, who aided the Judge in trying the ease, found Jukni 
□ot guilty of the offence, one of them being of opinion thatMatilal Saha had 
relinquished her, and the other that the custom of sagai or nikka marriage 
prevailed in the caste. , 

The Judge held that Matilal Saha had not relinquished Jukni, and con¬ 
victed her of an offence under s. 494 of the Penal Code, and sentenced 
her to three months’ rigorous imprisonment. Jukni appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Jogesh Chiinder Dey for the Appellant. 

^ The Deputy Legal Bemembranoer (Mr. Kdby) for the Crown. 

During the argument Mr. Kilby cited and relied on the case of Beg. v. 
Samhhu Raghu (I. L. B., 1 Bom., 347) and referred to In re Mus’^amut Chamia 
(7 C. L. B.. 364). 

The judgment of the Court (O’KiNEALY and Ameek Ali, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

This )8 an appeal from the decision of the Additional Sessions Judge of 
Murshidabad, convicting Jukni of an offence under s. 494 ot the Indian 
Penal Code, and sentencing her to three months’ rigorous imprisonment. 

The case is hardly distinguishable in any point from the case of In re 
Mmsamat Charrna (7X3. L. B., 354). The defence in that case, as in this case 
was, that by the custom of the caste sagai marriage or mkka, which generally 
means a second marriage, was admissible, and that the husband had 
relinquished the wife.* • 

In this case the Judge was of opinion that the husband had not relinquished 
the wife. One assessor was of a different opinion, and the second assessor, 
without referring to the question of relinquishment at all, was of opinion that 
the custom of nikka marriages prevailed in the caste. 

[629} We think there is a large mass of evidence, some of it unrebutted in 
any way, to show that such a custom does exist. We agree with the assessor 
who came to the conclusion that Matilal Saha had relinquished his wife. No 
doubt it has been pointed out to ue By Mr. Kilby on behalf of the Crown that, 
according to a decision of the Boidflay High Court, such a marriage would not 
he binding; but a second marriage has been for a long time recogniiied by this 
Court among certain classes of people in this country. , 

We think, therefore, that the-decision of the Judge must be set aside, 
and, acquitting the accused, we direct her discharge. , 

Conviction set aside. 


A. F. M. A. B. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 2nd June. 1 a92. 

0 

Present• 

Mr. JiTSTU'E Prinsep and Mr. Ji’stice Ameer All 

Mahabir Pershad Singh and others.Plaintiffs 

vei MIS 

Fiurnhur Persliad Narain Singh and othurs.Defendants." 

Linutatnm -Instrument, suit to set iiside. nr dec-hue the fotgerij of—Immoveable 
property, suit foi posses.sion oj — Lnmtu'inn Ae.t (XV of 
'ieheduh II, Arts 91, 02. Oi, 144 

One D died m 1849, leaving ri iknrnsiaiili or will Hii widowhentered into possession 
o! hib prupertv, and the survu’in died on the ‘24rd Apiil ISH6 The predecessors in estate of 
the plsintiffh brought .1 suit t.jset .tsidc th' ikr.iiii.tni ih, which suit was dismissed in 1804, 
on the ground that the\ h..id no cause iit .letion dining the liteiime of the surviving widow. 
On the 99th June 18H9 tbo pLiintilfs, .ii the (u-irs of D alter ^he de.ith of the surviving 
widow, instituted a suit to ueover ji.iss •>sioii of the pioperlv of Ij from the defendants, who 
claimed to have come iiil-i p >sses..ioii ihor.: >{ under the ikraniiimah upon the disith of tho 
widow. 

held, th.it the suit w.i-. gnvoiaeil hi tin Inn t.iti ui of Lhiee iH.ir-. lot a suit to s»t aside 
an iiMlrument, and not bv the general linnl ill m piesi.nliLsl l.u suit, to iceoveriiu.iioveahle 
proporti. as aftei the widow’s lieitii thi [630] p..rtie.. in po,.-L‘s>ioii weie tli >m- eLiimiiig 
under the ikrarnamah, who e,.iuld not oe displ.n ed i \iept In vutnig it asule 

Itnghnbm Uynl Siitiu \ lihikiia ImI Mism’i II Jj 14 , 12 I'.al , fi'.M .ippir)VL>d Jriijadaodta 
Vhaodhiam v llukkinu Mi.liiin Hon < haiulku il L K , I’l I’.al . lOH, L II , 1.1 I A , 84) 
and Jnnki Kuiiiciii \ AjU Smyh (I L it . 1.0 i' il , .jH , L R , 11 1 A , ll.S) loforred to. 

Ihis suit was hrought hy tlio plaiiiLirts .l> Llm iU'saen(Uiits of one Durbijoy 
biugh by his first wife Mussaimit Sul.iga i Koer, f.liiiiriiiig to bo the heirs of 
Durbijoy Singh, and as sucli eiitilled to rooovoi in of lus properties 

with iiiesne profits. The pniieipai dofeiidaiits ulaiined to have boon in pusses- 
bion of tbo properties as the agnates ol Durhi|ny Siiigli since the deatii of 
Mussaniut Mahe.shwar Jvi-er, his second wife, In virtue of an ikrarnaniah or 
will executed h\ Durbijoy Bingh on the 7th OcLolujr IH47 Tlie second party 
defendants claitned as purchaseis from the principal defendantb 

Durbijoy Singh was a riieiiiher of a joint Flitidu family, governed bv the 
Mitakshara law. together with the jiredecessoisof the jirincipal defendants, 
but separated himself from them during his I'l’etinie At the date of liis death 
in January 1849 Durbijoy left tw'o widows, tha eldei et whom, Mussamut 
Sulagan, died in 1850, leaving three daughteis, through whoin the plaintiffs 
claimed to inherit, the other wujpw, Mussaniut Mah'eshwar, died childlesb on 
the 23id April 1886. || 

The ikrarn amah executed bj Durbijoy Singh was in the following terras: — 
" Whereas I have not got any son fiom tnv first wife, Mussamut Sulagan Koer, 
therefore, with tho advice of all I negotiated to marry Mussamut Maheshwar 
Koer, daughter of Baboo Lai Narain Singh, on condition that I should give 
mauza Hoop Narainpur to Mussamut Sulagan Koer, mv first wife, for her 
maintenance, to be held hy her until her death, and also give her one separate 

• Apjseal tfom Original Decree No. 264 of 1890, against the decree of A. C. Brett, Esq., 
District Judge of Tirhoot, dated the 2ud of August 1890. 
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house for her living and all other properties, togethei witli tents and goods to 
Mussaniut Maheshwar Koer. This negotiation was made with Baboo Tirloke 
Nath Singh, uncle of Mussainut Maheslnvar Koer, and upon my agreeing 
to car]?y out the above contract, Mussamut Maheshwa* was married to 
me. In accordance witii the said agreement I gave mau;sa Kooii Narainpur 
real] and the western house to mv first wiie. Mussamut Sulagan Koer, and 
kept rny second wife, Mussaniut Maheshwar Koer, with mu in tlie eastern 
house Mv. second wife, Mussamut Maheshwar Koer, told me to execute 
a document according to the contract entered into !>> mo. Tliurefovo 1 execute 
*this document to the effect that if (lod be pleased to favour me with a son, 
then he shall get all the properties, tents, camps, etc It no son is born to me, 
then after my death Mussaniut Suhignn Koor siiall hold iiossessiou over Hoop 
Narainpur during her lifetime^ witliout having anv jiower to alienate the same, 
and all mv i emaining stiai.es and properties sliull he taken possession of by my 
second wife, Mussamut Maheshw'ai Koer, but no one shall lie competent to 
alienate the said properties , lliot if necessary she inav give lease upon zur- 
peshgi; that after tlie deatli of mv first and second wives these shares shall 
devolve U])ori iiu uncles. Baboo .luggoiuath Singh and Baboo Bir] Behan 
Singh, and my cousins. Baboo Tirheni Singh and Baboo Eoghnliuns Narain 
Singh , that 1 liave .ilieadv married ii»y dauglitors and given dun-dahez (dowry), 
so that they have no right to my nnlkiut He who does contrary to this deed 
will be considured a liar in Court. Tberefoie I wiite this ikrar, so that it may 
be of use when requu^d Dated 13th Assin 1205 Fush.” 

Upon the death of Uuibi]e\ his widows caineintopi-nsessioii of the property. 
Litigation was at that time pending liotvveen one Runji and Durbijoy, 

and ui a i»roceeding to determine the right ol nqu-esonting Durhijoy, Mussamut 
Maln'slivviir propfuinded the ikrarnaniali, hut no decision was come to upon its 
validity. Tlie descendants of Mussaniut Sulagan then hrouglit a suit to have 
the ikraiuamah set aside, making Mussamut Maheshwuir and the agnates 
defendants. That suit ivas dismissed on appeal h\ llie High Court on the 17th 
December 1864, on the grovmli that the reversioners were not entitled to 
recover the pioperty during the hletimc ol the widow, that no waste was 
proved, and that the suit was not fiamed to old am a declaration as to the 
validity of the ikiarnamah after the widow’s deatii. 

The present smt was instituted on tlie ‘29th .liine 1889, muio than three 
years after the death of Mussamut Mahoshuar T'’c Jowei Court held that 
there V7as only one issue upon the merits--the validity of the ikrarnatnah , 
that Articles 91,' 92,1 and 93 I of the t63Jj Limitation .Act applied , and upon 

CArt 91 — _ . .m 


Descnpiicn of mit. 


I-’fiiod of 'riiiif from wliirh ])i‘nod liogiiis 

Imiitaiioii to inn 


menWot otherwise provided for 


To declare the forgery of an in¬ 
strument issued or registeicd 

UArt. 93 _1 

To declare the forgery of an in¬ 
strument attempted to be enforced 
against the p laintifi__ 


ThroK vears .. • When the facts entitling the plain¬ 
tiff to have the instrument cancelled 
st^asi^c^bt'come known to him.3 


Three years 'W'heii th# issue or registration 
b ecomes known to the plaintiff.] 


Three years .. The date of the attempt.} 
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the authority of Baj Bahadur Stngh 7 . Achumbtt Lai (L. B., 61. A., 110; 6G. L. 

B. , 12), Uma Shankar v. Kalka- Prasad (I L. B., 6 AIL, 75), and Joigadamba 
Chaodhram v. Dakhina Mohan Boy Chaodhn (I. h B., 13 Cal., 308 ;L. B., 18 
1. A., 84), dismissed the suit upon the ground of limitation, finding alto upon 
the merits that the ikrarnamah was a genuine document, the efieot of which 
was to vest the estates of Durbijoy in the defendants. 

The plaintiffs ay^pealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Waodroffe, Baboo Srinath Dass, and Baboo Mahgram Singh appeared 
for the Appellants. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul), Baboo Prannath Pandit, and 
Baboo Joqender Chunder Chose appeared for the Respondents. 

The arguments sufficiently appear from ^the judgment of the Court 
(Prinsep and Amber Ali. J.T.), which was as follows ;— 

Durbi]ov Singh was a member of joint Hindu family under Mitakahara 
law with the predecessors of the first party defendants, but it was held by a 
competent Court that he had separated from them He died in January 1849, 
leaving two widows, Sulagan and Maheshwar. Sulagan died in 1850 leaving 
daughters, and Maheshwar died childless in 1886. The plaintiffs are the 
natural heirs to Durbijoy, plaintiff's 1 and 2 being sons of daughters of Sulagan 
and plaintiff's 3 and 4 sons of a son of a third daughter. As heirs to Durbijoy 
after the death of bis last surviving widow they sue to recover his estate, some 
of which has been alienated to the second part\ defendants. 

The defendants rely on an ikrarnama or will, alleged to have been executed 
by Durbijoy on the 13th Assiu 1255 (7th October 1847), under which, in the 
event of his leaving no son, he gave Sulagan a life estate in a certain property, 
Roop Narainpur, and gave his otlior wife, Maheshwar, his remaining estate ; 
all of which, however, at her death was to go to his uncles and cousins, and 
they also plead limitation as a bar to this suit. 

The District Judge hu'^ dismissed the suit as barred by limitation, because 
it IS a suit to set .tside the ikiarnainah and C833j was not brouglit within 
three years from Maheshwar's death, and he has also found that the ikrar- 
namah is a genuine instrument. The plaintiffs have accordingly appealed. 

The District Judge li.iiS relied on the judgment of their Lordships of the 
Privy Council in Baj liahadoor Singh v. Achumbit Lai (L. R., 61. A., 110; 6 

C. L. R., 12) and in Jagadamha Chaodhram v Dakhma Mohun Roy Chaodhn 
(I. L. R., 13 Oal., 308, L. K., 13, I. A , 84/ as explaining that case, and he has 
also quoted Uma Shankar v. Kalka Prasad (I. L. R., 6 AIL, 75). 

It is contended for the appellants that the suit is to recover immoveable 
property by right of inhgritance, and that to set aside tiie ikrarnamah is not 
the object of tiio suit, but one of the probable consequences. The matter is 
not free from considerable difficulty. The predecessors in estate of the plain* 
tiffs sued to get this ikrarnamah set aside as not a genuine instrument, and that 
suit was dismissed in three Courts, not on tlie merits, but because it was prema¬ 
ture. The High Court, on l?th December 1864, held that " the plaintiffs had 
no cause of action during the lifetime of the widow.” The suit before us has 
been brought more than three years from the widow's death, and the question 
is whether it is governed by the limitation of three years for a suit to set airide 
an instrument, or by the general limitation prescribed for suits to recover 
immoveable property, that is, twelve years after the right accrued by the 
widowjs death. There is no doubt that the widow Maheshwar set up the 
ikrarn^ah. It was set up in Court in March or April 1849, and although the 
question of its genuineness was raised and evidence was taken, there was no 
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finding delivered. The reason Jor this was that Maheshwar had an indisput¬ 
able title to retain possession as the widow of Dnrbijoy, and therefore no 
immediate benefit would be derived by any one seeking to impugn the ikrarna- 
mah ; tfblthough it was set up, it was never acted upon by the widow in such a 
manner as to prejudice the rights of any reversionary heir until after her death; 
any alienation by her would necessarily he valid until that time, and this was 
declared by the order of the High Court of December 1864 in a suit brought 
for that purpose. Moreover, it was impossible to predict whether any person 
then claiming to be a reversionary heir would t634] occupy that position at the 
widow's death. But after the widow’s death, although the right of inheritance 
has become perfected, so that it can be practically enforced, the parties in 
possession are those who claim under the ikramaraah, and these cannot be 
displaced except by setting it aside. We are inclined to take the view expressed 
by Field, J., in Raqhuhar 2)yal Hahu v Bhikya Lai Mmsrr (I. L. B., 12 
Cal., 69], which is practically that of their Lordships of the Privy Council in 
the later case of Jagadamha Ckaodhrani v. Dahkhina Mohnn Boy Ckaodhn 
(I.L.B., Cal., 308 , L. B., 13 I. A., 84). The case of Jankt Kunwar v. 
Ajil Singh (I.L.B. 15 Csl., 58; L.B. 14 1. A, 148) has been cited in this case 
by the learned Counsel for both sides. It seems to us to he in favour of the 
defendant and to he in no way in conflict with the case last cited. 

The plaintiffs were bound to challenge the ikrarnamah on the widow’s 
death, when it was put into effect as against them in continuance of the title 
asserted hy the widow. No doubt as Maheshwar had^another and a complete 
and independent title as a Hindu widow as has already been intimated, the 
plaintiffs might not be prejudiced by the setting up of the ikrarnamah during 
• her lifetime. But the ikrarnamah was set up by the defendants at her death, 
and unless plaintiffs can get rid of the title so derived, they cannot succeed. It 
therefore seems to us that this is the real object of the suit, and that the limita¬ 
tion applicable is three years from the widow's death. We arrive at this con¬ 
clusion with some regret. The appeal must therefore be dismissed with costs. 

A. A. C . Appeal dismissed. 


NOTES. 

C In (1907) 84 Cal., 899 the Privy Council, while stating that Art. 91 would not appl 3 ' to 
cases where it was not necofasarv to .set aside l9io deed as a condition uf recoverj of the 
property, held that Art. 141 applied to the case of .■). lease or ijar.a granted by a Hindu widow 
beyond her lifetime unde" no justifying circuniatanuea, reversing the judgment of the High 
Court in (1908J SO Cal., 990. 

See also 38 Cal.. 957 ; 31 Bom., 1; 97 Cal.. 1^6 , (1894) F.R , 56 ; 31 Cal., Ill; 94 Bom., 
260 , 98 Cal., 4G0.] • 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The Ifith May, IH92. 

Present 

Mk. .UrsTiCE Chose AND Mb. Justice Rampini. 


.\bhai Oliurn Jana. Plamllff 

versus 

Mangat Jana and othern...DefundantB. ‘ 


Hindu taw — lieiimon — Successtnn 

Wboro thorc has horn a Tcuiuon buLwwn pprsjn', (•vpres-.lv omniieratod m the text 
of Brihiishpati, vi^ , fatlinr, hrother .ind piiteroal Liueh*. and [885] wliere tlioir 
dcRc'PudaTits (ontimie to l)e in.-mb -rs of th- n-imited Hindu f.imilv, the law of nihentanre 
applicable to the hitter is the sinie .i> m the c.isu of the death of .inv of those between whom 
the reunion took plaei- 

Tarn Chatid Ghose v I'udum hochun Ghav I.*) W R , ‘Jl'J), Gopa/ Chundet Daiihoiia 
Kenamni DagJiotyi (7 W. R , 3.0). and Rnmhan Sui ma \ Ttihvram Snrma (1 H. L E, 
386) referred to 

r 0 

The facts out of wliitih tins apixsal anso were shorLl\ tlieso Sutraghana 
Jana, Slnva Jana, Nakoari Jana, and Haru Jana wore four hrotliers , they 
wore meinbera of a loint Hindu fannlv. Nnkoan left a widow, Saki Dasai, and* 
a son. Panchu Jana Ilani Jana died leaving a son, Mangal .lana, the defend¬ 
ant No I . and HutriiKliana left a son. Abh.ii Churn, tlio plaintiiT in this ciiao. 
The piesent case liad no ooncorn with Shiva Jana's branrh of thei.nnily. 
During the lifetime of tlie four lirothers a separation look place hetween Liietn, 
and this was followed bv a reunion between Nakoari and Ham Jana Upon 
Nakoari’s death, his sbaro of the fainilv nropeity devolved upon his sou 
Panchu, and on the lattei’s death up.m his mother, Saki Dassi. Ham was 
succeeded hy his son, the defendant No. I, and he continued to he a member 
of the reunited family Thisstabeof tilings lasted until Saki Dassi died, which 
event took pbaco in the vear 1295 D S , and it was upon her (Saki Dassi’s) 
death that tlie question aiosii who should succeed to the estate of Panchu 
Jana. The plaintiff as tlie coinin of Panchu Jana, and standing in the same 
degree with Mangal Jana, tlie defendant No I, claimed a moiety of ttie estate; 
whereas Mangal Jana claimed the vrtiole, upon the ground that, as a member 
of the reunited family, Ite was entitled to take precedence over the plaintiff, 
he being an unassociated member of the fantily. 

TheMunsif held that tlio defendant No. 1 was the preferential heir, and 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to succeed ; a'lid on the authority of 
Kesabram Mahapattar v. Nandkithor Mahapattar [3 B. L. R,,(A. C. J.), 7i, and 
Tara Chand Ghnse v Pudum Lochun Ohose (6 W.R., 240) disrai8.sed the 'suit 
The Suhoidinato Judge agreed in that decision, holding that he w.is bound to 
follow the principle enunciated in those cases. The plaintiff now appealed to 
the High Oofurt. c 

* Appoftl from Appellate Decree No. 87 of 1891, against the decree of Baboo Dwarka'iNath 
Bhuttacharjee, Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, dated the 11 th of September 1890 affirm¬ 
ing the decree of BabuLalit Ooomar Bose, Munaif of Oontai, dated the l.5th of'March' 

lonn M.I.WIUU, 
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t6363 Baboo Oolap Chunder' Sircar appeared for the appellant. 

Baboo Debendronath Ghose appeared for the respondent. 

Baboo Golap Chiinder Sircar. —lii order that two persons may be called 
re*united, it is necessarv that thev should have been members of a joint-family, 
that they should have received shares of the joint estate on a partition, and 
that they should have again through mutual affection united after having 
annulled the previous partition (Davabhapa, Chapter XITi, section 1, paragraph 
30). There-union in thi|^ case took place between the father of the defendant 
and the deceased proprietor , therefore the defendant cannot claim preference 
on the ground of being re-united with tlie deceased proprietor, the preference 
can be claimed only by the actual party to the re-union, which the defendant 
was not, the privilege lieing personal and not Iieritable Besides, even if the 
tliree brothers had continued K>int, and iiartition had taken place after their 
death between the three cousins, namely, the plaintiff, the defendant, and the 
deceased proprietor, and the latter two had lived together by forming a re-union 
between themselves, yet the defendant would not have been entitled to pre¬ 
ference. For re-union, technicalh so called, nia\ he formed only between three 
sets of relations, namely, between father and son, between brothers, and 
between patornal uncle and jiubernal nejihevr, but between no other relations 
(Dayabhaga, chapter XI, section L, paragraph 80, chapter XI, section 5, para¬ 
graphs 38-39, chapter.XII, paragraphs li--*) Milakshara, chapter fl, section 
9, 1-8 , Dayatatcwa. page 68 , Bayakrama Sangralia, pages 80, 81). There could 
be no re-union between* tsvo first cousins, so as to eiititlAeither of them to claim 
preference to a separated cousin And what could not directly he done by them 
cannot ho done mdiiectlv throi-gh a re-union hetw'eeii their fathers. There are 
Several casus which seem to he against mv contention, hut the present question 
was not raised nor decided. The Bengal cuminentaries are clear on the point 
and as cases of re-uiuuii are rare, it would nut disturb many titles if the law as 
enunciated m the leading commentaries be followed, though a different view 
has been taken m some cases. 

Baboo Drhcndronulh Glunti ~l:i the Dayabhaga, the enumeration of 
persons who could le-unite is only illustrative and not [637] exhaustive. 
The text, of Jimutavahana, “ Father, son, brothers, parterul uncles and the 
rest, when rc-nnitod, are called re-united jiarconors,” supports this view. Suppos¬ 
ing that re-union could take place onU among those enumerated, the heirs of 
those who were originallY re-united are still to be tegarded as re-united parceneis, 
nad when there is c.)nipei'ition for the succession to the estate of a deceased 
relative among those w ho stand in an equal degree of relationship to him, 
those descended from a re-united parcen^i are to be preferied to those who 
are descended from an unassociated parcener. See Jaudiib Chundet Ghose v. 
lienodhehary Ghose (1. Hyde. 214), Kesofnnm Ma^/hpattai v. ISlandKishor 
Mahapattar [3 B. L. R , (A. 0. J.)t7J. 

The judgment of the Court (Ghosk and Rampini, JJ.) was delivered by 

Ghose, J. (who after* setting out tlio tact^ as stated above continued).— 
Both the Courts below-have held, following certain decisions of this Court, that 
the defendant is entitled to the property in preference to the plaintiff, and 
they have accordingly dismii^sed the suit. The present appeal is by the plaintiff ; 
and it lias been contended by the learned vakil for theai^ellaut that upon a 
correct reading of the Hindu law as ii obtains in Bengal, the plaintiff is entitled 
to share equally with the defendant the property left by Panchu Jana. 

The argumenc on behalf of the plaintiff', if we have understood it correctly 
is that, according to the Bengal school of law, as expounded by Jimutavahana, 
re-union can take place only between a person and his father, brother, or pSternal 
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uncle, and, the^fore, although there was a re-uuion between Haru Jana and 
Nakoari Jana, still Mangal Jana and Panohu Jana could not be regarded as 
re-united parceners within the meaning of the Hindu law. so as to entitle 
Mangal Jana, upon Saki Dasai’s death, to the estate of Panohu Jana, to the 
exclusion of the plaintiff. 

What is re-union according to Hindu law ia 'to be gathered from a text of 
Brihashpati, and it is this . " He who once separated dwells again through 

affection with his father, brother, or paternal uncle, is termed re-united.” (See 
Oolehrooko’a Dayabhaga, chapter XI, section I, verse 30). The Dayabhaga in 
chapter XI, section I, verse 30, after referriug to the text of Brihashpati, [638] 
says as follows: “ He thus shows that persons who by birth have common 
rights in the wealth acquired by the father and grandfather, as fathers (and 
sons), brothers, uncle (and nephew), are re-umted when, after having made a 
partition, they live together, through mutual affection, as inhabitants of the 
same house, annulling the previous partition and stipulating that ‘ the property 
which is mine is thine, and that which is thine is mine, ' ” and so on. 

' f 

If re-union could take place between persons who hy birth have common 
rights to the wealtli acquired hy the hither and grandfather, it would seem 
that the mentiou of father, brothers, and uncles is but illustrative, and not 
exhaustive, and that seems to have been the view taken by the Mithila school, 
and by the Viramitradaya, a book of authority in the Benares school, hut, so 
far as the Dayabhaga is concerned, a book which is of paramount authority in 
the Bengal school, it is laid down in chapter Xll, verse 4, that " a special 
association among persons other than the relations here enumerated is not to 
be acknowledged as a re-union of parceners' for the enumeration would he 
unmeaning.” 

The enumeration is in the preceding verse 3, which gives the text of 
Brihashpati already referred to. 

If we had to decide whether there could he are-union between Panchu .lana 
and Mangal Jana, we should perhaps have to hold that there could be no such 
re-union according to the Bengal school of law ; but that is not the question we 
have to consider in this case. for the re-union had taken place between persons 
who are expressly enumerated in the text of Brihashpati. The question we 
have to determine really is whether Mangal Jana and Panchu Jana having, 
since the death of their respective fathers, continued to live as members of the 
re-united family, the same rule of succession which applies in the case of persona 
expressly'enumerated in the text of Brihashpati also applies to their descendants 
supposing tbev continue to live as members of there-united family. 

In the Dayabhaga, chapter XI, s. I, verse 4, the author says : “In like 
manner, Yajnvawalcya^ys—‘The wife and the daughters also with both parentSf 
brothers likewise and their sons, gentiles, cqgnates, a pupil and fellow student; 
on failure of the first among those the next in order is indeed heir to the 
[689] estate of one who departed for heaven, leaving no male issue. This rule 
extends to all persons and classqs.' Thus affirming Aie right of the last men- 
tioi^ on failure of t)ie preceding, the sage propounds • the succession of the 
widow in preference to all the other heirs.” 

The author, then, in chapter XI, section V, verse 9, says that the brother 
of the whole blood];ias "the first title according to a text of Yajnyawali^a.” 
That text (see verse 10, section V, chapter XI, Coiebrooke’s Dayabhaga) is as 
follows:—" A re-united (brother) shall keep the share of his re-uuited (oo-beir) 
who is deceased: or shall deliver it to a son (subsequently) bom. But an 
uterine brother (shall thus retain or deliver the allotment) of his uterine r el a- 
tion.’*^ Verse 37 of the same chapter runs as follows:—" Accordingly, the 
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plural number is employed in the term ‘brothers’ (section I, verse 4) for the 
purpose of indicating the sucoesaion of all descriptions of them in the order 
here stated , else it would be unmeaning." Then comes verse 3B. “ The text 

‘ a reunited (brother) shall keep the share of his reunited co-heir’ (s. 10) is 
intended to provide a special rule governed by t he circumstance of re-union after 
separation and applicable to the case where a number of claimants in an equal 
degree of affinity occurs.” And inverse 39 the author says as follows 
" Hence, if there be competition between claimants of equal degree, whether 
brothers of the whole blood or brothers of the half blood, or sons of such 
brothers, or uncles or the like, the re-united parcener shall take the lieritage : 
for the text does not specify the particular i elation , and all (these relations) 
were premised in the preceding text (section I, verse 4), and a question arises 
in regard to all of them. Therefore, the text must be considered as not relating 
exclusively to brothers.” 

The author in verse 37 evidently refers to section 1, verse 4, and in verses 
3tt and 39; when speaking of “ tl»e text," he means to refer to the text of Yaj- 
nyawalcya, which is that “ a re-united (brother) shall keep the share of his re¬ 
united (co-heir).” And when the author alludes to the “preceding text,” he 
apparently means the text of Yajnyawalcya as recited in section I, verse 4 It is 
to be observed that verse 39 speaks of competition between “ brothers” “ or sons 
of such brothers, or thd'uncles, or the like,” and in each one of these cases the 
re-united parcener takes the [6403 heritage. Tt seems to us upon a considera¬ 
tion of all these passages that, supposing that a re-unfon cannot take place 
between persona other than those expressly enumerated in the text of Brihash- 
pati, if there has been a re-union between individuals so enumerated, and their 
descendants continue to bo members of the re-united family, the law of inherit¬ 
ance applicable to them is the same as in the case of the death of any of 
those between whom the re-union took place. And this was the view that was 
taken in the case*of Tara Chand Ghose v Piulivm Lochun Ghosc (5 W. R , 249), 
where the law on the subject seems to have been fullv considered. This case 
was apparently followed in Gopaf Chiinder Dagfwna v. Kemram Daqhoria (7 
W R., 36), and the same view seems to have been acted upon m the ease of 
Hamhari Sanna v Tnhfram Sauna (7 B. L R., 336). There is also a case to 
the same effect to be found in Macnaghten's Hindoo Law, Vol. 2, decided by 
the filial) Court of Hooghly iii the year 11^0. 

We might here observe that there is a slight inaccuracy in the translation 
given by Colehrooke of the text of Yajiiyawalcva as given in verse 10, section 
V, chapter XI, of the Davabhaga. The correct rendering is, we think, as 
follows :—" Blit one re-united shall keep tfie .share of his re-united (co-heir),’ 
and so on With reference to this text the author the Viramitradaya at 
page 205 (Babu Golap Chunder*Saikar'8 translation), after'alluding to the 
said text, observes as follows"‘The term ‘but’ shows that it forms an excep¬ 
tion to that what proceeds (r e , the text of Yajnyawaloya quoted in chapter XI, 
section I, verse 4, laying down the order Sf succession to the estate of a 
sonless deceased person). Thus the meaning is that the estate of a re-uoiiited 
oo-heir dying'without a male issue shall be taken by a re-united co-heir alone 
and not by the wife, and the like.” If this opinion (as regards the law in the 
Benares school) be correct, there can he, we think, no doubt as to the meaning 
of the verses 38 and 39 of section V, chapter XI, of the Dayabhaga.vix., as we 
understand it, that the competition need not be a competition between those 
who are expressly mentioned in the text Bribashpati, hut that it extends tc 
the case of their descendants, provided they continue to live tog^er ss 
membeis of the re-united family. ^ 
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ten] We'might add that it would be anomalous if the law of sucoession 
as between tlie descendants of re-united members be dift'erent from the laws as 
between the re-united members themselves. »lf certain persons who are entitled 
to re-unite come to a re-union, they form one joint Hindu family, and it would 
be only reasonable to suppose that the same law which regulates succession 
as between them, in the event of any one of them dying without issue, is also 
applicable to their descendants, if they continue to be members of the same 
joint Hindu family. 

We might here observe tliat Sree Krishna Tarkalankar in his commentary 
on the Oayabhaga, chapter XI, section Vf, styled by Mr. Oolebrooko as “re¬ 
capitulation, '* recognises the distinction between a I’e-unitecI and disjoined 
coparcener as forming u ground ot distinction in the heritable rights of 
brother’s grandsons. • 

Upon these considerationwe think that th i Gourts below have come to 
a right conclusion, the result being that this a]);ioal will be dismissed with costs. 
A. F. M. A R. Appeal fhsrfusscd. 


NOTES 

t As rogardb who ean rciniito, we ilso (lilO'il Gal., 171 , ''ll) Till, •i.'i G’ll , 7:11. 
Ab to the oonhcquciiccs of icitnton, .we also .Sd ^Tad.. nil's , IP M L J., 


£ 19 Cal 641 ] 

AFPKl.LATF CIVIL. 


J'liL' Itth Apiil, li^UI, 

PRESENT 

Mk Justice Pigot and Mn. .Igstjce Beverley. 

Xorendro Nath Ro\ Chowilhr^', ininor, by his guardian and mother 
Han Moni Dabi Cliovvdhrani.Duiendant No. 1 

veriiUi, 

Srinatb iSandel, lunatic, Ins manager under the Court of Wards, 

Sarat Chunder Ko^ and another.Plaintiits 

* and , 

Bam Gopal Roy Chowdhry and others.Defendants. ' 

Bengal Tenaw'y Act [Vlll oT IfiHd), ss. JOd, lUG, lOH — Powets of 

Settlement Officers—Record of nghts—Disputed lands — Appeal—Powers 

of supervision of High Court. 

A HetUemeut offiegr has no power, under the provisions of the Bengal Tenancy let, to 
entertain any dispute between the persons interested in neighbouring estates as to the 
title of any land. 

* Appeal iiomAppellatoDeoreeNo. 1050 of 1800, against the decree of J.B. Worgau.Esq,, 
District Judge of Diniijpur, dated ‘i3rd of May 1890, afhnning the decree of Baboo Bomesh 
ObuuiM Dass, Settlement Odioor of Sankerpore estate, dated the 6th of September 1889. 
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In this case the plaintiffs objected to the entry in the survey papers of the 
Settlement Officer of Sankerpore estate of a certain piece of land under taraf 
No 42, in inauza Fazelpore, oi» the ground that it was in their taraf No. 35 
in the said tnauza. The dispute wis decided, under s. 106 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act, by the C642j Settlement Officer, the result being that he found 
it to be itmali or loint land appertaining to the above two tsrafs, and to two 
others in the same mauza. 

Against this decision both the defendant No. 1, the owner of taraf No. 42, 
and the plaintiffs a[)pealed, and put forward their respective claims tc* the land. 

The District Judge, being of opinion that the appellants had not made out 
a sufficient case for his interference, dismissed the appeal 

The defendant No. 1 appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Eoan’i and Baboo Surpndro Nalh MhUi^ Lai for the appellant 

Baboo Hem Ukunrinr Banmjee and Baboo Jasoda yiimduii Pmmani<ik for 
the respondents 

The judgment of the Court (PlGOT and BBVliKLEY, .1.1.) w.is as follows :— 

We think that the ajjpeal must be allowed , that the proceedings are bad from 
the beginning . and in dealing with the matter we must make an order in the 
alternative, that is to say. that the pow’ers which wo exercise in respect of 
those proceedings inu'St be exorcised in the alternative We first declare that, 
assuming the proceedings to be such as to give us under the law a lurisdiction 
in second appeal, we must declare that the appeal must, succeed , and secondly, 
under the assumption that the proceedings were ahsoluteiv bad and void ab imlio, 
wo must set them aside under our powers ol supei vision, as made in error by 
an officer who had no power to entertain them oi to do auv ludicial act in 
regard to them Tlie Settlement Officer, we are of opinion, had no power under 
the Bengal Tonaucy Act to entertain at least anv dispute between the persons 
interested m the zeniindari of the so-called plaintilV, the estate under the Court 
of Wards, and the persons interested in the neighliouring estate as to the title 
to any land, and the dispute iii this matter is distinct] v put as one arising out 
of thff improper inclusion within the land of the noighhoiirmg zemindar repre¬ 
sented by Uan Mom, of land which the plaintiff, the disqualified person 
whose e.state is under the Court of Wards, alleges to be part of his estate. 
Now wo express no opinion in this ease .as to whethev, toi the sake of con¬ 
venience, a Settlement Officer mayor may not lecord in his record of rights 
[643] his belief, whether expressed by a map or otheiwise, as to the boundary 
of the estate upon which he was engaged under the order. In tlie present case, 
indeed, the officer may peihaps have heeti empowered undei the rules issued 
under s. 189 to make a map of the district oi estate as a Settfempiit Ojhccr. Of 
that we know nothing . but we .*re clear that no challenge of the correctness 
of the expression of his opinion as to the boundary, supposing that he was 
entitled to make it, as to which wo say nothing, could he used to found pro¬ 
ceedings under ss. 106 and 108, as the mij^tter of a dispute which could be 
judicially enquired into and determined under these sections of the Act. Were 
that so, it would lead to the formidable result that officers of the position 
who must needs be employed in the preparation of those records of right might 
pefhaps find east upon them the duty of inquiring into and deciding matters of - 
disputed titles to land, of indefinite imjiortance. Loo^ng at the terms of 
ss. 102, 103 and 106, we think that there is no reason whatever for supposing 
that any such thing was contemplated by ‘the Legislature. 

The whole of the proceedings, therefore, which now are before us on appeal 
or quasi-appeal from the date of the so-called plaint to the proceedingO?x before 
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the District Judge, initiated by the lunatic's next friend, are bad and must be 
ali quashed as nought. 

We think ourbeives at liberty to add tHat we should regret greatly that 
any defeotivo proceedings such as these should at all hamper or oast discredit 
on what, sitting here, we allow ourselves to say is greatly to be desired, viss., 
the encouragement of a record of rights in all estates to which the Court of 
Wards’ powers extend 

A.B'.M A E Appeal allowed 


NOTES 

C See iilbi) (1891) 19 CaI., {>43 , (IHUJ) 21 C.il . 378 ] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The lUh July, 1S!J(. 

Pkebent : 

MH JUSTigii PiGOT AND MH JUSTICE HAJfEKJEK. 

Bidhu Mukhi Dabi and another.Objectors 

imsus 

Bliugwan Chunder Koy Chowdlirv and others.PlaintiHs.' 

lienqal Tenanni AcL [VJll of iSSd), s. 103—Hecottl of rtqhts—Ihsputeas 
U) hoiimlanes Potrntsof an executive officer. 

Au cxet-ubivc otticei, AcUiig uuder the ycoviMuiiH of section 103 uf the BoiigAl Tenancy 
Act, hiiH no power 1 1 li'' ‘rmino Lhi- bouiidArics between [844] coiitorxninniis e>,ta^s as to 
which a bona eotitruvvrhy exibt', botwecti uwucre of such estates. 

Norendio Nulk lion Chowdl'ry v. Srtnnth Sandel (ante, p. 041) relied on. 

The plaintiffs, Bhugwan Chundei E(fv Chowdhry and otheis, applied to the 
Collector of Dacca, under s. 103 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, for the measure¬ 
ment and preparation of ii record of rights in respect of certain lands The 
application was granted, and amins were deputed to measure the lands in ques¬ 
tion, and to prepare fclie record of* rights When the measurement papers 
and plans were submitted to the Court by the amins, one Bidhu Mukhi Dabi 
and another filed a petition of objection bo thfe proceedings. The chief grounds 
were that the applicants were not entitled, under the provisions of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act, to have a measurement made and record of rights prepared of 
any lands in respect of which there w'ere bona fide disputes between the owners, 
and that no lands belonging to the objectors were liable to be measured under 
the aforesaid Act. The’objectors further prayed that the disputed lands might 
he marked out and excluded from the measurement. 

The Collector w^s of opinion that, primd facie, the controversy being Sond 
fide, the disputed lands should be e.Kcludod from the proceedings, which, how¬ 
ever, he held might be continued as to the remaining lands. 

' Appeal from Appellute Decree No. 6R1 of 1690, against the decree of T. D. Beighton, Esq., 
DistriotJ?^^Ae o! Dacca, dated the ‘i9th of February 1890, reversing tbedecrce of L.HBre.Esq., 
Collectdfof Dacca, dated the 15th of •December 1888. 
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On appeal by the plaintififa|^ the District Judge held that the Collector was 
empowered, under the provision} of the Bengal Tenancy Act, to determine the 
question of boundaries between conterminous estates as to which a bond fide 
controversy existed. 

The objectors appealed to the High Court. 

The Advocate-General (Sir Charles Paul) and Dt. Bash Behan Ghose for 
the Appellants. 

Baboo Saroda Chum Mttter for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Pigot and Banerjisk, JJ.) was as follows: — 

We think in this case the view taken bv the learned District Judge cannot 
be supported. It has already been held in this [6463 Court, in Nornidro 
Nath Bov Chowdhru v. Snnath Sandol {Ante, p. 641), that the powers under 
the record of rights section do*hot include the case of a controversy and dispute 
as to the boundaries of the owners of conterminous estates. Here the record 
of rights must necessarily involve a determination as to which estate the lands, 
in respecfof which this controversy has arisen,belong to. This is a matter which 
is not within the scope of the section No doubt the Act has not provided as to 
what should be done when such a controversy as this arises in express terms. 
But we take it what was before the District Judge sitting, as he was sitting in 
this case, in appeal from a decision of the Collector in a matter of 7 -executive 
oharacter, though, no doubt, conducted in a judicial form, and m a judicial 
character, involved the (paestion whether the executive authorities conducting 
the record of rights wPre, or were not, under this sectfon empow'ered to deter¬ 
mine the question of boundaries between conterminous estates as to which a 
bond fide controversy existed. We have already held here that they have not 
that power, and we think that the Collector was right in the view he expressed, 
namely, that pnm,l facte the controversy being band fide, the disputed lands 
should be excluded from the pniceedings, which, however, niiiv continue as to 
the remaining lands. It is not for us to say whether or no steps should be 
taken to prevent the final winding up of the proceedings of the record of rights 
enquiry pending a suit in the Civil Court, if the parties whose estate is under 
the pitKseeding should bring one; that is not a matter for us to express any 
opinion upon. However that may be, the order of the Collector wsis right, and 
should have been confirmed hv the District Judge, whose decision, under the 
authority cited above, is set aside, and tliq appeal decreed with costs 

Appeal allou'ed. 

A. F. M. A. B. 

NOTEtf. 

C See also (1H93) 21 Cal , 378.] 
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[646] APPELLATE CIVIL 


The :i2nd July, IfiUl. 

Present; 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Banbr.iee. 

Kolai Chant! (Ihosal und others.Plaintiffs 

versus 

Samiruddin Mandal and anotlior.Defendants Nos. 1 and 2. 

Linittatinu — Ejectment, right to sue in—Older made in proceeding ndwro a 
dispute cxi.sts concerning (he possession of land —Limitation Act (XV of IfiTi), 
sch JI, Arts (7, 144—Cnmituil Procedure Code [Act X of 1H7‘4), s. 530— 

Criminal Proeediiie Code (Act X of JHfihf), s. 145. 

A zoimiidAr ou the SrdM.iv ISTfi ngioud to let hind.', on lease to A .ind hm co-sh.arfTs,wlio 
on the zeuiiiidur’'. failure to ei.rj \ nut the tonus of the agroi'inont, brought a suit for spocifio 
performance and ohtiuiiod a dooreo agiiinst him in 1S7'.). The zemindar h<vving neglected to 
perform the agreeineiit, the tlourl in lieeemher IHfll made an order for the execution of 
a pottiih, .ind diiceted that the pott.ili should take effect from the date of the origiii.al agrer 
ment. Thu pottah w.vs executed on the 19tli Deecrahor IHRl. In 1>^R0 .1 instituted a 
proceeding under section 5:IClof the Criminal Proc.-diire Code (X ofjl87‘2), which eorresputids 
with section 11.5 of \ct X of IM.Si, hnt the .ipplie.ition was dismissed in Deceinhcr IHHO, A 
having failed to establish posnession B, haMiig purchased the interests of two of the 
co-sharers, m..tituted a suit on the 11th May l.SRR auainst cert.iin peisons who had been let 
into possession by the zomindii, the other eo-shaiers being added as plaintiffs. 

Held, that Ariiele 17, i Reh'idule Tl, of the Limit.itioii Act did not .ippl> , no right to sue 
in ejectment being ni existeiiie in neeember IRRO. the tight with which A was clothed under 
the decree noth.iving been piTfeeted till Deceinhcr ISRI when tlie pottah w.is uxeented. 

Held further, th.it the suit was not barred under Artich- 144, as Iniiitiition did not 
commence to run until the poLt.ih had .letuallv huen exiviited 

Article 47 of tlw' Tjiniitation ,\et eontcniplates .i right to sue in cjeetiiieiit being in cxis- 
toncB at the time of ihe jiassiiig of an order under soctioii ll.’iof the Oode of Criminal 
Procedure. * 

This suit wusbioufiht for declaration of title and foi possession by the plain¬ 
tiff', Bolai Cbarul Clhosal, as purchaser of the interests of Gobind Chunder 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No H1.4 of 1890. against the decree of C H. Garrett, Ksep, 
District. Judge of ‘24-Paig.inas, dated the 9th of April, 1H9U, levcrsiiig the decree of 
Baboo Ashinee K iui ir Goohn Mursif of Harripui. dated the I4th of M.iv, 1889 

t [ Art. 47 .— 

Description of suit. 


By any person bound bv an order 
respecting the possession of proper¬ 
ty made under the. Co^ of Crimi¬ 
nal Procedure, Chapter XL, of 
the Bombay Mamlatdars Courts 
Act, or by any one claiming under 
such person, to recover the proper¬ 
ty oomptise^ijn such order. 


Period of Time from which period begin 

limitation. * to run. 


Three years ...I The date of the ffniil order in the 
I case.3 
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ChTickerbutty Rnd Earn Kamal Chuckerbutty, the other plaintiffs, Hari Nath 
Chuckerbutty and*Shama Sundari Debi, being subsequently added as parties. 

[647] Gobind Chunder Chuckerbutty, Earn Kamal Chuckerbutty, Hari 
Nath Chuckerbutty, and Shama Sundari Debi in Bysack 1283 (May 1876), 
partly by letter and partly by oral agreement, obtained a promise from their 
zemindarB, Hem Nath Dutt and Surendro Nath Dutt, to grant them a maurasi 
mokarari kaemi lease of the lands in suit. Hem Nath and Surendro Nath failed 
to carry out this agreement, and let out the lands in dispute to the principal 
defendants, Sainiruddin Mandal and Gopi Mandal. 

In 1877 Gobind Chunder, Earn Kuinal, Hari Nath, and Shama Sundari 
instituted a suit against Hem Nath and Surendro.Nath to obtain specific perfor¬ 
mance of the agreement for the lease and to compel the i^emindars to execute 
a pottah. In 1879 a decree ^';as made lu that suit directing the zemindars to 
execute a pottah in favour of the plaintiffs. The zemindars failed to comply 
with this direction, and on the 19th December 1881 the Court made a further 
order for _tho execution of the pottah. and directed that it should take effect 
from the 3rd May 1876, the date on which, according to the original agreement, 
the pottah was to have been executed. 

Previous to the above order, in IHHO, Gobind Cliunder instituted a pro¬ 
ceeding against Samiruddin and Gopi Mandal under s 530 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, 1872 (corresponding wuth s 145 of Act X of 1882), to 
recover possession of the lands m dispute That proceeding was dismissed on 
the 3rd December IHW, Gobind Cliunder having failed to establish possession 
under the terms of that section of the one-fourth share of the lands which 
he claimed 

The pottah having been executed bv the zemindars on the 19th December 
1881 in favour of Gobind Cliunder, Rain Kamal, Han Nath, and fthama Sundari. 
the interests of Gobind Chunder and Earn Kamal were on the 14th December 
1887 purchased by the plaintiff Bolai Chand, who, on tho 11th May 1888, 
instituted the present suit against Samiruddin Mandal and Gopi Mandal, Hem 
Nath Dutt and Surendto Nath Dutt (tlic zemindars), Shama Sundari, Gobindo 
Chunder and Ram Kamal to have the plaintiff’s right by purchase to an 
undivided eight annas share of the land declared, and for possession. Subse¬ 
quently, by an [648] order of Court, the defendants Hari Nath and Shama 
Sundari were on the 18th July 1888 raade.co-plaintiffs* 

The defendants Samiruddin and Gopi Mandal (amongst other defences) 
pleaded limitation, alleging that in 1870 tliey liad taken the land in jote from 
the zemindars, subsequently obtaining a pottah on the 7th October 1876, and 
had cleared the land at great expense, aftd had lieen in possession ever since 
without notice of the agreement set up by Gohiud Chucider and his co-sharers. 

The Court of First Instance field that the principal defendants had notice 
of the agreement of Bysack J283, that they had not acquired an adverse title 
by possession for 12 years, the suit having been instituterl within twelve years 
from the date of their pottah , but that the suft was barred under Article 47 of 
the Limitation Act, so far as it related to the share which Bolai Chand purchased 
from Gobind Chunder, more chan three years having elapsed from the 3rd 
December 1S80, the date when the proceeding under s. 530 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code was dismissed. A decree was therefore made with respect to 
the remaining twelve annas of the disputed lands. 

The principal defendants appealed, but Bolai Chand did not prefer a cross- 
appeal in respect of the four annas share purchased by him, as t qj^h ich the 
suit stood dismissed. 


0 OAIi.—Ill 
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The Lower Appellate Court held that Oobind Chunder was the agent of 
all the coparceners in the proceeding under s. 530; tifat the suit was 
therefore barred under Article 47 of the Limitation Act, none of the oo'parceners 
having within three years taken any steps to contest the order made under that 
section. The Court also held that the plaintiffs had failed to prove possession 
in any form within twelve years before the institution of the suit, and that 
Article 142 therefore applied to the case. 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Ashutosh Mookerjee for the appellants. 

Baboo Taruck Nath Palit and Baboo Saroda Chum Milter for the 
respondents. 

Baboo Ashutosh Mookerjee. —The plaintiffs’ claim is not barred by limita* 
tion. When in 1880 proceedings were taken," under [649] 8 . 530 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure of 1872, the plaintiffs had only an inchoate right 
to obtain a lease which was perfected on the 19th December 1381. The right 
of the plaintiffs to possession of the disputed land accrued only from the date of 
the execution of the lease, and not from the time when the pottah took effect. 
Article 47 of the Limitation Act cannot bar the right of a person who had no 
right to immediate possession at the time the order under s. 530 was 
passed, but only a prospective right to obtain a lease. Again, Article 144, and 
not Article 142, applies to this case, and the time from which the period of 
limitation begins to run must be counted from the date of the execution of the 
lease. The plaintiffs were therefore within time. 

Baboo Taruck Nath Palit. —Though the lease was not executed till the 
19th December 1881, still*as it took effect from the 5th May 1876, this latter 
date ought to be taken as the starting point of the period of limitation. Article 
47 of the Limitation Act is in general terms, and its application ought not to 
he restricted in the way suggested by the appellants. 

The judgment of the Court (PiGOT and BANEB.TEE, JJ.) was delivered by 

Pigot, J .—We lyive only to deal here with the interest of a three-fourths 
share of the property, that is to say. with the dismissal by the District Judge 
of the claim in respect of the share conferred by the pottah of the 19th 
December 1881, and as to that, because the plaintiff, who represented the 
remaining one-fourth of that interest, did not appeal to the District Judge 
against the decision of the Munsif, which rejected his claim as represencing 
Gobind. In the view we take of the case, that party would, had he appealed, 
come within the scope o^ the principle to be applied. 

It has been held by the District* Judge that the bar created by Article 47 
of the Limitation Act iterates as a bar to the entire claim. Proceedings 
under s. 530 of the old Criminal Procfdure Code were, in December 
1880, instituted by Gohind and some of his tenants against the second 
defendant and some of his tenants. At that time Gobind’s position was 
this : —He had partly by a letter, and partly by an oi^al agreement, obtained a 
[630] promise for a lease. That agreement he had sued on, and obtained in 
1879 a decree from the Court affirming his right to the lease upon his Heposit 
of the residue of the money agreed to be paid as salami, the residue being 
Bs. 50. The zemindar did not carry out the decree of the Court, and seems to 
have been persistenf in his refusal to carry it out. Ultimately the Court was 
obliged to make an order for the execution of the pottah, by reason, as we 
may assume, of the zemindar’s persistent neglect to execute it. That was done 
in Deoembet 1881. It was provided that the lease should take effect as from 
the 5\i0^!ftSy 1876, the date at which, according to the agreement, the lease 
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was to have been executed. the proceedings under section 530, instituted 
when Oobind waft clothed with these rights under the decree, which was not 
perfected until 1881, Gobind entirely failed to establish possession under the 
terras of that section. Quite properly, therefore, the Magistrate hold that he had 
not possession ; and the District Judge in the present case has hold that 
inasmuch as the suit was not brought within three years from the date of the 
order in the 530 case, to establish the claim under the lease, the right to which 
Gobind then had, and the grant of which to him was made in 1881, all those 
persons were barred by reason of their omission to bring a suit to recover the 
property comprised in the said order, within three years after the date of that 
order. We disagree with the learned District Judge in that view We think 
that that provision cannot apply, particularlv having regard to the terms of 
section 145, as it now stands, which contemplates an action in ejectment: 
article 47 must refer to such* a right of suit, and a judgment under section 
530 of the Criminal Procedure Code, existing at the tinie of the passing of the 
order. We do not think a right to sue in ejectment existed at the time ; no 
such suit'oould be brought until the lease was granted, and as we have said, 
it is obvious that, so far from that right being possessed bv Gobind at the time 
of the passing of the order under section 530, the potlah whicli it was his legal 
right to get was not obtained, not until some time after, as the zemindar had 
persistently refused to grant it. We think it would not be within what wo 
regard as the reasonable scope of Article 47 of the Liuiitation Act to ajiply it to 
this case. And as regards [661] three-fourths of the ^iro^rty, we hold that no 
bar, such as can be created by the Limitation Act, does exist. 

As to the remaining one-fourth, wo cannot oxnress any direct opinion, as 
the parties interested are unfortunately not before S. 

As to the second point, that the statute of limitation, which is of a much 
wider and more searching scope, bars the case, we aro unable to agree with tho 
District Judge. He considers that limitation began to lun from the date at 
which, for some reason, the District Judge tliouglifc that the right should be 
considered dead. 

Whether he did this for the purpose of enabling*plainlilT to get mesne 
profits or not we need not speculate upon ; but limitation did not run under 
Article 144 until the pottah was nctuallv executed. 

We therefore set aside the decree of |he District'Judge and send the case 
back to him for decision on tho other points arising in the case. 

The costs of this appeal will abide the result. 

A.A.G. 


jnnandfui. 
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DWARKA NATH DASS V. 


[ 19 Cal. 851 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 1st September, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Banerjee. 


Dwarka Nafch Daas .Defendant 

versus 

Banku Behari Bose and another.f^laintift's.' 


Execution of deci ceAttachment of immoveable property in execution 
of decrees of two Courts of same grade—Sale by one Court pending 
prior attachment by other Court — Validity of sale — 

Title of purchaser—Civil Procedure Code (Act 
XJV of 1882), a. 285. 

X un thii 3rd November 18Si obtained a decree in the Court of the Second Munsif of 
BaPirhat against A, and on the 6th August 1H87 sold such decree to the plaintiff, who on the 
8th August 1887 applied in that Court for execution, and on the 5th September 1887 attached 
the share of A m a certain jaina. The share was subsequently sold in execution of the 
[ 652 ] plaintiff’s decree on the 20th October 1887, and purchased by the plaintiS himself Y 
having obtained another decree against A in the Court of the First Munsif of Bagirhat on 
the 6th Mav 1875, sold his decree in tne month of January or February 1887 to the defendant, 
who on the 10th February 18^ corameucod execution proceedings in the First Munsif'.s 
Court against A, and on the 16th July applied for attachment of A’s share in the jama A 
filed an objection which was disallowed, and the share was attached at the defe.ndant’s 
instance on the 28th Julj 1887, and the attachment was confirmed on appeal mi the 26th 
November 1887. The plaiiitifl, on the strength of his purchase of the 20th October 1887, 
put in a claim in the month of April 1888 in the defendant’s execution proccodiiigs in the 
Court of the First Munsi/, which was, however, disallowed Ho then filed a suit to set aside 
the order disallowing his claim, and for a declaration that the right, title and intcicst of A 
passed to him under the sale of the 20th October 1887 

Held, that though the property had been first attached in the Court of theh’irst Munsif, 
that Court was not a court of a higher grade than that of the Second Munsif within the 
moaning of secti'iu 285 of the Code of Civil iVoccdurc, .tiid that the sale to the plaintiff was 
valid, and that ho was entitled to the decree ho prayed for. 

ykant Nath Shaha v. Kajendin Nnraiu Rm (I L. R., 12 Cal , 338) followed 
Dadn r:a\.iA v Snran Lai (I. L. tt., 4 All , 359), Atjhore Nath v. Shama Rundati 
(I. L. R., 6 All , 6161 dissented from, and Muttukaruppan Chetti \ MutturamaJinga Chetti 
(I. L. E., 7 Mad., 47) referred to. , 

The factis of this case were as follows 

The defendant No. 2, Jadunath Dey, liad a sixtli ghare in a jama, compris¬ 
ing 9 bighas and 9 cottabs of land, under the defendant No. 4, Chunder Kumar 
Nag and his co-sharers. ^ 

It appeared that'the defendant No. 4, Chunder Kumar Nag, hadron the 
3rd November 1864, obtained a decree in the Court of the Becond Munsif of 
Bagirhat on a bond^gainst the defendant No. 2, Jadunath Dey, and his brother 
Priyanath Dey, for a sum of Bs. §68-12-0. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 878 of 1890, against the dooreo of Baboo Krishna 
Mobun Mookerjee, Subordmate Judge of Zillab Khulna, dated the 15th of May 1890, revers¬ 
ing the d^^ of Baboo Gopi Krishna Banerjee, Munsif of Bagirhat, dated the 13th of 
DSoen)jSlP[B89. 
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On the 6th August 1887 th^ plaintiff, Banku Behari Bose, purchased the 
above decree by a kobala for Bs. 200 , on the 8th August 1887 he applied 
for execution of the same, and on the 5th September 1887 caused the interest 
of the defendant No. 2, .ladunath, and his brother Priyanath in the aforesaid 
jama to be attached. On the 20th October 1887 the attached property was 
[6S3]| sold by auction and purchased by the plaintiff himself for Bs. 70. 

It further appeared that the defendant No. 3, Soshi Bhusan Nag, had, so 
far back as the 6th May 1875, obtained a money decree in the Court of the 
First Munsif of Bagirhat against the defendant No. 2, Jadunath, and a widow 
of his hrobhev Modhu Sudan Dey. In Magh 1293 (January-February 1887) 
this decree was purchased by the defendant No. 1, Dwarka Nath Dass, who 
on the 10th February 1887 commenced execution proceedings. On the 16th 
July 1887 an order for attachitient was made in these proceedings, and on the 
28th July 1887 the share of tho defendant No. 2, Jadunath, in the jama was 
attached, an objection put in by him liaving boon disallowed. On appeal, on 
tlie 2Gth November 1887, the order for attachment was confirmed. 

On the 30th April 1888 the plaintiff, Banku Behari, preferred a claim, 
based on his purchase of the 20th October 1887, which was disallowed, lie then 
brouglit this suit to set aside tho order rejecting liis claim, and fora declaration 
that the right, title, and interest of tho defendant No 2, Jadunath, passed to 
him under tho sale oT the 20th October 1887, and that they wore no longer 
saleable at tho itistanco of Ifio defondant No. 1, Dwarka Nath Dass, in his 
execution proceedings. 

The defendants Nos. 2 and 4, Jadunath Chunder Kumar, did 
not appear. 

The defendant No 1, Dwarka Nath Dass, among other things, contended 
that the plaintitT, Banku Behan Bose, was the henanudat of the defendant 
No. 1, Chunder Kumar, and that the decree obtained by Chunder Kumar against 
Jadunath was a collusive one. 

Tho defendant No. 3, Soshi Bliusan, stated th<it the'sale of his decree to 
the defendant No. 1, Dwarka Nath, was for valuable cousideration. 

The Court of First Instance found that the plaintifT Banku Behari Bose 
was tho Imiavudar of the defendant No 4,,Ghuiidor Kumar, from whom ho had 
purchased the decree of tlie .3rd November 1884, and on th.it ground alone, 
relying on tho decision in Han Gohiiid Adhiknri v. Akhm/ Kumar Mozumdar 
(J. L. B.. 16 Cal., 361), dismissed the plaintiff's suit 

[6)4] Tlie Lower Apjiellate Court rov'brsed this finding, and lield that the 
elaim preferred by the plaintiff in the execution proc'^dings of tho defendant 
No. 1 should not have been disallowed, and on the authority of hashy Nath 
Roy ChoH'dry v. Surbanand Shaha (1 L. E., 12 Cal., 317), held that the pre¬ 
vious attachment at the ^stance of the defendant No. 1 fell to the ground on 
the sale taking place at which the plaintiff# purch.ased. Tho Subordinate 
Judge considered that it was the duty of the defendant No. 1, who had attached 
the property in the First Munsif’s Court, to represent tho fact of such attach¬ 
ment when tho property was attached in the Second Munsif’s Court, and to 
apply under section 285 of the Code of Civil Procedure to s|ay further proceed¬ 
ings in that Court, and that he had stood by and allowed the sale to take place. 
He further held that there was no reliable evidence on the record to show that 
the sale was conducted in a clandestine manner, or that the attaohment in 
the First Munsif’s Court was subsisting at the time of sale, and he ai^^wdingly 
decreed the appeal. 
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The defendant No. 1, Dwarka Nath, appealed to the High Oourt. 

Baboo Jogesh Ghunder Roy for the appellant. 

Dr. Rash Behan Ghose for the respondent. 

The judgment of the Court (PlGOT and Bakebjee, JJ.)was delivered by 

Mgot. J .—Defendant No. 2 had a sixth share in a jama, comprising 
9 bighas 9 oottahs of land. 

Defendant No. 1 obtained a decree against defendant No. 2 and another 
person in the Court of the Second Munsif of Bagirhat on the 3rd November 
1884 for Bs. 268-12-0, and on 6th August 1887 sold that decree to the plaintiff. 

On Bth August 1887 the plaintiff applied in that Court for execution of 
his decree. The property in question in this suit was attached on 5th 
September 1887, was sold in execution on 20th'October 1887, and was bought 
at the sale by the plaintiff. 

Defendant No. 3 obtained a decree against defendant No. 2 and another 
person in the Court of the First Munsif of Bagirhat on 6th May 1875. That 
decree was purchased by defendant [688] No. 1 in .January or February 1887. 
In execution of this decree the property in question in this suit was attached. 
The order for attachment was made on IGth July 1887. and the property was 
actually attached on the 28th July 1887, an objection put in by the judgment- 
debtor being disallowed. The order for attachment was affirmed on appeal on 
the 26th November 18^7. ^ 

In April 1888 the plaintiff, on the strength of his auction purchase of the 
20th October 1887, put claim in the execution proceedings in the Court of 
the First Munsif, and the claim was disallowed. 

The plaintiff' now brings this suit to set aside the order disallowing his 
claim, and for a declaration that the right, title, and interest of defendant 
No. 2 passed to him under the sale of the 20th October 1887. 

The principal contest in tne Coui ts below was whether or not the plaintiff 
was really a benamidar of defendant No. 4, from whom he had purchased the 
decree of the 3rd November 1884. The First Court held that he was, and 
dismissed the suit. The Lower .\ppallate Court held that he was not, reversed 
the decision of the First Court, and made a decree in favour of the plaintiff. 

In appeal this question is not discussed before us, but it is contended that, 
under the provisions of section 285, the sale of October 1887 in the Court of 
the Second Muusif was absolutely void, inasmuch as the property bad been 
first attached in the Court of the First Munsif. 

The Court of the First Munsif was not a Oourt of higher grade than that 
of the Second Munsif Within the meaning the section, but the property was 
first attached under the decree passed by it. We think we are concluded by 
authority in this Court from holding that the sale was void. Bykant Nath 
Shaha v. Rajendro Narain Rat (I. L. B., 12 Cal., 833) is a direct authority 
U{)OD the point, and we must follow it. 

The question wds discussed and was decided the other way'in the case 
of Badri Prasad v. Saran Lai (I. L. B., 4 AIL, 359), which was followed in 
Aghore Nath v. Shama Sundari (I. L. fi., 5 AIL, 615), and in Mnttukaruppan 
t88*3 ChetU V. Mhtturamahnga Chetti (I. L. E , 7 Mad., 47), it seems to have 
been assumed that if the section applied to immoveable property, as it was held 
to do, this construction of the section must be adopted and applied. 

ThjLpaee of Bykant Nath Shaha v, Rajendro Nara/in Red (I. L. B., 12 Gal., 
SSSHSrnowever, binding upon ns; it has been followed in this Court; we agree 
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with it; and we do oot think it necessary to discuss in this case the reasons 
on which it is founded. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 

H.T.H. _ Appeal d%smissed. 


MOTES. 

[ In the C. P. C , 1908 seo. 63, a new c]au<io was inserted, " Nothing in this seotion 
shall be deemed to invalidate any proceeding taken by a'Gourt executing one of such deerocs " 
In these cases the rulings were similar, (1897) 25 Cal., i6; (1907) 34 Cal., 836. See 
also (1893) 18 Bom , 468 ; (1894) 19 Bom., 127 ; (1904) 26 All., 538 ; (1904) 27 All.. 56 , 
(1909) 31 All , 597,] 


[19 Oal 656] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 5th August, lb90. 

Present : 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Gordon. 

Hurry Behari Bhagat and others.Plaintiffs 

versus 

F%)rgun Ahir.Defendant.'* • 

Res judicata— Bent suit—Decree as to rent payabU for former years—Bate 
of rent payable—Decree on admission of defendant. 

The plaintiff, in a suit for rent which was oontost<‘d, having failed to prove that the rent 
was payable at the rate claimed by him, the Court, in trying the issue “what is the amount 
of the jama,” after considering the whole of the evidence and the circumstances of the 
case, held that the plaintiff had entirely failed to prove his allegation of the jama, and gave 
him a decree for the amount admitted'by the defendant, which was less than that claimed 
by the plaintiff. 

In a later suit the plaintiff sued the defendant, in respect of the same holding, for rent 
for a subsequent year, and he claimed at the same rate as be had claimed in his previous 
suit. It was contended on behalf of the defendant that the question as to the rate at which 
the rent was payable was res judicata, it not being alleged that there had been any agreement 
subsequent to the first suit by which the rate was altered. 

Held, that the question as to the rent payable for the period covered bv the first suit was 
res judicata ; but that it did not follow that the ^cron in that suit operated as res judicata, 
and conclusively determined the rate of the rent payable for the year in respect of which the 
subsequent suit was brought. That depended on whether the previous decision was that 
the plaintiff should recover from the dellendant the sum admitted by him to be due, or that 
the sum so admitted to be due was the proper amount of rent payable for the period in 
question. * 

[667] Held, that in this case the previous decision Was to the latter effect, and that the 
question of the rate at which the rent was payable b> the defendant was tes judicata. 

Punnoo Singh v. Nirghtn Singh (I.L.B., 7 Gal., 298) and Jeo Lai Singh v, Surftm (11 
G. L.JR., 488) referred to. 

This was an appeal beard under the provisions of sectiod 561 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure, and the only question raised was whether or not the 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 895 of 1890, against the decree of J. G. Charles, Esq 
District Judge of Shahabad, dated the 11th June 1690, affirming the decree of ])|r, Amir Ali 
Khan, Munsif of Arrah, dated the 16th January 1890. ^ 

« 
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finding and decree in a former suit between the same parties operated as res 
judrcata. 

The suit was brought for recovery of rent for the year 1296 F., and the 
parties were at issue as to the rate at whicii the rent was payable. The plain¬ 
tiffs came into Court alleging that the rent had not been altered since the year 

1293 F. It appealed that in a former suit for rent for the first instalment of 

1294 F., and an 8-anna instalment of the year 1295 F., it was held by the 
Subordinate Judge, to whom the case went on appeal, that the plaintiff’s had 
entirely failed to prove their allegation of the jarau, and that they were there¬ 
fore entitled only to a decreo for the rent at the rate admitted by the defend¬ 
ant. In this suit the defendant admitted the rent to be duo at the rate 
covered by that decree, and pleatled that the question as to tlie rate was res 
jiuhcata. The Munsif having held that this contention was correct, the plain¬ 
tiffs appealed, contending that the question was^not res judtcata, and that they 
had proved the rate at which they claimed the rent. 

Upon the first question, after referring to the nature of the previous suit, 
and stating that the first issue fixed by the Subordinate Judge in appeal was 
" what IS the amount of the jama," the Lower Appellate Court observed as 
follows:—" After discussing this issue in an elaborate judgment and reviewing 
the evidence on both sides, the Subordinate Judge came to the following finding 
on this issue :— ‘ Considering the whole evidence and the circumstances of the 
case, I hold that the plaintiffs have entirely failed to prove their allegation of 
the jama. They are therefore entitled to the jama admitted by the defendant.’ 

“ This finding on the question of jama is a most clear one, and having been 
upheld on special appeal to the High Court is tes [6583 judicata. [Compare 
Jeo Lai Singh v. SurfnnHH C. L. K., 483) and Monmohinec Dehee v. Binode. 
Beharee Shaha (26 W.R., 10).J The appellants’ pleader has relied upon the 
decision in Piiiiiuio Singh v. Nnghin Singh (I. L. K., 7 Cal., 298), but in my 
opinion that case is clearly distinguishable from the present, as m that case 
the ruling of Garth, 0 J , proceeded upon the fact that ‘ the District Judge 
professedly did not determine what was tlie proper rent due bv the defendants’ 
while 111 the case now under consideration the Subordinate Judge most cer¬ 
tainly did so This most important distinction is pointed out by Gakth, C.J.. 
in Jeo Lai Smgh v. Surfitn (11 CL U , 483). The learned Chief Justice adds 
that the Judge has as much right to act upon the admission of tlie defendant 
as upon the plaintiff’s evidence, and as he found for the defendant, acting upon 
that admission, his finding was decisive and unobjectionable on the issue of 
rental. The learned Chief Justice has explained his views very clearly on this 
point, and 1 am not aware of any distinction whatever between findings on evi¬ 
dence and findings on tne admissioivof one of the parties. The presumption is 
that the rental found in 1294 and 1295 continued in 1296, and in fact, far 
from alleging any alteration, the plaintiffs’ own case is that the rental has 
continued since 1293 unchanged. Under all these circumstances, the question 
of rental seems to me to be res judicata between the parties, and, moreover, T 
think it would be grossly unjust to allow the plaintiffs to re-open in 1296 an 
issue authoritatively settled for 1295, and if such latitude were allowed to the 
plaintiff’s in this suit, the defendant might fairly claim the same privilege to 
re-open the question of rental for subsequent years, if the decision in this case 
on the fresh evidence adduced were in favour of the plaintiffs.” « 

The appeal hating been accordingly dismissed, the plaintiffs now preferred 
this second appeal to the High Court, contending that the Lower Courts were 
wrong in bolding the question to be res judicata, and that the Lower Appellate 
Court ha^ misapprehended the effect of the rulings referred to by it and 
misqyeWlirffed the decision of the Subordinate Judge in the previous suit. 

♦ 
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PABGUN AHIR [1890] 

I6S9] Baboo Sahgram Stngh appeared on behalf of the Appellants. 

The judgment of the High Court (PlGOT and GOBDON, JJ.) was as 
follows;— 

In this appeal the appellants challenge the decision of the Lower Appellate 
Court, treating as binding upon the plaintiffs the finding in a form^suit as to 
the amount of rent payable for the proptrties in respect of the rent of which 
the suit is brought The present suit is brought for the rent of the year 1296 
and a rent decree for the year 129.'j,and the proceedings in the suit in which that 
is the decree have been put in, and the Lower Appellate Court has held that the 
plaintiff is bound by that decree and is not entitled to recover more than the 
amount recovered under that'decree It i.s contended in appeal that the plain¬ 
tiff is not bound bv that decree under the principle of res judicata. We think he 
is to this extent: we think th%t he is hound by the rule of res judicata upon 
the question of wliat was the rent for the year 129'^, and we think so after 
having had read to ns the portion of the judgment in the former suit relating 
to the question then decided We have been referred to the cases Punnoo 
Singh V. Nnghin Singh (I, L R., 7 Cal., 298) and Jen Lai Stngh v. Siirfun 
(11 C. L. B , 483), and it is urged upon us that where a plaintiff claims as rent 
a particular sum, and it is held by the Court that he has failed to establish that 
to ho due, and the Court upon an admission b^ the defendant gives a decree 
for a lesser sum, that cannot operate under the rule of res judicata as deter¬ 
mining conclusively the due amount payable for the year, the rent of which is 
sued for. That proposition is too laige. It may or nfay not he les judicata 
according to what the Court actually finds ft may be discovered from an 
examination of tlie proceedings in the suit that all that was determined in it 
was that the plaiiitifi should recover from the defendants, as rent for the period 
in question, the sum admitted by them to he due, or it may be that what was 
decided was that Mie .sum admitted by the defendants was the proper amount 
of rent payable for the land in suit, for the year or years in question. 

That ma^ he ascertained fron) a common sense view of the judgment by 
seeing what was the issue decided. perhaps it would [660} not be too 
much to hazard the opinion that, as a general rule in these cases, the amount 
found due, up<jn the failure of llie plaintiff to prove his alleged jama, upon the 
admission of the defendants, probably found due as the proper amount of 
jama payable In the present case we scmonstrue the decision in the former 
case, and we think tliat tlio decision of the Lowei Appellate Court was right, 
and that the plaintiff was hound by the former decision as to what was the 
rent for 1295 That being so, and it being admitted, as we understand tlie 
learned pleader, that, no a.tLempt was made tC> establish a subsequent agreement 
for a different rent, s. 51 of the Bengal Tona.icv «Act applies, and the 
present rent for 1296 must be presuined to be the same as that for 1295. We 
therefore reject the apjieals in this case. 

H T. H , Appeal rejected. 


NOTES. 

IThiB waa followed in (1892) 20 Cal. 505 ; (1K97) 4 C. W. N 43 . (1899) 4 C. W. N. 161 ; 
(1902) J5 C. W N 689; (1904) I C. L. J. 211 , Nee also 16 I. C. 590, 19 I. C. 6.32 ; 20 I. C. 
700 : 17 C. L J. 71 : 17 C. W N 76 ', 37 M,id 70 ] * 
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[l«Cal.8603 
PEIVY COUNCIL. 

The 4th, 10th, llih, 14th, 17th,and 18th December, 1891,and lOth March, 1892. 
* Present ; 

Lords Hobhouse, Morris, and Hannen, Sib E. Couch, 

AND Lord Shand. 

Eajkumar Eoy and others.Some of the Defendants 

versus 

Gobind Chuuder Eoy.Plaintiff and the remaining Defendants. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Caloutta.] 

Limitation—Act XV of l'f?7, Sch. II, Arts 142, 144— lioiindanes, dispute 
as to—Ownership of land reclaimed from a bhii contested between 
pioprietors of contiqunm estates—Prior possession of land by one 
of two claimants—Presumption as to continuance of possession 
of land by original owner, limitation being pleaded by party 
in possession -Appellant, duty of—Burden of pi oof. 

In suits relating to diilputcd lioandarifs where the dt-uisum o* the Lower Court as to the 
ownership involves questions of the correctness of ourvo>s, maps, recorded description, and 
other such evidence, the ippellant should do more than show points requiring explanation. 
He should be prepared to show in what respect the decision has been wrong in regard to the 
evidence, and what other course would be right. 

The question was as to the ownership of land reclaimed from a hhil within the oonhnos 
of one or other of two adjoining revenue mehals, the one belonging to the plaintifl, the other 
to the defendants, and involvi'd the identification of the land in suit with some that had been 
covered with [8611 water, but of which the plaintiff’s possession, with title, had boon 
affirmed in proceedings of the revenue survey in 1857 In consequence of the nature and 
condition of the land there was no evidence of anj’ act of possession done by either party 
during the first two veais of the twelve immediately preceding the date of the institution of 
the suit, and during the last ten years the defendants had been in possession. The latter 
having tried and failed to establish adverse pus-.ossion in themselves, contended that oven if 
the plaintiff’s possession had been shown to have existed in 1857, he could not succeed with¬ 
out showing that his possession remained till later than the 9th April 1869, the suit having 
been filed on Ith April 1881, or unless he.orovod some act of dispossession by the defendants 
within that period. 

Held, that the presumption was in favour of the plaintiff’s possession, which had been 
with apparent title, having m fact continued over the two years in question, as to which 
continuance there wan no evidence to the contrary. 

If the burden was on the plaintiff to show possession dowh to within twelve years of suit 
it bad been discharged. 

Appeal from a decree (24th March 1888) of the High Court reversing a decree 
(18th September 1884) of the Subordinate Judge of Jesaore. 

The plaintiff,,Gobind Ghunder Eoy, the first of the respondents,* was 
zemindar of mouzah Babupore in taraf Kalia, in the zeraindari pergana Naldi 
numbered as a revenue mehal in the Colleotorate towzi of zilla Jessore * and 
the thirteen defendants, of whom seven were now appellants, six being joined 
as resgpusdents with the plaintifif-reapondent, were putnidars, or were other- 
wist/ interested in the neighbouring mouzah Baraset in taraf Easulpore. The 
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land of both parties'bordered on a bhil or shallow water called Barronal, of 
which tlie south-east part was called Betaga; and out of this two plots, 
together measuring about 6dd bighaa. having been gradually silted up, were 
occupied by the defendants. The possession of these in zamindari right, and 
mesne profits, were claimed by the plaintifi as belonging to his settled mouzah 
Babupore. His plaint, filed on the 9th April 1B81, alleged that the bighas, 
having become dry in Betaga after the year 1276 (I2th April 1869), were 
occupied by the defendants from Srabun 1278 (July and August 1871), and 
referred to revenue survey proceedings of 1857-58 called “the mutiiaza case,’* 
instituted by Gurudas Boy, the plaintifi's father, in 1857, when the thakbust 
1662] survey was being carried out in the district. The order then made by 
the Survey Deputy Collector on the 22nd May 1857, upheld by the Survey 
Superintendent on the 1st Janpavy 185B, was to the effect chat the proprietors 
of Baraset were not then, and had not been, in possession of bhil Betaga, but 
that the zemindar of Babupore was in possession of it. 

The defence to this suit was that neither the plaintiff nor his predecessors 
in title had been in possession of the land, which had in fact belonged to tlie 
defendants' estate Baraset: also, that the suit was barred by limitation, under 
Act XV of 1877. Issues were framed as to limitation . as to the effect of the 
decisions of the revenue authorities in 1857-58. as to whether the land belonged 
to mouzah Bahuporo or to mouzah Baraset: as to wfiether it formed part of 
that to which the revenue proceedings of 1857-58 related ■ and as to whioli 
party had been in possession, and in what manner. * 

Every fact material to a report of this case appears in their Lordships’ 
ludgment. 

This suiL was dismissed by the Subordinate .ludge. He was of opinion that 
the plaintiff had failed to show possession within twelve years of suit. He 
found that tliu lands in dispute in tlie mutnaza case of 1857 were different 
from those now in suit, and that the boundary was not correctly laid down 
by the sui-vey map made at that time. The plaintiil failed, according to the 
Subordinate .ludge, to show that the lands in suit were part of Babupore, but 
the defendants, in his opinion, proved them to be part of Baraset and to 
have been in their possession for more than twelve years before suit. 

This judgment was reversed on the ^jlaintiff's appeal to the High Court. 
A Divisional Bench (Prinskp and TkkvelyaN, .IJ ), on the 9th April 1886, 
directed a local inquiry by a Commissioner appointed under s. 392 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, who was ordered to ascertain the true boundary line 
between Babupore and Baraset, which tlie ^hakbust map had attempted to lay 
down in 1856, leading, by its failure to define the limits of the rival estates, to 
the proceedings in the so-called mutnaza case. Tbe*Judges ordered that if 
difficulty should arise in ascertaining that boundary, a tri-junctional point 
should be determined. In the [063] next place, the Commissioner was to 
map the land dealt with in the mutnaza case and the land now sued for. 

The result of a survey hy this Commissioner and of inquiries made by him, 
was that a tri-junctional point was determined, and the thakbust line, doubts 
as to which had brought on the mutnaza case, was indicated on maps. The 
whole of the lands, “ mutnaza ” or “ disputed " in 1856 |.nd 1857, and the 
position of the Betaga bhil or khal, which, as the Commissioner employed in 
this duty observed, almost bisected the mutnaza lands in its south-western 
course, were denoted. 

According to bis report and bis maps, the lands now claimed wttw.j^art of 
those to which the decision in the mutnaza case related. 


891 



jftAJKtJMAll BoV i&O. H. 


The High Court in ite final judgment awarded to the plaintiff the whole 
o£ his claim. As to that part of the case which related to the time of bringing 
the suit, the Judges said:— 

" In regard to the matter of limitation, we have no doubt that neither 
party was in exclusive possession of the lands in suit until they became fit 
for cultivation by the drying up of the water. The water formed only a portion 
of a larger tract without any very clearly defined boundaries, including 
what were admittedly parts of the estates or the contending parties. We find 
ourselves unable, m the conflict of evidence and with its extremely vague and 
uncertain character, to And that either party was in possession of any particular 
portion of this sheet of water, so as to define any boundary line between 
their respective estates. Undoi those circumstances, we are unable to agree 
with the finding of the Subordinate Judge, that the iefendauts have been in 
possession of the lands now claimed for more than twelve years before the 
institution of this suit. The evidence, 111 our opinion, does not establish the 
fact alleged by the defendants, tliat the lands gradually dried up and. have been 
bold by them for morj than twelve years. It thoiefore becomes necessary 
to ascertain the position of the lands which formed the subiect-matter 
of the mutnaza case. So far as the lands now claimed are identical with 
those lands, we must hold, until the contrary be shown, that the possession 
then found continued, and that the boundary line then laid down must define 
the properties of the parties now before us. CtiSli J From the natural features of 
the lands and the absence of any substantial permanent land-mark on them, 
there are unusual difficulties in the fixing of the land of tlu> mutnaza case. 

• “ We observe, too, that Mr. Madge, the Commissioner appointed bv us, re¬ 
ports that some places were almost impenetrable, and therefore the general state 
of the country in 1856, when the survey was made, can roadil> be understood. 
The water-courses which intersect the lands have not altogether remained in 
their origiual position. some have silted up, and others liave slightly deviated. 
Nevertheless, we are satisfied as to the correctness uf the maps and measure¬ 
ments prepared by Mr. Madge, and that be has accurately depicted the lines of 
the original thak survey as well as of the lands relating to the mutnaza case. 
Salient points in the amin Kuttunmoni’s map seem to have been properly 
ascertained both from *lie natural features of the lands as well as from tri- 
junctional points in other directions. We are satisfied that Mr. M»ulge's pro¬ 
ceedings form a reliable basis lor determining this suit by the result of the 
mutnaza case. We agree with the Subordinate Judge tliat the thak map 
itself does not accurately show the lands of the mutnaza case or the 
boundary' line there laid down, anr^that, so far as can be learnt, the alteration 
in the thak map was made without authority and without notice to the parties. 
We accordingly hold *that plaintiff is entitled to a decree for possession of 
the lands, with mesne profits and interest to be determined at the time of 
execution of the decree, as well as costs in this and the Lower Courts.” 

Seven of the defendants now appealed, joining gs co-respondents with the 
respondent, Gobind Chunder liSoy, six others of the defendants. 

On this appeal-^ 

Mr. T. H. Cowie, Q.0.\ and Mr. J. H. A. Branson, for the appellants, argued 
that the evidence^ did not show the lands in suit to form part of the*traot 
declared by the revenue authorities in 1857-58 to belong to mouzah Babupore, 
and to be in the possession of the plaintiff’s father. The High Court had 
erred in placing too great reliance on the report and map of the Commis¬ 
sioner^gippoiuted to make a local inquiry in 1886, which were no C668J 
aufiteiem basis for that Court’s reversal of the First Court’s decree. The lands 
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now sued for were not), in fact, identical with those disposed of in what was 
called the mutnaza suit. This was the main case for the appellants ; but it 
was also argued that, bv the law of limitation, the assertion of the plaintiff's 
title, if it had existed, was barred either upon the ground that the defendants 
had been in adverse possession for twelve v^ars before suit brought, or, if the 
evidence as to tliis fact should not be considered sufiioient, on the ground that 
at least the plaintiff had failed to show that he had, on his part, had any 
possession whatever for upwards of twelve years before the 9th April 1881, 
when he tiled his pUint To show the latter was essential for the success of 
his case, but he had not satisfied the burden of proof upon him in this respect. 
He could only recover by the strength of a title shown to constitute a cause 
of action or suit permitted by the Code of Civil Proceduie, and shown not 
to be barred by aiiv law in tqrce. But even if the plaintiff had a title, and had 
the outward marks of possession, as shown by the order of a Revenue Court 
in 1857, the law of limitation (Act XV of 1877, Schedule II, Article 14‘2 ‘) had 
deprived him ol the right to sue. It was not disputed that ten years before 
this suit llie defendants caused the land to be cultivated, and for the previous 
two years there had been, on the plaintiff's part, no occupation or possession 

They referred to Articles 142, 144, and 147 of Schedule II of Act XV of 
1877, and to Regulation III of 1793, and Acta XIV of 1859 and IX of 1871 ; 
to sections 11 and 50 of the Code of Civil Procedure. and to Mahaiaja Koowur 
Baboo NUrasiir Siat/h v Baboo Niind Loll Singh (8 Moo. I A, 199) . Mahomed 
All Khan v. Khaja AJhIuI (innng (I. L. R., 9 Cal., 7#4) . Kalb/ Churu Sakoo 
V, The Searetarg of State foi fndia in Council (1. L. R, 6 Cal,, 725) ; and 
Bndhn Golnnd Hoy Saheb v. Inglis (7 C. L R , 364). * 

Mr. B. V. Doyne and Mr. C. W Amthoon, for the respondent, Gobind 
Chunde*' Rov, were hoard upw the question of limitation, in connection with 
the identity ol the lands claimed and those affected by the decision in the 
mutnaza case of 1857. They contended that the lauds in suit had been proved 
to form part of the iilaintiff's settled estate and zemindan, and to have been 
in the [6661 possession of his Tather within the twelve vears preceding the 
institution of this aiiit 

The following cases were referred to on both sides —Karan Snuih v. Bakat 
All Khan (I. L. R , 5 All., 1 , L R , 9 I.A., 99), Mohima Chnndet Mozoomdnt 
V. Moh?sh Chundrr Neoghi (l.L.R., 16 CaJ , 473, L R., 16 I. A , 23) : Maham- 
mud. Amaniilla Khan v. Badan Singh {I L. R , 17 Cal , 137 ; Li R., 16 1. A., 
148); Fnki Abdulla v. Babaji Gungaji (I. L. R, 14 Bom . 458). 

.Afterwards, on 19th March, their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Lord Hobhouse.—This is one of tin* disputes which give rise to so much 
litigation, more apparently than is accounted for by the value of the property, 
about the boundaries of contiguous estates when the land is uncultivated and 
the action of water is always tending to remove land-marks. The respondent, 
Gobind Chunder Roy, is the zemindar of the mouzah J3abupore, and is plain¬ 
tiff in the suit. The a^5pellaiits are talookdjirs or putnidars of the adjoining 


•[Art 14‘2 — 

I 

Dencription of suit I 


Period of 
limitation. 


Time from which period begins 
_ to run. 


For po-isession of immoveable I Twelve years The date of the dispotisesnion or 
property when the plaintiff, while' idiecontiniianco.] 

in pcaseSBion of the property, has j 
been diapoaseaaed or has diacon- > 
tinn ed th e posBe s aion ._1_ 
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tnouzah Baraset, and are defendants in the suit. Tbe controversy is whether 
two plots of land, stated in the plaint to measure 633 btgahs, belong to Baraset 
or to Babupore. 

The plaint was hied on tiie 9th April 1881. It states that the disputed 
land remained under water for a long time, and that the plaintiff’s predecessors 
were in possession by receipt of the fishery rent; that a dispute arose between 
the predecessors of the plaintiff and those of the defendants with regard to 
the thakbust of the lands, and tliat a mutnaza case, No. 401 of 1857, was 
instituted beloie the Survey Deputy Collector, was decided in favour of the 
plaintiff’s fatlier on the 22nd May 1857, and the decision confirmed in appeal. 

The sixth and eighth paragraphs of the plaint are as follows: — 

"6. From 1276 the soutlveastern portiop ot the aforesaid hhil iiegan 
gradually to silt up Tiie siltod-up land used to remain waste and covered with 
dense jungle in the dry season, and in the rainy season overt acts of possession 
W'ere exercised on tlie part of the plaintiff's father by receipt of the fishery rents 
of that place. [667 J The Boy defendants, with a view to dispossess the plaintiff‘’s 
father from the said lands, and having recourse to diverse acts ot fraud and 
injustice, exceeded the boundaries ol their estate of mouzah Baraset, as fixed hy 
the thakbust authorities, and after gradually bringing the said silted-up hhil 
land under cultivation and making settlements thereof, they have continued 
without any right to pos,sess and enjoy the same from the month of Srahun 1278. 

“8. As tlie act of dispossession commenced in Sra)ftun 1278, and as the 
plaintiff is not in a position to ascertain tlie exact time when each plot of land 
bectfhie cultivable, he takes the cause of action iti this case against the Buy 
defendants to have arisen from the said month of 8rahun 1278 ” 

The plaintiff' adds statements to account for the delay in suing, hut it is 
not material to consider them. He prays to recover possession on the plaintiff ’s 
zemindan right, and for mesne profits. A description of the property is added 
in a schedule, ot w!uch tlie oiilv thing now needful to say is that the larger of 
the two plots IS doscrihed as lying south of Hetaga shore 

The defondiints put in a written statement, claiming the disputed land 
as belonging to J^araset, denving in effect that the land sued for is tlie 
same as tlm land awarred to Babupore in May 1857, and contending 
that, inasmuch as they do nob adm/t that the plaintiff' or his predecessor was 
ever in possession of the disputed land, the suit is barred by limitation. 

The questions raised by the pleadings are two ; First, do tlie lands now 
in suit form part of the rnutnaza lands, those comprised in the pioceednigs 
of 1857, called the mutnaza mit ? K they do not, the whole foundation oi the 
plaintiff’s case fail'.. If,tIioydo, the second question arises. How far is the 
plaintiff ’s title barred by the possession of tke defendants, or by his own non- 
possession ? 

The order made in tlie mutnaza suit, with preliminary statement, is set 
out in the record. The tlien zemindar of Babupore, the present plaintiff’s 
father, complained thaji the talookdar of Baraset had caused 400 or 500 bigahs 
of land belonging to Babupore to be measured with Baraset in the thakbust 
proceedings. The Court (saused a plan to be made, and the Survey Deputy 
Collector, Taruck ^ath Chose, went in person to view the spot [ 668 } anfl to 
investigate the matter in dispute. He found that on the northern boundary 
of Baraset was a khal named Nowdara. and that the mutnaza lands 
lav north of that khal, and west of the hhil Betaga. and that the plaintiff 
reoeive^jUe® julkur rents of bhil Betaga, etc. He ordered that the map should be 
oorrdBted by enclosing tbe said land within the boundaries of mouzah Babupore. 
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The defendants appealed to Mr. Watson, the Survey Superintendent, who, 
on the Ist of January 1858, made an order confirming the deputy Collector's 
order, on the same grounds. The thak map was then altered and is numbered 
742 in this record. The mutnaza map is also in the record numbered 751. 

When this suit came before the Subordinate .Judge of Jessore, he sent an 
ameen to survey the ground and make a plati of it, hut his work was not satis¬ 
factory, and was set aside. Another ameen was sent, whose map, numbered 
326, is in the record. The Subordinate Judge states, and it so appears from 
the map No. 326, that, according to this ameen's survey, nearly the whole of 
the land now in suit lies within the circuit of mouzah Babupore. 

The Subordinate Judge subjected thevariousmaps and also the oral and other 
documentary evidence to a vety long and minute examination, and he came to 
the conclusion that the ameen's map was wrong, that the thak map also was 
wrong,' and that the lands in suit formed no part o1 the mutnaza lands. His 
main reason appears to be that the lands in suit are described in the plaint as 
being to the south of the Betaga shore and khal, and were so pointed out to 
the ameen bv the plaintiff’s men , whereas, he says, iccording to the mutnaza 
map the shore is to the south of the ruutnaz t, lands. He also decided that 
there was no evidence to prove the plaintiff‘.s possession f>l' the disputed lands 
witliin 12 years of the suit, .ind that the ilefendants have proved their 
possession for more than 12 years. 

Their Lordships may say at once, that though there are difficulties in 
the question of identify, they cannot understand that particular difficulty which 
has impressed the mind of the Subordinate .Indge. Seeing that the land 
has till within a few years been all covered with water , that it is now mostly 
covered with thick jungle so as to throw serious obstacles in the way of a 
survey, that there are formations of water on its uorthein, southern, and 
[669] eastern extremities, of irregular shajie, much indden in parts hy vegeta¬ 
tion, and with names not well defined but diffeiently given l»v different infor¬ 
mants, there is plenty of ground for dispute. But their Lovdsliips are unable 
to see any inconsistency between tlie mutnaza map and tlie description in the 
plaint. They find that the names Betaga bhil, Hetuga khal, and Betaga shore, 
are used interchangeahlv to designate a watercourse which in the mutnaza 
map is shown on the north, the east, and the south of the nnitniiza lands. At 
the south-west end of it the Nowdara khal is marked, winch apjiears to he in 
some .seasons one with the Betaga, and irf others separated from it. In point 
of fact, the Betaga khal, according to the mutnaza map, lies to the north of a 
laige portion of the mutnaza lands, and of nearly, if not quite, the whole of 
that portion of the mutnaza lands which is now in suit The Subordinate 
Judge seems to have been misled by looking at a marginal note on the map 
without the explanation afforded by the map itself? The note, apparently 
refeiTing to the lands generally,* says, “ north of the Betaga khal of Nij 
mouzahand the map shows that the writer must refer to the southern 
branch of the khal. The plaintiff then is justified in stating that he sues 
for lands south of the Betaga shore, and "though his people may easily 
have made mistakes in pointing out the land under circumstances calculated to 
baffle a skilled surveyor, no proof that they did so can lie drawn from the fact 
that they pointed out land to the north of which lay water which they called, 
and* which probably was, the Betaga shore or khal. These observations will 
dispose of a great deal of the argument pressed upon the Board by the counsel 
for the appellants. 

As regards the Subordinate Judge’s finding on the question of possession, 
it is very much, and quite properly, mixed up with his finding on t?!^ question 
of identity. The evidence has a different bearing according as it is supflosed 
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to apply to land which is, or co land which is not, portion of the mutnaaa 
lands. 

The Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit, and the plaintiff appealed to 
the High Court. That Court considered it necessarv that a fresh local inquiry 
should be held\nd a map prepared hy a competent officer: and they appointed 
Mr. Madge to be a Commissioner for that purpose. Briefly stated, his instruc¬ 
tions were [670J to show the boundary fixed by the thakbust map prior to the 
inutnaza case, and to ascertain the mutnaza lands and the lands described in 
the plaint. The result of this commission was the preparation of two maps by 
Mr. Madge, of which No. 2 is now the important one, and a report by him. 
The defendants took objections to the report, and the case came again before 
the High Court. 

The High Court held that, notwithstandmg the great diflSculties in the 
way of a proper survey, Mr Madge had accurately depicted the lines of the 
original thak survey as well as of the lands relating to the mutnaza case, and 
that his proceedings formed a reliable basis for determining this suit by the 
result of the mutnaza case. And as his map No 2 showed two plots of land, 
amounting to about 862 bigahs, as forming part of the mutnaza land, the Court ^ 
gave the plaintiff a decree for those plots with mesne profits. 

As regards the question of possession, the view of the Court was that, until 
the land became fit for cultivation hy the drying up of the water, they could 
not find that either partv was in possession of any particular portion 
so as to define a boundary line between their estates# that the possession 
found in the mutnaza case must he lield to have continued , and that the 
plaintiff's title was not barred. 

The defendants now apjieal from this decree, contending that upon both 
the points in controversy the Suboidmate Judge is right and the High Court 
wrong. They complain tliat the High Court has trusted ton implicitly bo 
Mr. Madge’s survey, and has not examined the other voluminous evidence to 
which the Subordinate Judge addressed himself. Their Lordships will first deal 
with the question of identity. 

On this point, with reference both to this case and to several others of a like 
kind which have come before them, thoir Lordships think it light to express 
an opinion that in ordei to set aside the decision of the Court below, the 
appellants should come prepared to«how clearly where it is wrong, and what 
other course is right. In boundary cases of this kind nothing is easier 
than to propound riddles which cannot be answered by merely looking at 
the maps, or reading ihe statements which appear in the record If it 
were enough to show to this tribunal difliculties which the respondent’s 
[671] counsel cannot q^plain, and then to contend that his case is not 
proved, he would labour under an unfair amount of burden. In such cases the 
local Courts have advantages over the remote ones. To a certain extent the 
same remark is true as between the Subordinate Judge and the High Court, 
but the High Court possessed g. resource which this Board would be vei y 
reluctant to use again in this suit. They felt the local difficulties, and they 
met them by ordering a local survey of their own. On the results of that 
survey they saw their way to affirm the plaintiff' s title. To induce this Board 
to disaffirm it, the defendants ought to do something more t!ian to show that 
the plaintiff’s title is not free from doubts; they should at least give some 
acceptable explanation of the circumstances which have led the Court below 
to its conclusion. 

Nojp^at is exactly what the appellants have failed to do. Thev can show 
manf difficulties of a kind Which probably no amount of mapping or verbal 


896 



^ GOBIND CHUNSBB BOY [1892] I.L.R. 19 Csl. 672 

doBoription would avoid. Mr. Madge's map does not. so far as their Lordships 
can see, show in terms, and on its face, the thakbust line which was complained 
of and corrected in the mutnaza suit, nor the lands described in the plaint. 
But those objections were before the High Court, who were satisfied that 
Mr. Madge had shown the things required : and, though it does ncd) appear that 
Mr. Madge was present to explain his map, the Court could certainlv have 
required his presence if any real difficulties had been felt on those points. 

But the difficulty of the defendants is this : It is certain that the plaintiff 
recovered land from the defendants in the mutnaza suit. Where are the mut- 
naza lands ? According to the thak map, the mutnaza map, the ameen's map, 
and Mr. Madge’s map, they are so placed as to correspond more or less closely 
with the land now in suit. Observations have already been made on the argu¬ 
ments used to show that there.is error m the thak map and the ameen’s, and 
discrepancy between them and the mutnaza map. If the maps are all wrong, 
where shall we place the mutnaza lands? The defendants say that they 
should be placed somewhere to the north of the northern branch of the Betaga 
khal, in a region which no one of the maps enables us to ascertain. To that 
theory there seem to be two strong oblections. 

* [672] The first is, that though Mr. Madge was occupied in surveying the 

ground from the 18tb May to the IBth ,7une, and though from the 19th May 
be was attended by the ameen of the defendants, and from the 26th by their 
surveyor, no one objected that his operations were being conducted in a wholly 
wrong place, so that thp work would all be thrown awsjy. 

The second is, that we cannot have any evidence of the position of the 
mutnaza lands so good as the mutnaza map, and where it speaks intelligibly we 
ought to follow it. Now, the mutnaza map gives as a land-mark a mound called 
Gozmara Tek, not on the face of the map, but in the marginal note before 
referred to, which says that the land lies to the south of it and to the north of 
Betaga khal. The Gozmara Tek does not appear in the thak map or in the 
ameen’s. But Mr. Madge discovered it, and clearly identified it as one of the 
stations used in the mutnaza survey : and he has placed it at the northern¬ 
most point of the mutnaza lands. According to the mutnaza map the 
lands cannot be between the Gozmara Tek and the north branch of the 
Betaga khal; there is no space for them there , and the map-maker 
places them between the site of the Tek an^ the south branch of the khal. If 
a line be drawn on the mutnaza map from west to east through the Gozmara 
Tek placed at the point now ascertained by Mr. Madge, and if a parallel line 
be drawn at a tangent to the southernmost portion of the Betaga khal, the 
whole of the mutnaza lands will be found [letween these two lines. Another 
important land-mark on the mutnaza map is the Nowdbara khal at the 
extreme south-west. It is not marked on the thak ma]^, or on the ameen's, but 
it was ascertained by Mr. Madge, and treated by him, in the presence of the 
agents, as the south-western boundary of the lands; for from that point he 
began to work due north :*and it is so set down in his map. It appears, there¬ 
fore, that Mr. Madge found these two cardinal points on the north-east and the 
south-west, just where they ought to be if the plaintiff’s theory of the lands is 
correct, and where they could not be if the defendant's theory is correct. 

^he defendants have insisted very earnestly that Mr. Madge has passively 
followed the thak map to produce his ,own. But his :?eport has not been 
impugned and must be taken to speak the [678] truth. It shows a laborious 
survey, lasting for a month and carried into minute detail. Moreover, the points 
just now insisted on, to say nothing of some small variations havinf^the effect 
of throwing some 5 bighas out of the thakbust boundary, show that the su'wey 
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is to be taken as an independent and original work, though of coarse Mr. Madge 
availed himself of the mutnaza map and field-book, as indeed the High Court 
directed him to do. 

Much reliance was placed at the bar on the expression by the High Court 
of their agrdbmont with the Subordinate Judge that the thak map does not 
accurately show the lands of the mutnaza cases In the absence of explanation 
their Lordships do not know what inaccuracy is referred to, unless it be the 
small variations just noticed. It is certainly not the inaccuracy, or rather the 
glaring error, supposed by the Subordinate Judge ; and it is something which 
is consistent with the accuracy of Mr. Madge’s map. It appears to their Lord- 
ships that in deputing Mr. Madge, the High Court took the best course open to 
them , that in the absence of proof that there are specific and material errors 
in iiis map, they were right to rely on it; and that their conclusion on this 
part of the case ought to he maintained. 

The next question is whether the title of the plaintiff, which, accompanied 
by possession, was affirmed in 18/i7, has been lost by subsequent non-possession 
on his ))ait, oi adverse possession on the part of the defendants. In this 
controversy the defendants start with the advantage that the plaintiff admits 
thoir possession from a time nearly ten years before the suit Still thelb 
remain two years during which possession must be proved, or inferred on legal 
grounds, on one side or the other. The plaintiff clafms, and the High Court 
has held, that presumption must be in favour of the title and former possession. 
The defendants claim tjiat it should be in favour of the state of things exist¬ 
ing for ten years. Each party has tendered positive evidence on the point. 

The condition of the land is such as to offer great difficulty in the proof 
of possession. At the date of the thakbust the whole was under water, together 
with a contiguous larger tract. The only use or enjoyment consisted in 
fishing. There has been a gradual, slow, and still incomplete, conversion of 
tills lake into [674] swamp, and oi swamp into habitable land ; and it is 
obvious that during such a process there may be parts of the land which for 
many years are not used at all lor any purpose of enjoyment. Mr Madge's 
map shows two plots divided by a channel called the Jlhaisa or the Arpangasia. 
Plot 1 consists of 829 bighas lying to the west of the Arpangasia , and this plot 
is still for the greater part in a state of swamp and jungle, though portions 
of it vrere used for growing paddy as early as the autumn of 1871, whether 
earlier or not is matter of dispute Plot 2 consists of 32 highas lying to the 
east of the Arpangasia ; and there is evidence that land in this quarter, whether 
actually land of plot 2 or not is again matter of dispute, was dried hy the cutting 
of a channel about the years 1868 or 1869. 

The defendants contend that btiough the plaintiff shows title and posses¬ 
sion in 1857, he still nftist fail unless he can show acts of possession and enjoy¬ 
ment later than the 9th April 1869, or that he must prove the act of disposses¬ 
sion by the defendants later than that date. Their Counsel went so far as to 
argue that if the land, being in a state of swamp and fungle, had been left wholly 
unused for 12 years, and then i stranger were to settle upon it, the plaintiff 
could not assert any* title against him. 

The High Court do not enter upon any disoussioii of this question. In 
their view of the evidence it does not enable them to find that either party was 
in possession of th6 sheet of water so as to define any boundary line between 
their respective estates. Therefore they conclude that, so far as the lands now 
dainsed are ideptioal with the mutnaza lands, the possession found in 1857 
must be ^k«n to have continued, and to show the boundary line of the two 
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After hearing a great deal of argument to impugn the view of the High 
Court, their Lordships are not disposed to differ from it. It is m accordance 
with the decision in the case of Rimjeet Bam Panday v. Goburdhun Bam Pan¬ 
day [20 W. E., 25 (pp. 29, 30)J, a case which foil under the Limitation Act 
passed in 1859, when the plaintiff [as pointed out in Karan 8ingk v. Bakai Ah 
Khan (I. L. R., 5 All., 1, L. R.. 9 I. A., 99)1 was subject bo a harden 
of proof heavier than that established by [675] the Limitation Acts of 
1871 and 1877. But their Lordships say no more upon this point, nor do 
they feel called upon to examine the subsequent cases, because they think 
that, even assuming the burden of proof upon the plaintiff to be such as the 
defendants contend for, he has sufhciently discharged it. 

Their Lordships will first consider the evidence adduced by the defendants. 
Seven of their witnesses have been selected by their euuusel, doubtless those who 
are the most effective. Five of them sjieak to plot 1 and two to plot 2. Six of 
them are tenants of the defendants, and one (witness No. 10) was present at 
the Court ameen’s survey. They were examined in May 1884. Let us 
first take the five who speak to plot 1. As regards time, one witness, 
^lo. 14, specities no time of occupation; one, No. 7, proves too little, 
only nine or ten years. The other three prove too much , No. 10 has 
seen tenants there 27 or 28 years previously, i.e , hetoro the thak survey, when 
it is agreed on both • sides that all was under water, No. 18 carries the 
settlement by habitation back to 1859 at latest. No. IG to 1861 at latest , but, 
as has been stated, pp.ddy-planting was carried on h\ 1871, so that down to 
that time the land must have been under water and uninhabitable As 
regards the situation of plot 1, No. 7 and No. 10 do not fix any. The other 
three fix it in village Bhawanipore, which is in mouzah Barasob ; and one of 
them. No. 16, adds that Nowdhara is to the north of the plot. Now 
Bhawanipore does not appear on the earlier maps , but it is marked on Mr. 
Madge’s map, outside the muLnaisa lands. And Nondliara is one of the cardinal 
points ascertained by him as the south-west extremity of those lands. There 
is no reason to suppose that these w'ltnosses were consciously telling any 
untruth. But there is very strong reason to conclude that they were speaking 
of other land , an error not difficult to fall into, perhaps not easy to avoid, in 
such a country. There is, then in their Lordships’ judgment, no evidence at 
all given by the defendants which touches plot 1. 

Of the two witnesses who speak of pfot 2, No. K holds 27 bighas of the 
defendants, 17 of which are again held of him by No 4 No. 8 sa>s that he 
got his grant 21 or 22 years ago, i.e , in J8()2-63 , that liis land was then 
covered with water; [676] that within tw(^ years it became fit for cultivation , 
and that it became dry after a khal, which he calls tiie Kata khal, was cut 
15 or 16 years ago, i.e ,in 1868-69. The cultivation Ho speaks ol as possible 
in 1864-65 must have been for padcly, tliough he does not sav so , neither does 
he say that it actually was cultivated ; ho does not cultivate personally, he 
says No. 4 (who is 45 years old) says that his father took l.S Inghas 18 or 
19 years ago, i.e., in 1865-66, and built a bolise on it a year after. He took 
the other 4 bighas two or three years later. “ When I first saw my land it was 
in a cultivated state. That was soma 18 or 19 years ago.” He does not 
spea^of any alteration of the surface, but speaks of his cultivation as if it were 
the same thing as that of 19 years back. • 

It is impossible not to feel serious doubt of the valuo of this evidence. 
The lessee tells us that the land was cultivated at a time not later than 1866 
and was built on at a time not later than 1867, while the lessor says^hat either 
a year or two years after the latest of those dates it was covered with water. 
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And such events as the taking *of a farm, the building of a house, and the 
drainage of a lake, are not likely to be forgotten in the life of a countryman. 

As regards the situation of their land, both witnesses say that it is east of 
Arpangasia. No. 8 tells us nothing more. No. 4 says that it lies within the 
little disputed plot, but how he makes that out does not appear. There is no 
further identification. It was pointed out by Mr. Arathoon that the ameen’s 
measurement of the land in suit was 1,215 bighas, and of plot 2, 71 bighas, the 
bulk of which he made out to be mutnaza lands; whereas Mr. Madge’s survey 
only givos 829 bighas for the mutnaza lands now in suit, and for plot 2, 32 
bighas It is therefore quite possible that when witnesses speak of the " land 
in dispute ” they may bo speaking of some of that excess portion which was in 
dispute before the ameon and before the Subordinate Judge, but which is not 
in Mr. Madge’s map or in the decree. This is conjectural, but it introduces an 
additional element of uncertainty into the defendant’s case. 

It can hardly bo said of plot 2, as of plot 1, that there is absolutely no 
evidence which can be applied to it; but it is so (677} extremely weak that, 
even if uncontradicted, it would hardly advance their case. 

The plaintiff’s evidence, on the other hand, is of a character which, 
having regard to the nature of the land, is as substantial as can bo exnected. 
It is proved clearly that fishery leases were granted from 1861 onwards oy the 
plaintiff or his predecessors at substantial rents. There can be little doubt 
that these leases covered plot 1, because tiio plaintiff’^ witness No. 6 shows 
that he was lessee in 1871 when the defendant’s tenants planted paddy, 
apparently for the first time ; and that, on account of this encroachment, he 
obtained an abatement of rent from the plaintiff. The place of encroachment 
he describes as being the south-east corner of Betaga bil. 

That the leases covered plot 2 is not made clear by any positive evidence. 
But seeing that the whole of the mutnaza lands were covered with water in 
1857 and afterwards, apparently down to 1868-69, the proper inference is that 
they did include plot 2. .4nd as the plaintiff’s evidence is in accordance 
with, and is aided by his title and previous possession, which is now made 
clear, and is not countervailed by anything of the slightest weight on the 
defendant’s part, their Lordships hold that the evidence clearly applying to 
plot 1 must be taken to apply to tl^ whole of the mutnaza lands now in suit. 

They will humbly advise Her Majesty to dismiss the appeal, and the 
appellants must pay the costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitors for the Appellants : ll^essrs. Sanderson, Holland, and Adktn. 

Solicitors for the Bhspondent, Gobind GJiunder Roy: Messrs. T. L. Wilson 
and Co. 

O.B. 

NOTES. 

tPnina facie, posHessjon goes with the title 16 C. W. N. 317,6 0. L J. 71; 8 0. W. 
N. 876 ; 31 Mad. 628; 10 C. L. J. 627 ; 13 0. L. J. 626 ; 33 Bom. 712 ; 9 C. W. N. Ill ; 
21 0. W. N. 278 ; 14 C. W. N. 317. 

In the case of (l^^^) 29 Cal. 618, the Privy Council held that in such oaees as*this, 
constructive possession was vested in the true owner during submersion if in any one and 
that the prior unparfeotod admrse posBoasion of a trespasser etc. came to an end.] 
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1678] PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The ISth March and Sind April, 1S92. 

Present: 

Lord Macnaghten, Lord Hannbn, Sir R. Couch, 

AND Lord Shand. 


Nam Narain Singh.Plaintiff 

verstis 

Baghu Nath Sahai.Defendant. 


LOn appeal 7roni the Uigh Court at Galoutta.j 

Agent's authority to sue on behalf of his principal—Dismissal of suit brought 
by agent in his principal's name — Amendment. 

A Ciourt in which a tsnit is brought on behalf of one persou, through tho agency of another, 
is entitled to inquire as to the agent’s authority, 

i^BUit for arrears of rent was brought by an agent, profossiug to act under authority 
from his principal. The*plamtifi, after instituting the suit in his own name as agent, 
ohtaiued an order from the Court granting him leave to amend the pl.iint by substituting 
the name of his principal as plaintifi, suing through him, an ami^ndment which the defendant 
resisted, disputing the authority of the agent— Held, that the Court m allowing it did not 
decide that the agent had authority, that remained to be proved , and, as it was not proved, 
the suit failed. 

Appeal from a decree (ist February 1888) of the High Court affirming a 
decree (30th June 1886) of the Deputy Collector, Haisaribagh. 

The appellant was the zemindar of Ramgurh, in the Hazaribagh district. 
The respondent, a minor, represented m this suit by his mother and guardian, 
Mussamut Biiikkan Koeri, held a village Atka in that zamindari, under a 
mokurrari pottah. The suit was for Rs. 13,674 for rent for seven years, from 
Sumbut 1934 to 1941 (1877 to 1884), and was instituted on the 17th March 
1885, under the provisions of Bengal Act I of 1879, by Sheo Narain Sett, as 
tehsildar and am-mukhtear of the zeminckir, the a]!^ellant. 

The question now raised related to the authority of Sheo Narain Sett to 
sue, he having amended his plaint, with the leave of the Court, the Deputy 
Collector, by substituting the name of his principal, the zemindar, for his own, 
as plaintiff. * 

The suit having been heard, both the Courts beloi^ Original and Appellate, 
held that tho objection taken by tfie defendant to the suit based on the ground 
that Sheo Narain Sett had no authority to sue in the name of Nam Narain Singh 
was a good defence. Thp Deputy Collector stated in his judgment that the 
plaintiff was C679] repeatedly called upon to produce the zemindar’s deed 
appointing him, but he had failed to do so from the beginning to the end. An 
appeal having been preferred in the name of Nam Narain Singh to the High 
Court, a Divisional Bench (NoRRiS and BEVERLEY, JJ.) was of opinion:— 
Ftrit, as regarded the arrears for the period prior to Snisbut 1941, that the 
defendant’s objection was sufficient to require the filing of the authority under 
which the tehsildar was acting, and as to so much the Lower Court had rightly 
dismissed the claim on the ground that no such authority had been filed; secondly 
that, as regarded the rent due since that date, Sheo Narain Sett requhed special 
permission, which was not forthcoming, to sue the respondent, who was*the 
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heir of Birt Lai, the late mokarraridS>r. This special permission was required 
because Sheo Narain Sett was prohibited, as had been shown, from recogniz¬ 
ing any one as the heir of a deceased ilakadar without the aemindar’s permis¬ 
sion. This he had alleged liimself to have received under the seal and signature 
of the zemindar, but the document had Tiot been produced. The dismissal of 
the suit was accordingly affirmed. 

On this appeal— 

Mr. Graham, Q 0., and Mr. J 11. .1. Dramon, for the appellant, argued 
that Shoo Narain Sett, having been admitted to be the appellant's tehsildar, 
would have been entitled, under the provisions of Bengal Act I of 1879, to 
maintain the suit, even if no amendment as to the name of the plaintitf had 
been made. After, however, the amendment had been made, no question 
could arise as to liis right to sue. It had beoofue the suit of the zemindar, 
who was now the appellant, and was not open to any objection founded on the 
terms of the sannad, which, in prohibiting the agent from recognizing an heir 
of a deceased ilakadar without the zemindar’s permission, did not apply to a 
suit of this kind. At all events, with regard to the Court’s order of amendmenii, 
from which no appeal had been preferred, that was m itself conclusive, in effect, 
to maintain the right of the agent to use his principal's name in the suit. They 
referred to Madko Prnkash Htnyh v. Miirli Manohar {I. L. R., 5 All., 406) and 
Huro Proaad Boy v. Kah Prasad [6803 Boy (I. L R., 9 Cal., 290), as to the 
application of the Code of Civil Procedure in revenue suits. 

The respondent did not appear. , 

Their Lordships’ judgment was afterwards {2nd April) delivered by— 

Lord Hannen. —This suit was originally brought in theCourt of the Deputy 
Collector of Hazaribagh by Sheo Narain Sett in his own name, but professing to 
act as the tehsildar and general agent of Baba Nam Narain Singh in respect of 
a property called Raj Ramgurh, to recover arrears of rent alleged to be due 
from the defendant as occupier of a portion of that property. 

Amongst other defences the defendant alleged that the suit was not brought 
in the name of Bubu Nam Narain Singh and on his behalf, and that the then 
plaintiff, Shoo Narain Sett, liad no authority m his sannad to sue for arrear'i. 

The plaintiff, Sheo Narain Sett, for some reason, applied to amend 
his plaint by substituting therein lor liis own name the name of his alleged 
principal, Nam Narain Sirtgh, as phiintiff who would presumably be entitled 
to sue for arrears of rent not barred by limitation. This application to amend 
was resisted by the defendant, but on the 16th April 1886 the Deputy Collector 
of Hazaril>agh, liefore whom the case was ponding, allowed the proposed 
amendment, tnmking tliat the 27th section of the Civil Procedure Code, which 
authorizes such an ameq(lment, was applicable to suits under the Bent Act. 

Theie was no appeal from this order. •What was done under it does not 
clearly appear, but in the final dooree pronounced by the Deputy Collector the 
suit is described as one in which Nam Naram Singh js the plaintiff. It must 
therefore be assumed that the substitution of the name of Nam Narain Singh 
for that of Sheo Narain Sett was properly effected. 

When the case came on for hearing before the Deputy Collector, a 
preliminary objection was taken by the defendant that Sheo Narain Sett, who 
had instituted the |pit and obtained the amendment, bad not shown that he 
was the tehsildar or agent of [680 Nam Narain Singh, and authorized to use 
bis name as plaintiff. The Deputy Collector considered this objection valid, 
and dismissed the suit. His decree has been affirmed by the judgment of the 
High Courf, and from this judgment the present appeal is brought in the name 
of Nam Narain Singh. The respondent has not appeared on this appeal. 
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The main argument on ^hich the .appellant’s case is based is that the 
order amending the plaint was conclusive between the parties as to the right 
to maintain the suit in the name of Nam Naraiu Singh. 

Their Lordships eannot adopt this view. The position of the parties is 
not different after the order for the*amendmont of the plaint from what it 
would have been if the suit had been originally commenced by Sheo Narain 
Sett in the name of Nam Narain Singh. All that the Court did by allowing the 
amendment was to correct a supposed mistake made by Sheo Narain Sett in the 
institution of the suit. After that correction the suit would proceed as 
though it had been originally brought as corrected. The Deputy Collector 
did not, by allowing the amendment, decide that Sheo Narain Sett 
had authority to institute a suit in Nam Narain Singh’s name. That, if ques¬ 
tioned, would remain to be pfoved. 

As reconstituted, the suit purported to be brought by Nam Narain Singh 
thtou[ih Sheo Narain Sett, his tehsildar and general agent. In all other respects 
the pleadings and issues raised remained unaltered, and the parties proceeded 
to offer proof of their respective cases. Upon the lioaring the defendant took 
the preliminary objection already mentioned, that it was not proved that the 
suit was brought under any authority given by Nam Narain Singh. 

Jt appears to their Lordships clear that a Court whose aid is invoked on 
behalf of one person through the agency of another is entitled in some form or 
other to inquire whether the alleged agent really had authority to bring the 
suit. It may be necessary to do so for the protectiod of the person sued. He 
would at least be exposed to the danger of being sued again by the principal if 
the agency did not exist. 

[682] In the present case Sheo Narain Sett, in his original plaint, alleged 
that he had authority in writing to bring suits in respect of arrears. If this 
was the fact, it was remarkable that he thought it necessary to amend the 
plaint - and further, though there was evidence that Nam Narain Singh know 
that some legal proceedings were pending for recovery of rent, it was admitted by 
Slieo Narain Sett that he did not inform Nam Narain Singh that his name 
had been used as plaintiff'. But if, as there seemed reason to surmise, Sheo 
Narain Sett had not a general authority to sue for airears of rent, but only 
some limited authority, if any, it was within the defendant’s right to require 
the production of the alleged authority, ^ut this production, though called for, 
and, as stated in the minutes of the Court, promised on the part of the plain¬ 
tiff', was never made. The alleged plaintiff (Nam Narain Singh), though sum¬ 
moned as a witness on behalf of tlie defendant, never attended to give 
evidence. Sheo Narain Sett was also subpoenaed by the defendant, and he stated 
that he had been appointed Nam Narain Singh’s tehsildar by deed; that he 
had been authorized to sue for^arrears accruing before his appointment as 
tehsildar ; that his authority to sue for arrears in this respect was recorded in 
his deed of appointment, and that that deed of appointment was tiled in the 
Court of the Judicial Commissioner at Kancho. No reason was, or has been now, 
assigned why this deed of appointment, or a Sopy of it, has not been produced, 
and, as the Deputy Collector pointed out, it was indispensably necessary that 
the authority should be submitted to the inspection of the Court, in order to 
see whether it was an authority to sue or only to collect rents, and to decide . 
whether Sheo Narain Sett had any authority to bring th^suit in the name of 
his alleged principal. It is clear from Sheo Narain Sett’s evidence that he 
never informed Nam Narain Singh that an action had been brought in his name, 
and though Sheo Narain Sett stated that he had special permission^under Nam 
Narain Singh’s seal and signature, to bring the original suit, this document was 
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not produced, and no legal evidence of its contents or exonsing its non- 
production was given. Their Lordships therefore agree with the Judges of the 
High Oourt that the Lower Court was justified in dismissing the suit. 

[683] It was argued that the judgment appealed from is inconsistent, 
inasmuch as it condemns the plaintiff, Nam Narain Singh, in costs, while holding 
that the suit was rightly dismissed on the ground of want of proof of Sheo 
Narain Sett’s authority to bring it. This objection, if valid, applied to the judg¬ 
ment of the Lower Court, but it was not taken as one of the grounds of appeal 
from the Lower (3ourt, and it does not appear that the attention of the High 
Court was called to this point. But the appeal being brought by Nam Narain 
Singh, he was properly condemned in costs for appealing against a judgment 
which, upon the materials before the Court, was rightly pronounced. His 
proper course would have Jbeen to prove that he had, in fact, given authority to 
Sheo Narain Sett to bring the suit in his name, but he made no application to 
be allowed to supply this proof, but simply appealed. By so doing he subjected 
himself to the jurisdiction of the Court to condemn him in costs. 

Their Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty to dismiss the present 
appeal. 

Appeal dismtssed. 

Solicitors for the Appellant: Messrs A. H. Arnold and Son. 

C.B. - 

• HOTEB. . 

[S«« also (1907) P. B. 109 ; the diflcanmon m (1900) 25 Bom 433 at 447 as regards 
the agent’s right to auo in his own right.1 

[ 19 Cal. 088 ] 

PEIVY COUNCIL. 

The 14th May, 1892. 

Pkbsent: 

Lords Hobhouse, Macnaghten, Hannen, and Sir E. Couch. 


Prosunno Kumar Sanyal*aDd another.Plaintiffs 

versus 

Kali Das Sanyal and others.Defendants. 


[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Execution of Decree—Suit to have an execution sale of land set aside — 

Civil Procedure Code (A^ct XIV of 1882), s. Ti44—Parties to 
• the m%t — Fraud, allegation of. 

Where questions are raised between the parties to a decree relating to its execution, 
discharge or satisfaction, the fact that the purchaser at a judicial sale, who is no party to the 
decree of which the exewition is in question, is interested and concerned in the result* has 
never been held to prevent the application of s action 244 of the Civil Procedure Code, limit¬ 
ing the disposal of these matters to the Oourt executing the decree. 

The plaii^ills in a suit to have the judicial sale of a zemindan set aside alleged that the de¬ 
cree-holder, in part satisfaction of his decree had received, [6811 from them and other oo-sbuers 
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in the itemindari, theic proportionate aijioUQts of the debt decreed, and had afjreod th.it their 
shares should be exempt from the execution sale about to take place: that the s.ile tonic place, 
subject to that exemption: that the decree-holder, however, v> ith whom some of the cn-sharers 
and the purohasera colluded, fraudulently had the sale set aside, revived the att.iclimont, 
and caused a second sale, at which all the sh.in s in the zemind iri were sold. 

Held, that the question, besides that the charge of fraud was not sufdoiently speoific, 
was dotcrtninable, in virtue of the section ‘241 of the Code •'! Civil Procedure, only li,> order 
of the Court executing the decree. 

Appeal from a decree (9th August ISHH) of the Higli Court, aflirraing a decree 
(10th August 1886) of the Subordinate .Judge of Pubna. 

This suit, dismissed in both tiio Courts below, was brought on the 
6th March 1886 to have set aside, as fraudulently brought about, a ]udioial sale, 
which, under a decree of 1880, took place in the Mnnaifi of Serajgani on the 
10th .July 1883, and was confirmed on the 30th .Juno IH84. A petition of 
the 4th August 1883 against this sale was reiected on that date, the pur 
chasers afr the auction, lahwar Ghundor Roy and .\kho\akant Saiiyal, leaving 
been served with notice of the petition .\n appeal from tins order of reiection 
was preferred to, and on the 10th September 1883 rejected by, the Distnct 
Judge of Pubna. 

The two present .appellants, Prosunno Kumar Sanyul and Drobomoyi 
Dobi, were plaintiffs with two others m this suit. The respondents, of whom 
the eighth, Protab Ghunder Banerji, was the decre^-holder and attaching 
creditor, were eight out of the twenty defendants, the remaining twelve having 
been only formal parties The purchasers wore among the eight. 

The ground of dismissal was that this suit was barred , tirstlij, by limi¬ 
tation, under the 12th Article of Schedule TI of Act XV of 1877, as lieing a 
suit to set aside a sale iu execution of a decree, .ind not brought within one 
year from the confirmation of that sale, HRCtmdly, by the 244:fch ‘-ection of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, sub-section (c) as involving questions between the 
parties to the suit lu which the decree was passed, and relating to its execution, 
discharge, or satisfaction, and therefore determinable only, as it had been 
determined, by the order of the Court executing the decree. 

[68Sj The appellants, with the two other plaintiff’s wlio did not join in 
this appeal, and also five of the ro8ponden|j,s, were co-sharors together with the 
formal defendants, as proprietors holding, in distinct shares, a zemindiiri in the 
Pubna district called Futtehpore, pa\ing a revenue of Rs. 2,720 The share 
of Prosunno Kumar was li annas ; that of the second apju'llaiit, Drobomoyi 
Debi, was 17^ gaud as; and that of the soqpnd plaintiff, Dibondranath Sanval, 
who did not join in this appeal, was 3 annas. 

Against all the co-sharers in Klittehpore a decree for land hud been obtained 
by the eighth respondent, Protab Chunder Banerji, who obtained a decree, 
dated the 2nd October 1880, for Rs. 660, mesne profits and costa. In execution 
of that decree he attached the whole zemindari of Puttelqiore, and took the 
proceedings which were the subject of the present suit The first, second, 
and third plaintiffs, paid, as they alleged, their quota, pro taia, of the 
money decreed ; and, according to them, the decree-holder undertook not to 
proceed against their shares of the property, Futtehpore, which was sold 
on the 10th February 1882, as against,, and so as to ificlude, tlie shares 
only of the oth^r judgment-debtors who had not paid. More than sufficient 
to pay the sum due was realized, viz.', Rs. 2,030, the defendants 1 to 
5 purchasing in the names of their servants, defendants 6 and 7, ^yihoyakant 
Sanyal and Ishwar Chundra Hoy. Buhsequently, all the parties conceded 
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in that sale, viz.,the decree-holder, the co-sharer-debtors, and the auction- 
purchasers agreed to have that sale set aside. It was set aside on *the 1st 
September iBH‘2, and the attachment on Futtehpore was revived. INew 
proceedings in execution of Protab Ohunder's decree of 1880 were then taken, 
and the whole zeaiindari, including the shares of the plaintiffs, was put up to 
sale and sold. It was purchased by the defendants 6 and 7, whom the plain¬ 
tiffs now alleged to be more benainidars for the debtors, their co-sharers, 
defendants 3 to 6 The case for the plaintiff's, in short, was that Procab 
Chunder, the co-sharer debtors, and the ostensible auction-purchasers colluded 
together and caused the whole zaniindari to be sold in breach of the agreement. 
They, theiefoie, claimed to have the second sale set aside as illegal, and that 
they uiight he declared entitled to their respective shares in Futtehpore, and 
that the defend.ints might be restrained by injunction from taking possession. 

CSSB] The issues raised questions of (?) limitaliun , (??) the agreement as 
to exemption of the plaintiffs' shares and subsequent fraud ; and (???) the 
application ot s 244 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

The Subordinate .Judge dismissed the suit on the ground above stated, 
holding that the vear prescribed began to run from the date of the confirmation 
oi the sale by tlie first Court and not from the date of the dismissal of the 
appeal from that order of confirmation. He did not take anv evidence on, or 
decide, the issues as to fiaud and collusion. But he held the plaintiffs preclud¬ 
ed by SB. 13 and 244 of the Code of Civil Procedure from raising the 
question in this suit as J;o the defendants having acted ffaudulently in bringing 
aliout the second sale in execution. 

The High Court (Tottenham and Chundrr Madhub Ghosk, .T.J.) were 
also of opinion that the year ran from the confirmation by tlie first Cnuit, 
citing Mahomed Hossetn v. Pmundio Mahto (I L. R., 11 Cal., 2H7) On 
the other point they said;--“The fraud alleged is alleged really against 
the decree-holder as having, in breach nl the agreement made by him 
after receiving the plaintiffs’ quota ol the debt decreed, brought their share of the 
property bo sale. That matter was adjudicated upon in the execution depart¬ 
ment and was dei-ided against the plaintiffs. It was clearly a matter arising 
under s 244 of the Code, and therefore no separate suit on that part of the case 
can ho ” They concluded thus 

“ Then as regards the other do^endonts, namely, the plaintiffs' co-sharera, 
and the purchasers at auction, there is really no case made out at all. there is 
no case even alleged in tlie plaint There was nothing more than a general 
allegation of fraud and collusion between them and the decree-holder. But it 
is not enough to make a general allegation of that sort. the allegation must be 
specific and must bo proved. In the present case it is impossible that the 
plaintiffs could prove flie allegation, beoau^se it was not a definite allegation. 
But, apart from that, the allegation in the plaint does not disclose any such 
fraud as to r^ise a case that could he tried. Authority for this is to be found 
in a recent decision of the Privy Council, in Gunga Naram Gupta v. Tiluckram 
Chowdkry (I. L. R., 15 Cal., 533^. Their Lordships, referring to a case in the 
Appellate Court, [687 j quoted the following from Lord Selbornk’s judgment: 

‘ With regard to fraud, if there he any principle which is perfectly well settled, it 
is that general allegations, however strung may be the words in which they are 
stated, are msufifiewnt even to amount to an averment of fraud of which any 
Court ought to take notice.’ 

In this ease there is nothing more than a strong averment of collusive 
conduct against all the defendants. It seems to us therefore that, while against 
the decree-nolder there is one specific allegation of fraud that was disposed of 
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in the previous proceedings, as regards the other defendants there is no such 
specific allegation of fraud as the Court may enquire into. So that, on both 
grounds, the suit must fail. We accordingly dismibs the appeal with costs." 

Mr. B. V. Doyne appeared for the appellants. 

The respondents did not appear. 

The principal argument for the appellant was that the purchasers, against 
whom collusion was now alleged, were not parties to the decree of the 2nd 
October 1880, and, therefore, not among “ the parties ’’ to whom section 244 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure referred. This section was, therefore, no bar to 
this suit. Againi the claim having been founded on fraud alleged to have been 
effected by the defendants, the three years’ period of limitation under the 95th 
article of schedule 11 should Ijave been allowed. The establishing fraud was 
mixed up with the question of the period to he allowed from its discovery to 
the date of the suit. The plaintifis’ allegations were sufficiently explicit to 
entitle them to have the issues relating to the merits tried in this suit, the 
three years’ period being allowed. 

Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 

Lord Maona^hten. —The suit m tins case was biought for tlie purpose of 
setting aside the sale of a zeuiindari in the district of Pubna called ITuitehpore, 
whicli was sold in execution of a civil decree on the 10th of July 1H83. The 
Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit on preliminary grounds, without going 
into the merits. TheWJigh Court at Calcutta affirmed his decree. 

• It appears that some time before iHrtO the respondent, Protab Chunder 
Banerji, recovered against the appellants, and certain persons who weiu co- 
sharers with them m Puttehpore, a decree for C688j possession of some 
lands in dispute, and also a uicnev decree foi mesne profits and costs, in 
execution of that decree Futtohpore was attached. Thereupon, us the appel¬ 
lants allege, they and two other persons, w ho were co-plamtiffs in the suit 
before the Subordinate .ludgu, paid their quota of the judgment-debt, and 
came to hii arrangement with the ludgment-cieditor that then shares should he 
exempted from sale. The shares of the other co-shareis were alone put up for 
sale, and they were sold on the 10th of February 1882. Afterwards this sale 
was sot aside, the attachment was revived, a fresh sale took place, and on the 
lOfeh of July 1883 the whole of Futtchpqre was sold. Tlic allegation in the 
plaint is tliat the setting aside of the first sale, the revival of the attachment, 
and the second sale, in which the shares of the plaiutifts were sold with the 
rest, were brought about bv fraud and collusion on the part of the other co 
sharers, the judgment-cieditor, and thecauction-purcliaserH, wlio were all 
made defendants. No particulars of the alleged fraud and collusion are 
given. The charge is general an^ porfoctlv vague. If it moans anything, it 
can only nieaii that the ludgmenfc-creditor liroko his alleged agreement with 
the plaintiffs, and that the other persons alleged to liave been implicated, 
beiqg aware of the eircuiTistanoes, took some yart in the transaction. 

Both Courts have held that the question which the plaint seeks to raise 
could only have been determined by the order of the Court which executed the 
decree, and that in such a case as the present a separate suit for the purpose 
of netting aside an execution sale is expressly forbidden by section 244 of * 
the Civil Procedure Code. - * 

Mr. Doyne,, who appeared for the appellants, admitted that t.be question 
at issue was one " relating to tha execution, discharge, or satisfaction of the 
decree.” But he argued with much ingenuity that the suit was n*t barred by 
the provisions of section 244, because the questiou concerned the auq^ioa< 
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purchasers as much as anybody, and therefore, as he contended, it could not 
properly be described as«. question “ arising between the parties to the suit in 
which the decree was passed." At the same time be admitted that he was 
unable to produce any authority for his contention, and he also admitted that 
it was tiic common practice to make the auction-purchaser a party to an 
application for setting aside an execution sale. 

r689j As the point appeared to be one of some importance, and the 
respondents wore not represented at the Bar, their Lordships thought it desirable, 
before giving jiidginont, to examine the reported cases which have arisen under 
section 244 of the Civil Procedure Code An examination of those cases, of 
which it is only necessary to mention Sakharam Gotind Kale v. Daniodar 
Akharam Gujar (I. L. R., 2 Bom., 468) and Kmiyali v. Mayan (I. L. R., 
7 Mad., 250) has satisfied their Lordships that tl;ie decision appealed from is in 
accordance with the construction which the Courts in India have uniformly 
placed on the section in question. 

It IS of the utmost importance that all ohjectionb to execution sales should 
be disposed of as cheaply and as speedily as possible. Their Lordships are 
glad to find that the Courts in India have not placed any narrow construction 
on the language of section 244, and that, when a question has arisen as to the 
execution, discilargo, or satisfaction of a decree between tiiu parties to the suit 
in which the decree was passed, the fact that the purchaser, who is no party 
to the suit, is interested in tiie result has never been held a bar to the appli¬ 
cation of the section. „ 

Their Lordships will therefore humbly advise Her iSlajesty that the appeal 
should bo dismissed. *■ 

Appeal dismiSHcJ. 

Solicitors for the appellants . Messrs. Wrentnwrc anil SiomJioe. 

C. B. - 

NOTES. 

[i. A libur.U lutcrprotiiilion ijught to be plicod oil sec*. 47 U P.C. 1908' — (1892) 19 
Cal , Grt.l, (lUOOj 27 Cal , 810, (1901) 9 C W.N., 191, (L909) 11 Bom. L.R , 
099, (189.1) 21 O.il , 1.17, (1398; "20 All., 2.>4 , (uncertihod adjustmi'ut out of 
Court) , (1.897) 21 C.il , 49‘2 , (1898; '22 Boiu., 46.8, (1900) ‘25 Bom , 418, (1898) 
'21 All , 20.1 (comproriiihod) , (189.5) IS All., 169 , (1901) 23 All , 478 (declara¬ 
tion of bonumi) , (1899) ‘23 M.id , o5,30 All , 7'2. :10 Mad., 507,3‘2 !Mad., 429, 
;Hi Cal., 1.40 , 6 Bom. L.R , 097 , 91 Cal., 61'2 , '26 Cal , 539 

But this priucipic dotis not extend to bringing within the section matters falling 
outside It, by the partiee baing diQereiit ole (1908) 36 Cal,, 190; 9 I.O., 472 ; 
(1901) '2.5 Bon>., 691 , (1898) '29 Bom , '237 (claim as tnistoo) 

n. The term ‘ reproscrtatives ’ of the judgment-debtor in sec. 47 is not confined to 
leffiil reprehontativcH:—(1898) 24 Cal., 68 F.B ; 9 O.W.N. 134 , (1907) 34 Cal., 
64^1. ^lya9) 9-2 Mad., 429 ; (W04) 2b All,, 447 , (1901) 25 Mad. 5'29 , (1907) 90 
Mad., .507 , (1907) 30 All , 72“ (1899) 22 All., 108 , (1900) 22 AIL, 450 . (1908) 
91 All , 82 , (18«7) 20 Mad., 187. 

Af. to whether a (.ransferec unrecorded under tlfe Bengal Tenancy Act could be regarded 
a rupreMiitativo within this suction, see (1910) 13 G.L.J., 257 , (1897) 24 CaL, 
707 , (1903) 7 C.W.N., 691. 

in. The mure fact of the auction-purchaser being or Hoi being a party, (and being 
interesU'd iii the result) iMs held not to aflect the applioability of this seotioll:— 
(1909) 11 Bom.', L.R., 699 ; (1897) 1 C. W. N., 666 ; (1906) 9 Bom., L R., 16; 
(1899) 22 All., 86 ; (1894) 18 Mad., 437. 

IV. In (1899) 4 C. W. N., 598 even the question of fraud was held to fall within this 
section, and though a third party the aaotioii*purcha8or—may have an interest 
• in tl e salfi^ing set aside(1906) 6 C. W. N., '283 ; (1899) .1C. W. N., 399 ; 
(1898) 3 C.W.N., 6 ; (1897) 1 C.W.N., 666 ; (1907) 6 C.L.J., 328 ; (1907) 31 
Bom., 207 ; 9 Bom. L.R., 462 , (1894) 21 Cal , 940, (1896) 22 Cal., 767 ; (1899) 
26 <;ai.. 639; (1899) 26 CaL, 924 , (1905) *27 All , 702 (even after confirmation of 
wlc); but see 91 All., 82; (1697) 26 Cal., 175 (order refusing to confirm a sale). 

A regular suit lies if the decree itself be challenged on the ground of fraud .—(1907) 6 
• C.L.J., 928.} 
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PRIVY COUNCIL. 

The noth March and 2Hih May, 1892. 

Present: 

Lord Macnaghten, Lord Hannen, Sir Richard Couch 

AND Lord Shand. 

Zakeri Begum.Plaintiff 

versus 

Sakina Begum and others.Defendants. 

[On appeal from the High Court at Calcutta.] 

Mahoniedan Laic — Doioer — Ottdh, Laic q/, relating to rednetiomn amount of 
dower—Determination of amount of defe.rred dower recoverahk Jrom repre¬ 
sentatives of deceased husband married in but a non-resident of Oiidh, 
not affected by law of that Province—Evidence Act (/ of 187t), 
s. .5*4 cl ('}) ~ JiJntri/ in Mahornedan Marriage register of 
amount of dower, admissible in evidence to prove 
• amount fixed. * 

A Mabomi'dau, a residnnt iii P.atna, mucc docrased, aiarriud tha plaiutifl, while he waft 
for a tnno m Luckiow where she lived Upon her cUiin, as [690] his widow, for her deferred 
dower, it was found to have been eontracted lor .it tho amount alleged by her. 

The qiiesliou of tho amount of her dower was held to ho determinable without reference 
to a usage having tho force of law ni Oudh, rendering dower reducible m certain cases by the 
Ckiurt. The pl.ice of celebration of the piarriago did not make this applicable 

A register nf marri.igos kept hs the Istahad, since deceased, who celebrated this marriage, 
m which register was entered the amount of tho dower, was held to be admissible and 
relevant, as evidence of tho sum fixed, being an entry in a book kept in the discharge of duty 
within section :32, cl. (2) of the Evidence Act, 1872. 

ArPEALi from a deoveo (30tb iTune lH8o) of tlie High Court varying a decree 
(29th Feliruary 1884) of the Subordinate Judge of Patna. 

Tide suit was brought for deferred (inoaijal) dower, Rs 50,000, by the 
plaintifT, now appellant, the only widow of the late Kba,ia Mahomed Ismail 
Khan, a member of the Shia, or Imamia sect, who died at Patna on the 14th 
November 1B80, leaving tjp children and intestate The defendants, among 
whom was Khaja Baker All Kl^gn, nephew of Ismail, were relations, heirs, 
and sharers in the estate. Baker Ah died while this appeal was pending. A 
certificate, under Act XXVII of J H60, was granted to the plaintiff', as widow 
of Ismail; biit Baker Ali*and tlie other defendants continued to hold pos8QS> 
sior The plaint, filed on the 8th January 18*83, stated tho plaintiff’s marriage 
to Jameil on the I6th Rabi-ul-awal, 1284 ili]ri, or I9th July 1867, at 
Ijucknow. whence her husband took her to Patna, in which place he was a 
resident both before and after liis marriage. The dower fixed was alleged to « 
be Rs. 60,000. ' * 

Baker Ali and the other defendants jointly answered that the dower was 
fixed at Rs. 5,000 only, and that it had been satisfied. They also contended 
that if it bad been fixed at the amount alleged it would have bee?i excessive; 
and that it should be reduced, in accordance with the law in force in Oud|;i, fay 
the Court. 


909 





l.L.R. 19 Cal 691 zakbri regum v. ' 

I 

The proceedings, issues, and faofes are stated in their Lordships’ judgment. 

The Subordinate Judge, Rai Mothura Nath Gupta, found upon the evidence 
that the plaintiff’s dower was fixed at Bs. 50,000. [691] This was in con¬ 
formity with the Mahomedan law, and was not in excess of what was reasonable 
in regard to tiie position of the husband and wife. It would not h,ave 
been a right exercise of discretion to reduce this amount even if the law of 
Oudh on this point had been applicable; and, in his opinion, it was not appli¬ 
cable. He referred to Mulkah Do Nowah Tajdar Bohoo v. Mirza JeJian 

Kudr (10 Moo. I. A., 252) and Bedar Bukht Mnhammcd Ah v. Khurrtim Bukht 
Galiya Ah Khan (19 VV. R, 315; 2 Sutt. P. C. Judgments 823). 

The decision of the Subordinate Judge was varied by the High Court, 
which found that Bs 5,000 only had Ijeen fixed as the dower. 

The plaintiff now appealed. ' 

Mr. J. H. d. Branson, for the .Appellant, argued that on the evidence the 
judgment of the first Court should be restored In regard to the law he 
referred to the cases mentioned above. also to Baillie, Imaineea Co'de, Bk. 1, 
Clj. V. of inuhr, or dower, and to Sugra Bihi v Masunia Bibi (I. L. R., 2 AIL, 
573), MiiHsiunat Miilhpkii v Mussumat Jumeela (L. R., I. A., Sup. Vol., 135). 

Mr. H. V. Dnynr, for tlio Respondents, argued that the High Court had 
rightly decreed Bs. 5,000 only. 

Mr. J ll. A. Branson replied. 

Their Lordships' jijdgment was given by ^ 

Lord Hannen.— The pluii’titf in these proceedings (the present appellant) 
is the solo widow of Khaja Mahomed Ismail Khan, a Mahomedan zemindar, 
resident at Patna in Bengal. The action was brought in the Court of the 
Subordinate Judge of Patna against tl»e heirs of the deceased Mahomed Ismail, 
who are in possession of hi« estate, to roeover tr)m them Rs. 50 000, the 
amount of the plaintiff’s dower, alleged to have been agreed upon at the 
marriage, and unpaid at the death of her husband The marriage took place 
on the IDtli Julv 1807 at Lucknow in Oudli, whore the deceased was staying 
on a visit. The deceased died at Patna on the llth November IHHO. 

[692] The defendants in their defence alleged that the amount of dower 
agreed on at tiie marriage was not Rs 50,000, but Rs. 5,000, and that this was 
paid in the lifetime of the deceased ^ They also contended that, as the marriage 
took place at Lucknow, the contract of dower was regulated by the usages and 
customs of Oudh, and that bv those us.iges and customs tlio agreed amount 
of dower, if excessive, might he reduced b\ the Court to an amount suitable to 
the circumstances and position of th^ liushand and wife, and thes claimed that 
if the agreed dowor was Rs. 50,Of)'), it was excessive and should he reduced. 

The material issuilk in the cause wiji’e—(i)* What was the amount of 
dower ? l*i) Was it paid in the lifetime of the husband ? {ni) Do the usages and 
customs of Oudh govern the case; and if so, was the agreed dower excessive? 

• In support of the plaintiiy's case, of ten wifnqpses called, seven were 
present at the marriage. Those seven, as might be expected, are all related to 
the plaintiff. They art agree that the dower was fixed at Rs 50,000 and that 
this was the minimum dower used in the plaintiff’s family, and it was proved 
that her sister had received a much larger dower. Thoir statements are all 
consistent with onS another, except m one particular, namely, whether the 
dower was prompt or deferred. As the witnesses were speaking of what had 
occurred six'toen years before, it does not appear to their Lordships that this 
discrepanejiishould invalidate their testimony on the more important question 
in dispute, of the amount of dower agreed upon. The question whether the 
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dower was prompt or deferred only aifects the reliance to be placed on the 
witnesses’ recollections, as the plainlif't was in any case not bound to sue for 
her dower till her husband’s death, and it is not surprising that she did not do 
so sooner. 

In addition to the testimony of the witnesses present at the marriage, the 
plaintiff ofl'ereci in evidence the register of marriages kept bv the Kazi, in which 
this marriage is recorded. objection was taken, when the witnesses were 
examined, to the adinisaibility of this register : on tlio contrarvi the defendants’ 
pleader required that it should he inspected by the Court, as ho alleged that it 
showed that the dower was at first entered as Bs. 5,000, and that it had been 
altered to Bs. 50,000. Some objection seems to have [693] been taken on 
appeal before the High Court, as that Court discusses the value of the register, 
on tlie assumption “ that all the suggested difhculties about the admissibility 
of this document are removed." Wliat those diificuitios were does not appear, 
hut their Lord.sh]ps are of opinion that the register was acirnissihle and relevant 
evidence, within the meaning of the 32nd section of the Indian Evidence Act 
of 1872, as having lieen made bv the Mujtahid in the discharge of his profes¬ 
sional duty. This particular register appears to have been kept since the 
annexation of the province, and all marriages are recorded iii it, it contains 
columns for the names and descriptions of the jiarties, the names of the vakils 
of the bride and bridegroom respectively, and the amount of the dower, together 
with the date of the marriage. 

It appears from ^the evidence of Sved Mahome^ Ihrahim, by profession 
Istahad or priest, that the register was kept at the time of the marriage by his 
father, Syed Mahomed Taki, then the priest, who ^s now dead, and that it has 
been kept since by the witness himself The witness acted as the vakil of 
the bride, and his father was the vakil of the bridegroom ; thoy both of them 
read the nika, or mariiage service Speaking of the piactice, the entry, he 
says, is made in the register on the day following the night of the marriage, 
when, as in this case, it is celebrated late at night. The witness, on looking 
at the entry of this marriage in.the register, says that it is in the handwriting 
of Yad Ali, liis servant, formerly servant of his father, and that the amount of 
dower was as first written Rs. 50,000, and that it has been altered toRs. 5,000. 
The witness does not recollect the amount of dower fixed at the time of the 
marriage. 

Y'ad All stated tliat he had no porsonJl knowledge of the marriage, except¬ 
ing the recording of it in the register, which ho did l>y the order of Syed Taki, 
since deceased, whose writer and goneial agent the witness then was, as he still 
is of Syed Ibrahim tiie son. He made the entry in question the morning 
after the marriage. When the witness was examined under Commission 
at Lucknow, the original register had not been obtained irom the Patna 
Court, where it iiad been deposited, hut the witness identified a document 
(Exhibit B) as having been made by him and [694] copied from the 
register, and he stated that the register contained the entry as detailed in 
that document. * • 

The witness wrote the portion of Exhibit B, which he copied from the 
register on the application of Mirza Asgar Hossein. The witness’s statement 
of what was the amount of dower recorded by him in the register was objected • 
to, without the production of the register. The original reffister was afterwards 
produced, and Mirza Asgar Hossein, on whose application Exhibit B, copied from 
the register, was obtained, was examined ahd cross-examined as to that document. 
In it the dower is stated to be Rs. 50,000. The exact time whev this copy 
was made does not appear, but it was not long before the commence(Dent 
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of these proceedings. Mirza Asgar Hossein was one of the plaintiff's 
Ai^itnesses present at the marriage, and he proves that the dower of Ba. 50,000 
was agreed to by Mahomed Ismail, the deceased husband ot tbe plaintiff. At 
some time not specified, after the death of Mahomed Ismail, this witness applied 
to Syed Ibrahim, the priest who bad charge of the register, for aoopy of the entry 
of the marriage. The witness obtained from Yad Ah the Exhibit B. Another 
more formal copy being required, he went with one Mahomed Zaki to Syed 
Ibrahim to obtain it. Yad Ah produced the register, and asked Mahomed 
Zaki to copy it. Tbe witness then saw the register, and it contained 
Ks. 50,000 in the column of muhr (dower) “ clearly Rs. 50,000. Now it appears 
a little blotted which makes it like Bs. 5,000.” 

Mahomed Zaki says that he went with Asgar Ilosaein to Syed Ibrahim, 
and saw the register,* and copied the entry of the marriage at the Yad Ali’s 
dictation. “ It was Rs. 50,000. It has been altered.” 

This was the evidence for the plaintiff, and appears tb their Lordships 
clearly to establish the appellant's case, unless its effect can bo shown to be 
overcome by clear and consistent counter-testimony. 

For the defence Mahomed Askeri was called. He is a nephew of the 
deceased, and is one of the detondants He states tliat when Ismail Khan 
was ill, he said in the presence of the plaintiff that the dow’er was Rs. 5,000, 
and that it was paid. Three or four years after, when again ill, he said 

the same in her presence; other persons (named but not called) were also 
present. * 

Munnu Khan, a servant of the deceased Ismail Khan, says that he went 
with him to Lucknow. A9 the time of the marriage he was with Ismail 
Khan. “ I do not know the position of the plaintiff. I saw her house. It 
was in a very dilapidated state. Her dower was fixed at Rs. 5,000.” In 
cross-examination he stated that since the dispute the plaintiff was not agree¬ 
able to his stopping in the house, and so he went away to the defendants. 

Mir Khurshed Ali, a professional story-teller, says that he went to the 
marriage. The dower was fixed at Rs. 5,000. " Syed Ibrahim asked Mahomed 
Ismail, ‘ The dower of Mussuniat Zakeri Begum is Rs. 5,000 , do you agree to 
this?’ Mahomed Ismail replied, ‘I agree.’” The dower of witness’s first 
wife was fixed at Rs. 30,000. 

Mir Wazir Jan says he aocompiknied Mahomed Ismail to Lucknow, and 

was present at the marriage. '' The dower was fixed at Rs. 5,000. On 

a sudden the amount of dower was fixed in the wedding party .... 
Thera was no conversation about the dower before,” 

These three were all the witnesses for the defendants said to have been 
present at the marriage.* The only other witness who speaks on the sulqeot of 
the dower is Mirza Yusuf Beg, who relates a conversation with Mahomed 
Ismidl, which is not relevant evidence. 

This closed the case for the defendants. t 

Upon this evidence the Subordinate Judge, in a carefully considered judg¬ 
ment, came to the copolusion that the dower was fixed at Rs. 50,000 and had 
not been paid, and on inspection of the register he says that “ there is not the 
, least doubt that 50,000 has been changed co 5,000.” He also held thal^ the 
law of Oudh was not applicable to this case, but that if it were the amount of 
dower was not extravagant, and that no ground had been shown for reducing it. 

On appeal the High Court reversed the judgment of the Subordinate Judge, 
but gave tihft plaintiff a decree for Rs. 5,000 out [696] of her husband’s 
esta^, thus rejecting the defendant's evidence that the dower had been paid. 

9^ 
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The reaBons (jiven for refusing to credit the plaintiff’s witnesses are—(?) 
That the plaintiff “ was not oaamed with the publicity of a ahadi marriage,’' 
and that aftor the marriage she was only treated with the respect “ naturally 
paid to a aecond or niica wife during the lifetime oi the first,” and that under 
these oirouinstnnces the amount of dower was very largo No evidence was 
given on this subject, and no authority has been refeired to lu support of the 
suggestion that a simple nika marriage amongst Malininodans would indiciate 
inferiority on the part of the wife, to one “ married with the puhlicitv of a 
sfeaJt marriagt'” (n) That theie was no kulunnoinn, or written contract; 

but it was proved in tlie course of the plaintitt’s caMi, and not. contradicted by 
any witness for tlie defendants, that though the dower la always fixed, there 
are sometimes written contiacts of dower arid sometimes not Here, as it is 
alleged, the dower was fixed and wntteu in the register. (???) That the 
plaintiff herself did not give tn^dence But having regard to the unwillingness of 
Mahoipedun ladiei^to give evidence, and 1 he fact tliiit tlio dower would uaturally 
be arranged by her relatives, 8evor.il of wdioin weie calleii, their Lordships 
do not ootisidor tiiat the plaintiff’s a.l)sence as a witness sliould invalidate the 
testiinnny of those who were called. (?,u) That the male relative, in whose 
house and in whose charge she was living at the time of the marriage, has not 
been called. There appears to be some miaajip’vheuaion as to this. The mar¬ 
riage is proved U? have taken place in tlie house ot Mahomed Mirza nlias Miran 
Saheh, and thio w’ltwesn has been called, .ind juovcd that Mirza Mahomed 
Wazir, the old*'-.ij member of tlie phiintiiff s family, settled tliio marriage a fort¬ 
night before it took plUco, and that this person is dead.* (e) That the witnesses 
differ as to whether the dower was prompt or deferred. Tins has been already 
dealt with. * 

Then it is said that the plaiutitf's witnesses are “contradicted on the other 
side by other witnesses of much the sjuno kind and class as the plaintiff’s,” and 
the judgment of the Iligli Court proceeds Under these circumstances, if 
the matter Imd stood thus, we should hii.ve fuimd it impossible to accept the 
plaintiff a I697j story,” and tlie -ludgi ‘•av that as “ the plaintiff’s witnesses 
were examined on coinmis-.iou,”’the\ ate ” in the same position m estimating 
their evidence as the Judge of the Court hidow was ” Ii, is to he obaeiv’ed, 
however, that the witnesses for the defenci! were examined ?’??•?? voce before the 
Subordinate Judge, and that one <tf the del'eiidaiits was disbelieved on a most 
material jjoint, on which he gave distinct. »vidence, namely, that the deceased 
stated twice in the presence of the jil.nntiff tliat the dowei had lieen p.iid Tins 
evidence must have heen equ.illv drscieu'ited hy the Judges of tho High Court, 
since they gave the jitamtiff iiidement lor the Rs o.OtJO, s.iid to have been 
already paid, and this (intvvitlisi.:iiiding thttabsence of the plaintiff as a witness, 
on which adverse comment was ii ade This does n^t mereU invalidate the 
evidence as to that paitie.ilar (intf., iiut e.ists doubt on the dofoudant’s case. 
The Judges then proceed ti e. insider the olfect of th'- registei, and sav that, 
“assuming that all, the suggested difficulties about the admissihilitv of this 
document are removed, itrproves nothing ” 'J^lio register was produced for the 
inspection of the Judges, and tliey necejit tlie evidence of Sved Ibrahim, against 
whom they say no buspicion wais suggested, that tho amount had been altered 
from Rs 60 0(10 to Rs. 5.000, but they say bliat there is nothing to show 
that this was not a bonii fifli’ correction of .i mistake made at the time. This . 
is scarcely reconcilable either witli the evidence of those vflio saw the legister, 
as already noticed, or w'ith the view presented, apparently for the first time, 
in the following passage in the judgment • “ Having regard to the place where the 
marriage was celebrated, and all She circumstances connected vritk it ” (what 
these were is not stated), “ we think it just as likely that if Rs, SO.OOC^was 

9^3 


• 9 OAt —115 



I.L.B. 19 Cal. 698 zaxebi beoum v. sakina begum &g. [1892] 


t 


entered in the register at the time, it was not entered as any reoord of an 
actual contract to pay Bs 50,000, but as a sort of form of courtesy intended to 
raise the iionour and dignity of the parties.” 

Their Lordships can find no justification for this suggestion, which has 
not been made either on the pleadings or by any of the witnesses examined. 
The evidence is unoontradicted that the plaintiff was of good family, and that 
a dower of as much as Bs. 50,000 was usual in it. Her sister received a much 
larger dower, and others as large are proved. 

[6983 Tlie .fudges of tlie High Court next consider the evidence of thethree 
witnesses who state that the register remained unaltered from Bs. 50,000 at a 
recent date, and cnticise their testimony unfavourably, because they differ as 
to the Older in which copies were nnide, and they speak pf Zaki a* a person 
who had no connection with the matter at all, a mere outsider, whose inter¬ 
vention IS by no means satisfactorily explained.” Tlie order in which the copies 
w'ere made is a very uniinpoitant matter, in which disagrOfement, if iti^axists, 
might easily arise, and there doos not appear any necessity for further explana¬ 
tion of why an ” outsider ” was employed to examine the register and procure 
a copy. 

The Judges conclude that this evidence appears to them “ to he noc of a 
satisfactory kind, hut to leave tlie whole (luestion as to when the alteration in 
the register was made in uncertaiiity.” It is obvious, liowever, that it cannot 
be suggested that the aUeiabion from Bs. .'i(),000 to Bs 5,000 was made in the 
interest of the plaintiff, irtid the.r Lordships can see no r/iason for holding that 
the evidence of the thioo witnesses, that the entry leuiained Bs. 50,000 at a 
recent date, should bo roiaoted 

The Judges of the High Court do not deal with the other points named, 
as the grounds relied on by tliom disjio.sed of the case from their point of view. 
Their Lordships agree with tlie Suhordinate Judge that the usages and 
customs oi Ou.lh as to dowei were not applicable to the marriage in question, 
but if they were, no reisoii has been shown why the Subordinate-Judge should 
in the exerci.se of bis discretion have reduced the dower in this case. No 
evidence w'as given ol the value of the husband's property, or any other relevant 
circumstances tending to show that Bs 50.000 was excessive. Dower is often 
high among Mahomedans, to prevent the hushand divorcing his wife, in which 
case he would have bo pay the amount stipulated. 

After a careful consideration of the whole evidence in the case, and 
adopting the view that the testimony of the plaintifif’s witnesses have received 
mateiial corroboration from the entry m the priest's register of marriages, their 
Lordships are of opinion that the judgment of the High Court should he reversed 
with costs, and that of the .Subordinate Judge restored, and they will humbly 
advise Her Majesty accordingly The rj^spondonts, other than [699] the 
Deputy Begistrar of the High Court, will pay the costs of this appeal. 

^ ^Appeal allowed. 

Solicitor for the appellant: Mr. J. F. Watkins. 

Solicitors for the respondents : Messrs. T, L. Wilson and Co, 

C.B. 


NOTES. 

£ See also (1911) 14 I C., 486 (Punj.).] 
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( £19 0al.6g9] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Tke 27th May, 1891, 

Present; 

Mr. Justice Pioot and Mr. Justice Macphkrson. 

Hurro Doyal Roy Ghowdhry.Plaintiff 

barsus 

Mahomed Ga^si Chowdhry and others.(Dolendants) Respondents," 

* . - 

Pntni taluk—Sale of Putiii,tenure Jot artears of rent— Bengal livyuLntion 
VIII of 1819^ 5. 8, cl. 2—Onus of prooj of publication of notice before 
sale of Putm taluk for arrears of rent—Notice of sale of Pntni taluk, 
onus of proof of pubhctmon oj—Sun to set aside, sale. 

Ill a suit to htit aside a sale of a putm taluk, held under tlio provisions of s. 8 
of Regulation VIII of IK 19, on tho ground that the iifituTs roiiuirod b\ sub-section ‘i of that 
section h id not been duly publishctl, it lies upon the defciidiiiit to-.how that the sale was 
prcuodod by the uoticcH acquired by that sub-section, the service of which notices is an 
essential prcliimiiary to the validity of the sale. 

In such a suit, whore Ahero was no evidence one wa\ oi iht«other to show that the notice 
required by that sub-section to be stuck up in some con pn-uous p.ii’t of tho Collector’s 
kutchori, had boon published, held, that the plaintilt was entitled ti .i decree setting aside 
the sale. 

This was a suit hrought by the plaintiff to have a sale of a putni taluk, 
held under the provisions of Regulation VllJ of IHll), set asuie on the ground 
of non-publication ol the notices required b\ cl. 3 ol s, H ol tlie Regu¬ 
lation, the allegation being that ijuch n.ni-publication was due to tr.iud on the 
part of the defendants, the lesult bning tinit property of tlie value ot Rs. 400 
had been sold for Rs. 60 oul^. The plaintiff alleged that delendant No. 1, 
Mahomed Gazi Chowdliry, was tho proprietor of tlui zemindari, within which 
the putm taluk was situated, and of [700] wtncli defendant No 3, Neari 
Bibi, was the talukdai, defendant No -i, Mahomed Jama, being the husband 
of defendant No. 3 . that in execution of a mono\ decree against defendants 
Nos. 3 and 4, the taluq in suit was brought to sale and was purchased by one 
Kovlash Chunder Basu in September 1887 for Rs 400, who was a benamidar 
for tho plaintiff, and who executed a kobaia of the taluk in liis favour on the 
27th Aughran 1204 B.S (I2th Decembei 1887). Tlie plaintiff further alleged 
that defendant No 1, in colluBion»with defendants Nos 3 and 4, ou the 14th 
May 1888 brought the putm to sale for arrears of lent for the year 1294, he 
being the recognized,owner, that the sale was hold under tho provisions of 
Regulation VIII of 181^, and w’as a collusive and fraudulent transaction 
arranged between the defendants, the purchaser being defendant No. 2, 
who was a near relative and benamidar for defendants Noa. 3 and 4; 
that the price paid by defendant No. 2 was Rs. 60 only, the property 
being worth Rs. 400; and that tho notices of sale and istahars were not. 
published as required by the Regulation. , He accordingly bought to have the 
sale set aside and to be confirmed in possession of the tenure. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 831 of 1890, against tho decree of Baboo Nobm Ghun- 
der Gungooly, Subordinate Judge of Tipporah, dated the 7lh April 1890, revetting the decree 
of Baboo Negendro Chunder Mitter, Munsif ot Chaudporc, dated the 8th of May 1889. 
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Defendants Noa. 1 and 2 oonteated the suit. They denied that there had 
been any fraud or collusion in the matter, and pleaded that the notices and 
had been duly published. They lurlher stated that Rs. 60 was the 
proper value of the taluk. 

The only issues raised in the cases were the following :— 

(i) Whether the notices of sale were served upon the defaulter under 
the provisions of Regulation VIII of 1819 ? Were there any 
irregularities in the publication of the sale ? Was the sale a 
fraudulent one ? 

fi*) Is the putni sale tit to bo set aside? 

Tlie Munsifdiduot find that there had been any collusion or fraud on the 
part of tlie defendants or that the price fetched was inadequate, aS^io held this 
to be immaterial for the puipose of the case,* winch he decided upon the 
question of the non-servicc oi the notices re'iiiiied by the Regulation. He 
held that there was no ev tlence on the ro : ird to prove the service of the 
notice at the Collector's .iutchen . that though an attempt had been made to 
C70l] prove the service at the zemindar's kutoheri, it had failed , and even the 
kutohen where it was alleged to have boon made was not shown to be the 
zemindar’s sudder kutche.'i within the uieaniiig of s H, clause 2 ot tlie Begula> 
tion; that the plaintiti had no kutcheri or manager on the land, and that there 
had been no service on bun oi attempted suivice, though notices had been athxed 
on the house of the former ])ubnidat, defendant No. 3, wlioso t ights had adxiittedly 
vested in the pl.iintitf Ixitore the uate of service: andtthar even a» regarded 
such service, the attestation b.v three substantial |iet.son^ as u'cimuHl hv the 
Regulation was wanting, the attestation being by onlv two puisons, one being a 
servant of the zemindar lie accordingly held tiiab the service ot the notices 
was insutiicient, and on that ground gave the plaintih a deciee setting aside 
the sale wnth costs against the zemuidai, deiemlant No ], and ordered the 
refund ot the purchase-inoiiev to defendant 'Ad ‘ 2 , the puichaser 
Defendant No 1 appealed. 

The Subordinate Judgtf considered tliat the decision of the case depended 
upon the question oi on whom the onus of prool lay, and he held that the 
plaintiti was bound to prove the iriegularitirts lie alleged when he was asking 
for relief on the ground of such irregularities and fraud ; lu> relied on the provi¬ 
sions of 8 . 14 of the Regulation to thwelTect that an\ one contesting the right 
of the zemindar to make a sale might, in a suit to reverse such sale, upon 
establishing a suffieicni plea, obtain a decree, as su}j]>orting this proposition, 
and stated that he could lind nothing in the cases o< Lihiigioan Chunder IJass 
v. Suddei Ally (I. L R.. 4 Cal., 41 ah;med damn v Abdul Hakim (1. L. 
R., 12 Cal., 67), and The .hnliatahi of liuidititu v Krishna Kamini Dasi (I. 
L, R., 14 Cal., 365), which had been relied <411 by the pleader for the plaintiff, 
as establishing the contrary proposition, that the onus of proof of service lay 
on the defendant. Cpuu the question of fiaudand irregularity in publication of 
the notice at the Collector’s kutcjiori he agreed with* the Munsif in holding 
that there was no proof of fraud, and no evidence on either side to show that the 
notice was stuck up at the Collector's kutoheri as [702] required by the section : 
but he held that as the onus of proving the non-publication lav on the plaintiff,* 
,he could not find that it had not been so published, or that there had been 
any Irr^ularity in itaPpublication theie. As regarded the publication of the notice 
at the sudder kutcheri of the zemindar, he found that this was proved by the 
dfdeudaots’ witnesses, whom he saw no reason to disbelieve in the absence of any 
evidence to contrary on the part of the plaintiff, and he disagreed with the 
finding of the Munsif as to the. kutcheri, where such service was effected, not 
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being the sadder kutoheri within the meaning of the section. He also came 
to the opposite conclasion to that arrived at by the Lower Court upon the 
question as to the publication at the kutcheri or at the principal town or 
village upon the land of the defaulter, and holding that the provisions of s. 8 of 
the Begulation were merely directory, considered the attestation sufficient. On 
the w'hole he came to the conclusion that the plaintiff had wliolly failed to 
establish a sufficient plea .within the meaning of s. 14, and that the suit should 
have been dismissed, and he accordingly reversed the decision of the Munsif, 
and dismissed the plaintiff’s suit with costs. 

Baboo Hem Ohunder Hanerji and Baboo Bassunt Coomar Bose lor the 
appellant. 

Dr Bath Behai’k^Ghose &t\A Btiboo B/twiaw Mohan Boss for the respondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (PicoT and Macphkuson, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

In this case the appellant brings a suit to set aside the sale of a putni under 
Begulation VITI of 1819, on the ground that the sale wasirivalid; and his case 
is that the sale was invalid bv reason of the notices vecpiired h^ suh-section 2 , 
section VII1, n(jt bavin.; been proved. The Courts have lield that there is no 
evidence one wav or another as to the service of such notices.' The jilaintiff 
[703] says that in the absence of such evidence the case must be decided in 
his favour. The defendant says that it lies on the jilaintiff to jirove that such 
notices were not served, and unless that is iisoved the defendant is entitled to 
a decision in his favouv upon that issue. We think tlmt the decisions of their 
Lordships of the Privv Council in tlie case of MnhotajaJi oj Bmihran v. 
TarnsnndaH Debt (I. L B , 9 Cal , 819 . Fj B , 10 I A., 19) and particularly 
the passage at p. 824 of that rept)rt, and also the case of Mahomed Zamtr v. 
Abdul Hakim (T. Fj R, 12 Cal , 87) decided m this Couit, in which that 
Privy Council case is referred to, establish the pioposition that m such a case 
It lies upon the defendant to show that the sale was preceded bv the notices 
required bv section H, clause 2,, the service of which notices is an essential 
preliminary to the validitv of the sale 

We'thorefore allow the appeal, set aside thedeciee of the Low’er Court, and 
decree the suit with costs of this apiieal and in the Lower Courts. 

H.T.ll. Appeal allowed. 

- - 

NOTES 

[ Set .ilho (1903) '27 ll.»a , 91 : (1902) 30 t'-.d., 1 ] 


* Edttoi 's note —This statement should be limited to the service of the notice at tho 
Collector’s kutcheri, the arguments during the bearing of the appeal having been confined to 
the effect of the non-servico of that particular notice on the laliditj of the sale See post 
page 725. This note is added with the approval of tho Judges (PiQOT and M SO]<pEBSOK, JJ.) 
who decided the case. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 5th March, 1892. 

Present • 

Sir W. Comer Petheram, Kt., Chief Justice, 

Mr. Justice Tottenham, and Mr. Justice Ghose. 

Rajnaram Mitra, The Beoeivor in the place of the Defendants Nos. 1 to 4 

versus 

Ananta Lai Mondul and another (PlaintitFs) and Karali Charan 
Mukerjee and others Dotendants; 
and 

Kristo Lai Chowdhuri and others.Defendants 

* LC’fSUS 

Ananta Lai Mondul and another (Plaintifil’s) and the remaining; Defendants.'' 

Putni talug —Sale oj piitnt tenure pa a treats of rent—Hengal Regulation VIII 

of 1819. s. 8. cl. 2, and s 14— Puhlicaiiun of notice in the Collector’s 
kntchen — .'ion-itubhcatum of notice in mnnnei preset ihed, effect of, 
on the validity hf a sale of a pubit teniae —“ Siflti'-icnt pica." 

' Th(' sticking up nr publication in a conspicUdUs pact of the Cnllcctnr'H kutcheri of a 
notice in accordAUcc with the provisions of chmse '2 of soctiou [70iJ 8 of Bcgulatinu VIII 
of ISIO IS essential to the viiliditv of .i s.ile of ii putiii tunuru uniler that Hcgulation 

Where a notice of s.ile, uistcjil of hying stuck up and pubJi .hed Jti sonic conspicuous part 
of the Collci lot's kutelien a- nsjuiii.J by law, w.is m fiicordaiico with the pr.ietiue which 
prevailed during the incuniheiicv of the N i/.ir of the Colleclor’s kutchori at Biihhnm and 
of his predecessors in olheo, kept by the '^suir with other petitions for sale ind notices relating 
to them in a bundle, which was at iiiglit locked up foi safe custody, and in the daytime kept 
m a conspicuous phu'e near his s'-at, at the entrance to the kutcheri, aiiv person who choose 
to ask for it or wished to soc it being at libcrev to inspect the whole bniidlc . 

Held Itiy PKTHLKIM. C J , and (iHObK, J (TOTTENHAM, J., disi-fiitiugri. that this 
was not a publication of the nutiee within tViu me.iining of clausi- ‘2 of section 8 of the Regula¬ 
tion, and that it was a ‘ sunicicnt pica’ for the defaulting putiiidars wthin the me.ining of 
a 14 to ha^p the sale set aside. 

Maharajah of Bunlman v Tarabundatl Iteln (1 L R . H Cal., 611) , L R., 10 I. A., 19) 
relied on. « 

AhsaniUla Khati Bahadoor v. Hum Chvtn Moetmndar (1. L R , 17 Cal., 474), distin¬ 
guished . r 

This was a suit instituted by the plamtiilB to set aside the sale of a putni 
tenure held under the provisions of Regulation VIII pf 1819. 

The names of the putnidacs as recorded in the Ketnindars’ books were 
Madan Mohan Mondnl, Hara Mohan Das, Nittyanund Mondul, and Ram 
Kisto Mondul. The plaintiffs were the sons and legal representatives of Madan 
Mohan Mondul and Hara Mohan Das. 

The pJaintififs alleged that on the Ist Assin 1269 (16tb September 1^62) 
Madan Mohan Mondul, Hara Mohan Das, the pro formd defendant Nittyanund 
MonduL and Ram Kisto Mondul took from Rajah Protab Chandra Singh, the 

* Appeal* from Original Decree Nos. I‘i6 and 138 of 1890 against the decree of Baboo 
Kedar Nath Ghatterji, Subordinate Judge of Birbhum, dated the ‘iSrd of January 1889. 

ft 
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ancestor of the defendants Nos. 1 to 4, a putni lease at an annual rent 
of Bs. 3, lv!5 of mouzah Naikpore in the district of Birbhuni, and obtained 
possession thereof; that Madan ^[ohan’s share was 8 annas, Hara Mohan’s 
4 annas, Nittyanund’s 2 annas, and Bam Kisto’s 2 annas. that upon the 
death of Madan Mohan in 1273 f 1866-67}, the plaintiff Ananta Lai Mondul 
succeeded to liis B annas share as his son and legal representative, and 
that subsequently in 1289 (1882-83) he purchased from Bam Kisbo his 2 
annas share, thus acquiring a 10 annas share in the putni * that upon the 
death of Haro Mohun Das in 1279 (1872-73), the [703] plaintiff, Badha Kisto 
Das, succeeded to his 4 annas share as his son and legal representative . that 
the plaintiffs and the pro formtl defendant, Nittyanund Mondul, were in posses¬ 
sion of their respective shares in the ])utni, and paid rent to the defendants 
Nos. 1 to 4, who were the heirs of Baiah Protab Chandra Singh • that the rent 
for the latter half of the yeaf 1295 (1888-89) having fallen into arrear, the 
defendants Nos. 1 to 4, although fully aware of the putni rights of the plaintiffs 
and theiu'o fnrvui defendant Nittyanund Mondul, iniproperlv instituted proceed¬ 
ings in thn Collectorate of the distiict of Birbhum under Begulation Vlll of 
1819 against the four recorded putniclars, and caused the putni to be sold on 
the 1st Joisto 1296 (13th May 1889), amt the defendants Nos. 6 and 6 pur¬ 
chased the same in the name of the defendant No. 5 for Bs 5,310 that the 
plaintiffs sustained substantial injurv hv leason of such proceedings and sale, 
and suhniitted that the sale should be set aside for the following leasons — 

7.sf--that the ijotices roqtiiied.bv Begulation *V111 of 1819 were not 
duly published. 

—that the /.emimlars had acted illegally in having instituted proceed¬ 
ings under the Begulation against Madan Mohan Mondul and 
ITara Mohan Das, who had died long prior to the date of the 
institution of the proceedings 

.Vrd -that Kulodanand Muberiee (defendant No 6), the father of Karali 
Ohaian Mukenee (dofeiidant No 5), was the gomastah of the 
plaintiff .-\nanta Lai: that both fatlior and son lived in commen- 
salitv and used to make collections in the putni. that when the 
plaintiffs heard that the jiutni was to bosold, they sent Bs. 1,886-8-0. 
the amount of the arrears, through the defendant No. 5, to Sun 
to he paid in either to the zonnndars' agent, or to the Collectorate 
in time to save the putni from sale, hut that the defendant No. 5, 
instead of paving the monev, allowed the projierty to he put up for 
sale, ))urchased it himself for Bs. 5,310, and paid tlie earnest-money 
out of the money which had been entrusted to him fo’* the payment 
of the arrears: that the lictondiint No. 4) informed the plamtifT 
Ananta Lai of what 5ie had done, and promised to restore the 
property to the [706] plaintiffs, and that it was then airanged that 
the plaintiffs •hould deposit the balance of the purchase-money in 
due time, and the defendants NoA. 5 and 6 should relinquish the 
purchase in their favour : that subsequently they resiled from this 
agreement, and having represented themselves as the real auction 
purchasers, obtained the balance of the purchase-monev from the 
* defendants Nos. 7 bo 10, and then conveyed th# putni to them for 

Bs. 5,510, thus making a profit of Bs. 200. 

4th —that defendants Nos. 7 to 10, being fully acquainted with the 
circumstances connected with the sale, purchased thp property 
from persons who had no title to it. 
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5th —that the auction purchase was made with money belonging to the 
plaintiff Ananta Lai. 

6th —that in consequence of the non>puhlication of the notices at the 
defaulter’s kutoheti in the mofussil, and at the sudder kutcheri of 
the zemindars, the putni was sold for an inadequate price. 

The plaintiffs, thorofore, prayed for a declaration that the sale was illegal 
and void, and for possession of their respective 10 annas and 4 annas shares. 
They further prayed as against the defendants Nos. 7 to 10 that, if the sale 
was valid, it should be declared that it did not destroy the rights of the plaintiffs, 
inasmuch as the purchase was made on their behalf, and the earnest money 
deposited at the time of the sule was their money, the bidder being defendant 
No. 5, wffo was the son of the gomastah of the plaintiff \nanta Lai. 

The zemindar-defendants (defendants Nos. 1 to 4), through the Eeoeiver to 
their estate, contended that the suit was bad for misjoinder of parties, as they 
had no interest in common with the other defendants. Thev also contended 
that the plaintiffs had no right to sue, as they were not the recorded 
putnidavs, and denied that there had been any defect in the publication of the 
notices. 

The defendants Nos. o and 6 contended that the suit was had for misjoinder 
of parties and causes of action and for multifariousness. They denied any 
breach of faith Tfiey also denied that [707] the plaintiffs had sent the whole 
amount of tlio rent in arrear to be paid in, in order to save the putni from sale. 
They alleged tliat only I,lie plaintiff .Ananta Lai’s share, tls 1,156-8-0, had been 
sent to Sun • that tlie zemindars’ agent refused to accept part payment only, 
and 80 tlie sale proceeded . that ilie defendant No. 6, m the interest of the 
plaintiff Anauta Lai, bi<l for the jiroperty at 1.1 le sale and was decLired the 
purchaser: that he deposited the earnest money, Rs. 796-8-0, out of tlie money 
he had received, .ind returned the baiaiice. Rs, 360, to the plaintiff, tliat fhe 
defendants Nos 5 and 6 requested the plaintiff Ananra Lai to raise the balance 
of the purcliase-mouev, and .is he w,is un ihle to io so, and the oainest money 
was in danger of being forfoitol, the defendants Nos 7 to 10 wete induced to 
take up the purchase, and the plaintiff' .Ananta Lai was a consenting party to the 
negotiations with them. * 

The defendants Nos. 7 to 10 supported all the contentions raised by the 
other defendants, and defended t'leiffpuiv.haso from defendant No 5hy denying 
any knowledge that defendant No, 5 had bid on beh-ilf on the olaintiffs, ,inclby 
alleging that tfie plaintiff .Ananta Lai had fully assented to the transaction to 
which they were parties. 

On these pleadings the foUow’n*g issues were settled by the Court below :— 

1. Is this suit batf for misioinder of pn^rties and of causes of action, and 
for multifariousness ? 

2. Have the plaintiffs a right to sue to set aside the putni sale by reason 
of their names not having been I'egistared in the zem*ndar8’ serUhta? 

3. Were the notices of sale, as required by law, duly published ? 

4. Was any receipt given by the gomastah of the plaintiff No. 1 in 
acknowledgment of the publication of the notice of sale ? Is that receipt 

> legally sufficient as^o due service of notice ? 

5. Had the original putnidars died before proceedings for sale in this 
case were taken under the Regulation ? Were the zemindars aware of this fact ? 

S. these proceedings illegal owing (jo their having been instituted 
against dead persons ? 
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1708] 7. Are the plaintiffs now estopped from raising this objection by 
reason of their having paid into Court the putni rents due from them when 
former proceedings for the recovery of the same had been instituted against the 
dead putnidars ? 

8 . Was the disputed property sold for an inadequate price? 

9. Is the putni sale liable to be set aside ? 

10. What sum, if any, was made over by the plaintiff No. I to the 
defendant No. 5 ? 

11. Was the purchase by the defendant No. 5 made by the plaintiff And 

can he legally claim the benefit of that purchase as against the zemindar 
defendants ? ^ 

12. Was the purchase by the defendants Nos 7 to 10 made with tho 
consent and knowledge of the plaintiff No 1 ? If so, can lie maintain this suit ? 

13. Was the iiurchaso by dnf^ndunts Nos. 7 to 10 frau<lulent with notice 
of the playitiffs’ right ? 

The Subordinate .Judge decided the 1st issue in favour of tho plaintiffs 
solelv on tho ground that the purchasers were necessarily piopor parties to a suit 
brought to set aside a pufni sale for non-service of notice. 

With regard to the 2nd issue, he held that the plaintiffs wore entitled to 
maintain the suit, as they were the heirs of deceased putnidars 

With regard to the 3rd and 4th issues, the Subordinate Judge found that 
the notice was stuck uji in a conspicuous place in the I’Toinindars’ kutcherl, but 
that there was no due publication of the notices ('ithev at the Collector’s kut- 
cheri or at that of the defaulters in the mofussil. He was of opinion that the 
receipt of service of notice in the mofussil could not he accepted as proof of such 
service, inasmuch as it contradicted tiie oral evidence as to the manner of 
service, and while it purported to have been written and signed hv tlin gumas- 
tah of Ananta Lai, Kulodanund Mukerjee, it was really written by his son 
Karali Charan, who was not tlie defaulter’s manager, and was attested by per¬ 
sons who were not present at the publication. Accnrdirigl> he decided those 
issues in favour of the plaintiffs. 

It* deciding the 5th and 6th issues, the Subordinate .Judge found that the 
fathers of tho plaintiffs had died in 1273 and 1279, r709] respectively as, alleged 
in the plaint; that the zemindars’ luuklita^ had been lufornieci of thoir death 
and that the proceedings under Hcgulation VHI of 1819 had been instituted 
against putnidars, two of whom were dead at the time. He was of opinion 
that there was no obligation on the plaintiffs to gcit their names registered in 
the zemindars’ serishta, and that under clipise 2 of s. 14 of tho Regulation 
they were entitled to contest the zemindars' demand of arrears of rent. He 
therefore came to the conclusion f^at the proceeding? under the Begulatiou 
were illegal, and decided these issues in favour of the plaintiffs. 

With regard to the remaining issues, the Subordinate .Judge found that 
the plaintiffs suffered loss by the sale , that ^s. 1,886-8 wore made over to 
defendaiit No. 5 to be paid to the zemindars’ agent in liquidation of the arrears 
of rent; that the purchase was made on behalf of the plaintiffs , that neither of 
the plaintiffs consented to the sale of the pro^ierty to the defendants Nos. 7 to 
10 ;^hat the defendants Nos. 7 to 10 were well aware of the plaintiffs’ rights and , 
of the circumstances connected with the auction sale, anc^hat their purchase 
From the defendants Nos. 5 and 6 was fraudulent. He was of opinion that 
the plaintiffs were not estopped from objecting to the proceedings on the 
ground that they had paid into Court tho rents due in respect of theiputni when 
Former proceedings for the recovery of the sauie hud been instituted ag^nst 
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deceased putnidars. Accordingjiy he decided all these issues in favour of the 
plaintiffs. 

The Subordinate Judge consequently decreed the suit, setting aside the 
sale and giving the plaintiffs possession of 14 annas of the putni. 

Against this decree there were two appeals to the Htgh Court. 

Appeal No. 126 of 1890 was preferred on behalf of the zemindar defend¬ 
ants (Nos. 1 to 4) by the Receiver to their estate. 

Appeal No. 133 of 1690 was preferred by the defendants Nos. 7 to 10. 

In Appeal No. 126 of 1891: 

Baboo Si math Das, Baboo Taruck Nath Sen and Baboo Sham Lai 
Mitter fo»the Appellant. 

Baboo Mnhini Mohuu Hoy and Baboo Lai Jiohtm Das for the (plaintiffs) 
Respondents. 

[7103 In Appeal No. 133 of 1891: 

Dr, Bash Behary Ohose and Baboo Nalini Banjan Ckatterjee for the 
Appellants. 

Baboo Mohini Mohim Boy and Baboo Lai Mohun Das for the (plaintiffs) 
Respondents, and 

Baboo Srinath Das, Baboo Taruck Nath Sen and Baboo Sham Lai 
Mitter for the Receiver Respondent. 

The two appeals were originally heard together by a Bench consisting of 
Tottenham and GHOSE, JJ. ; the contentions of the jfarties are sufficiently 
stated in the judgment of the former 

The following judgments were delivered :— 

Tottenham, J. —These are two appeals against a decree of the Subordinate 
Judge of Birbhum setting aside a putni sale at the suit of two of the defaulting 
putnidars. One appeal is on hehali of the zemindars, preferred by the 
Receiver to their estate; and the other is preferred bv the assignees of the 
auction-purchaser of the putni. 

The name ot the putni is Naikpore, and the names of the putnidars, as 
recorded in the zemindars’ books, are Madan Mohan Mondul, Hara Mohan 
Das, Nittyanund Mondul, and Ram Kisto Mondul. The two first namVd are 
dead, and the two plaintiffs are their sons and representatives. The plaintiff 
Ananta Lai was owner of an 8 annas share of the putni by inheritance from 
Modan Mohan, and alleges that he had purchased the 2 annas share of Ram 
Kisto. The other plaintiff', Radha Kisto, was owner of a 4 annas share; and 
Nittyanund, owner of the remaining 2 annas share, was a proforma defend an t 
in the suit • 

The plaintiffs sued^to have the sale set aside upon the grounds that the 
notices required by Regulation VIII of 1819 had not been published according 
to law, and that tlie proceedings were likewise Lad in law, because they were 
taken against the deceased putnidars and the two survivors, and not 
against the plaintiffs personally.. They further claimed as against the pur¬ 
chasers that, if the sale was valid, it did not destroy the right of the 
plaintiffs inasmuch ab it was made on their account, and the earnest money 
[7113 deposited at the time of the sale was their money, the bidder being 
defendant No. 5, the son of the gomastah of the first plaintiff. It was alleged 
that the final purchlisers, defendants Nos. 7 to 10, obtained the property by 
collusion with the defendant No 5 and his father, and well knowing that the 
plaintiffs were the true purchasers. It was not denied that there had been 
default in payment of the putni rent such as warranted proceedings being 
tak^ under the Regulation: but it was alleged that the whole amount of the 
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arrears had beeirsent by the plaintiffs through the defendant No. 5 to Suri to 
be paid in, either to the zemindars’ agent or to the Oolleotorate, in time to save 
the putni from sale, but that the defendant No. 5, instead of paying the money, 
allowed the property to be put up for sale, purchased it for Bs. 5,810, and 
paid the earnest-money, 15 per cent, out of the money which had been entrust¬ 
ed to him for the liquidation of the arrears. He informed the plaintiff No. 1 
of what he had done and it was arranged that the plaintiffs should deposit 
the balance of the purchase-money in due time, and that, detendants Nos. 5 
and 6 should relinquish the purchase in their favour. But subsequently 
it is said they resiled from this agreement, and made a profit of Bs. 200 by 
obtaining the balance of the purchase money from defendants Nos. 7 to 10, 
and then conveying the putni to them for Bs. 5,510. ^ 

The defendants put in th^ee written statements in accordanuo with their 
respective positions in regard to the suit. 

The zemindars contended that there was misjoinder, as they had no in¬ 
terest in common with the purchasers. They contended that the plaintiffs had 
no right to sue, as they wore not the recorded putnidars, and they denied that 
there had been any defect in the publication of the notices 

The defendants Nos. 5 and 6 denied any breach of faith. They denied 
that the plaintiffs had sent the'whole of the rent in arrears to be paid in to 
save the putni from sale. They said that only the jilaintiff's’ own shares had 
been sent ; that the zemindars ' agent declined to accept part payment only, 
and so the sale proceeded. The defendant No. 5 in th« interests of the plain¬ 
tiffs bid for the property, and was declared the purchaser, and then informed 
the plaintiff No. 1 what he had done. Plaintiff's being unable to [712] raise 
the balance of the purchase-money, and the uarnost-monoy being in danger of 
being forfeited the defendants Nos. 7 to 10 weie induced to take up the 
purchase, and that the plaintiff' No. 1 vyas a party to the negotiation witli them. 

The defendants Nos. 7 to 10 in their defence adopted the line taken by 
the zemindars as to the validity of the sale, and defended their own purchase 
from defendant No. 5 as against the plaintiffs by denying any knowledge that 
defendant No. 5 had bid on their behalf, and alleging that the plaintiff No. 1 
bad fu^y assented to the transaction to which they were parties. 

On these pleadings 13 issues were laid down by the lower Court, which 
have been reproduced in extenso in the judgment of the Subordinate Judge who 
found on each issue in favour of the plaintiffs . and consequently decreed the 
suit in their favour giving them possession of 11 annas of the putni. 

In the appeals all the findings of the lower Court liave been challenged : 
and the whole case has been ably and exhaustively argued from cverj’ point of 
view, with the result that we are coinpollod to differ from the lower Court as 
to many of the issues, while we ajpee with it on othlVs. 

The first issue was as to the plea of misjoinder of parties and ciiusos of 
action, and of multifarioi^ness. The Subordinate Judge has decided this issue 
in favour of the plaintiffs merely on the grouty! that the purchasers aVe neces¬ 
sarily proper parties to a suit brought to set aside putni sale on the ground 
of non-service of notice. The Subordinate Judge has thus missed the whole 
point of the plea w'hioh was directed against the prayer, that if the sale be 
held good in law, the purchase by defendants Nos, 7 to 10 should not be main- , 
tained against the plaintiffs, but the purchase should be Iftld to have been for 
plaintiffs. Babu Mohim Mohun Boy, for tlie plaintiffs, respondents, .admitted 
that he could not support the lower Court’s decision on this issue, and admit-' 
ted that unless the sale itself be found bad in law, the whole suit must be 
dismissed. 
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On the eecond issue we agree with lower Court in holding that the 
plaintids are entitled to maintain a suit to set aside the sale, although, they 
are not registered as putnidats : that they [71Sj were de fmto and dt jure 
putnidars in the foom of their deceased fathers is admitted; and section 
14 of the Itegulation expressly gives the right to sue to any party desirous 
of doing so. 

The third issue is perhaps the most important of all, viz., were the notices 
of sale as required by law duly published ‘f The law is contained in clause 2 
of section b of Eegulation VIII of 1H19, and it requires a three-fold publication 
of the notice of sale—the first to be “ stuck up ” m a conspicuous part of the 
Collector’s kutcheri, the second at the zemindars' sudder kutcheri, and the 
third to he similarly published at the kutcheri or at the principal town or 
village upon the land of the defaulter, and it is provided that this last jiublica- 
tion shall he attested by the production of a receipt signed by the defaulter or 
his manager; or, in default of this, liy other modes of attestation mentioned 
in the section. The lower Court found that there was no proper publication 
eithei in the Collector's kntciieri or at the defaulter’s. 

A question was raised in that Court, as well as here, as to which party 
must hoar the burden of proof in respect of the publication or non-publication 
of the notices The lower Court iilaced that burden on the defendant zemindars, 
and hold that they had not piovod proper publication The lovior Court gave 
no particular reason for relieving the plaintiti of this burden, but in this Court 
the vakil tor tiie respondents has supported this ruling by pointing out that 
the Eegulatiun makes the zemindars exclusively answerable for the observance 
of the forms prescribed, and by reference to tiie authority of the case of the 
Maharajah oj Burdwan v Taramndari Debt (1. L. R., 9 Gal., 619 , L. R., 
101. A , 19) and Mahovied Zavnr \. Abdul IIakim(l L. R., 12 Cal., 67), and of 
an unreported case. Hurra Doyul (Jhowdhry y Mahomud Guzt, Chowdivy {Ante 
p. 699), decidedlat^y by RIOOT andMACPHEHSON, M. The tirsttwo casesdo not 
lay down that the plaintiff need not give p^imdjacu evidence of non-publica¬ 
tion sufiicient to require the defendant zemindars to prove the aflirmative and 
having regard to the general principle that a plaintiff is bound to prove his case, 
and to the terms of section 14 of the Regulation, which is the law authorizing 
a suit to he lirought [714} to set aside a putni sale, 1 confess that I do not see 
why the plaintiff should be relieved of the burden of starting his case. The 
Regulation entitles any person to sue the zemindar for the reversal of the sale, 
and upon establishing a su^htcni plea to obtain a decree. INon-service of 
notice may be a sufficient plea, but to allege it is not of itsulf sufficient to 
establish i^ . and if no evidence as to publication was adduced on eithei side, it 
seems to me that the plaintiff woufd not be entitled to a doctee. The provi¬ 
sion in section 8, that tho zemindar is exclusively answerable for tlie observance 
of the forms, means, I take it, that the Collector shall not bo held responsible ; 
and does not mean that in a suit by the defaulter bo set aside the sale on tho 
plea of non-observance of the forms he shall not lie foquired to do more than 
allege that they were not obsfWved. In the present case, however, there is 
evidence on both sides as to the notice at the ilefaulter’s kutcheri, and it is 
therefore unnecessary to decide where the onus lay : and tho case of Ilurro 
Doyal Chowdhry v. Mahomad Gazi Chowdhry (Ante p. 699) does support jthe 
•lower Court's view. « 

As regards the notice at the Collector's kutcheri, although the plaintiffs 
adduced no evidence, the defendants did produce evidence which proves in 
the plaintiff!' favour that tho notice was not published in the manner prescrib¬ 
ed the law, viz., by being stuck up. The Nazir’s return of service sets out 
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that the notice had been stuck‘up in a conspicuous part of the kutcheri; but at 
the trial, the Nazir, being examined as a witness for the defence, deposed that 
it was not stuck up, but that it was otherwise published in a manner which, 
he said, had prevailed during his own incumbency and thj§ incumbency of his 
predecessors. Upon this evidence we must agree with the lower Court in 
holding that the publication at the Collector’s kutcheri was not in accordance 
with the law. We shall have later to consider whether in the present case 
this defect in the publication is a sullicient plea tor tlie reversal of the sale. 

The lower Court also found, as has heensaid.that tbonotice had not been duly 
published at the defaulter's kutcheri in the mofussil , and if any one of the three 
notices prescribed by the law is more important and more osBontiall\ necessary 
than the {, 1 16 } others it is this, for it is ospcciiilly thenotice to the defaulter him¬ 
self, and to theundertonure-bclders in theputni. As regards the publication of 
this notice, we entirely dissent from the finding of tlie lower Court, which we 
consider to be opposed to the weight of evidence, and equally oiiposed to 
reason and probability. For it is admitted that for several > ears the rent of this 
putni had never been paid until after process for sale liad been taken out by 
tlie zemindars, and that the half-yearly kists had on each occasion been paid 
only in time to save the jmtni from sale It is admitted that on ea«.li previous 
occasion the notice had boon duly published at the defaulter's kutcheri, and 
on this particular occTision tliere has boon in this Court uo contention that the 
notice did not in fact come to the knowledge and inti. the possession of the 
defaulters. Ko tliat there is no reason lor su]>posingu ijnuri tfiat the zemin¬ 
dars, wtio never failed before, failed ou tins occasion to effect the due publica¬ 
tion of the most essential of the three notices required by law. 

So inucli for probability. Then as to the direct evidence, both parties 
adduced witnesses. the plaintiffs bo prove that no notice was published, and 
the defendants to prove the athrmative. The lower Court, without any com¬ 
parison of the evidence on both sides, observes that the plaintiffs have produced 
oral evidence to show that no notice was served, and does not examine that 
evidence to see what it is worth ; and, on the other hand, offers a decidedly 
hostile criticism of the evidence for the defence, and, as we think, unreasonably 
rejects it as unworthy of credit, llut in oui opinion nothing can be moie 
worthless than the evidence adduced by the plaintiffs, including the dejiosition 
of the plaintiti'Ananla Lai hiinseli, whe* ou almost all the most important 
points in the case h.is been flagrantly uutrutliful, and we think there is abso- 
latelv no reason for discrediting the evidence as to this notice of Karali Cbaran 
Mukeijee, Gholam Mundul and Raghuiiundun Singh, the latter being tlie peon 
who served the notice. The lower Courffseems to have considered that the 
receipt filed conbrndicts the oral evidence as to tlie jpanner of service, and it 
finds fault with Llio receipt itself. • Wo think that neither of tliose reasons are 
good ground for questioning the oral evidence of publication. The receipt pur¬ 
ports to show that Ananla Lai, through [716] his agent, received tho notice, 
and tho term " roceijit ” implies that, the giver has received the 
thing for which he gives a receipt, and this receipt declares that the 
notice was served by Raghunundun Singh. We take this to mean that 
it was duly served according to law . and the oral evidence jiroves that it 
w’aS so. The lower Court objects to the receipt on the ground that, while it» 
purports to have been written and signed by the gonissfcah of Ananta Lai, 
Kulodanund Mukerjee, it was really written by his sou, Karali Charan, wlio 
was not the defaulter’s manager. But the circumstance is satisfactorily 
explained by Karali, who states that he, not being himself competent to grant 
the receipt, brought the peon to his father’s house to get it; that bis father 
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being ill in bed authorized him to write and sign the reeeipt in his name, which 
he did in his father's presence. There are, indeed, certain legal objections to 
the rei^ipt not noticed by the Court below; but however that may be, we are 
satisfied, apart {roni|,that document, that the publication of the notice in the 
mofussil is most amply proved by the oral evidence. The legal objection to 
the receipt is that, whereas it purports to have been given by the manager of 
one only of the defaulters, and therefore should have been sign^ also or supple¬ 
mented by another one signed by three substantial persons residing in the 
neighbourhood in attestation of the notice having bean brought and published 
on the spot, it was in fact signed by persons who were not present at the 
publication , and had there been any doubt upon the evidence that the publica¬ 
tion had really been effected according to law, this defect in the receipt would 
have been fatal to the sale. The learned pleader for the plaintiff's, respondents, 
relied upon the oases of the Maharajah of Burdwan v. Tarasundan Dehi 
(I. L. R., 9 Cal., 619 ; L. R., 10 1. A., 19) and Mahomed Zamir v. Abdul Hakim 
(I. L. R., 12 Cal., 67), as showing tliat whenever the publication of tjie notice 
at the defaulter’s kutohed is disputed, the evidence of the fact must be preserv¬ 
ed in the way prescribed. But we do not understand their Ijordships in the 
Privy Council, or the learned Judges who decided the latter case, to lay down that 
if other evidence establishes the due publication beyond doubt, a defect in the 
receipt will vitiate the sale ; and that this is not so is, we think, established on the 
[7173 authority of the case of the Maharani of Burdwan v. Krishna Kamtni 
Dasi (1. L. R., 14 Cal., 365), in which Tarasnndari's case was discussed. This 
disposes of the 3rd and 4lih issues ; and we agiee with the lower Court only as 
to that part of the 3rd issue which relates to the notice in the Collector's 
kutoheri. 

The 6th and 6th issues relate to the fact that two of the recorded putnidars 
were dead before these proceedings under the Regulation were taken. We 
think that the fact is immaterial, and that the Court below was wrong in 
holding that the proceedings were illegal by reason of their having been directed 
against dead persons , for proceedings under Dhe Putni Regulation taken for 
the realization of arrears of putni rent are not taken against persons at all, but 
against the tenure. And the zemindar is quite right in setting out in his 
petition and notices the name of the putni and the names of the putnidars as 
recorded in his books. The Bndmgs therefore of the lower Court upon these 
issues cannot avail the plaintiffs. And in the view we take of this matter, the 
7th issue is not relevant, and the finding of the Court below, that the plaintiffs 
are not estopped fromobiecting to the proceedings on the ground taken in the* 
5th issue, Joes not aff ect the case, and the 6th issue, as to whether the putni 
was sold tor an inadequate pnee, is equally irrelevant in this suit and need not 
be decided. ^ 

The 9th issue is the question—“ Is the putni sale liable to be set aside ? " 
This means simply should the suit be decreed or dismissed ? and depends upon 
the findings on all the material issues raised. Tlie lij^wer Court answered the 
question in favour of the plaintiff^ ; that being the necessary result of deciding 
all the other issues in.their favour. We have had to dissent from the lower 
Court as to many of those issues, and our final decision of the question must 
depend upon the effect upon the sale of the defect in the publication of the 
jiotice in the Collector’s kutoheri. And it seems convenient to discuss that 
question now; for thl remaining issues in the case do not touch the validity of 
the sale proce^ings, but relate to the question whether, in the event of their 
being declared to he valid, the plaintiffs are entitled to be treated as the pur¬ 
chasers ; avA their vakil has admitted that [7183 unless they are entitled to 
the reversal of the sale they oainnot in this suit obtain any other relief. 
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The reBi:26 of our deliberations' as to the effect upon the sale’ of 0ie non- 
pnblioation in the msbner prescribed by law of the notice in the Oollector’s 
kutcheri is unfortunately a difference of opinion between us. My learned col¬ 
league » of opiuipn that the defect in the publication is fftal to the sale, and 
necessitates its being set aside ; for jbe holds that in fact there was in law no 
publication at all. I, on the contrary, hold that, although the notice was not 
" stuck up,” it-was sufSoiently published ; and that therefore the non-fulfilment 
of the letter of the law is not a sufficient plea within the meaning of section 14 
to entitle the plaintiffs to have the sale reversed. 

I am of course aware that this Court and the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council have repeatedly held that the process prescribed by the Begula- 
tion must be followed, and that neglect to observe a substantial portion of that 
process is a sufficient plea within the meaning of the Begulation. But it has 
been held that not everything prescribed to be done is a substantial part of the 
process, e. g., the obtaining of a receipt if there is other satisfactory proof of 
the service in the mofussil, Sana lieebee v. Lall Chand Chowdhry (9 W B., 242), 
and the sticking up in the Collector’s kutcheri of the itemindar’s petition for 
sale, Ahaanulla Khan Bahadoor v. Hum Churn Mozoomdar (I. L B., 17 Cal., 
474); and therefore that defect in these matters does not necessarily invalidate 
the sale. 

? * 

It is certain that no Court would be satisfied with the fulfilment of the 
mere letter of the law,if in substance the law had been ignored. For instance, 
in such a case as the present one, the letter of the law- would be obeyed if the notice 
were stuck up in a conspicuous part of the Collector’s kutcheri with its face to the 
wall, or upside down, or so high in the wall as to be illegible, but such " stick 
ing up” would not be held to fulfil the object of the law. Conversely, it seems to¬ 
me that if the Court finds that there has been substantial publication in the Col¬ 
lector's kutcheri it ought not to set aside the sale, because there was no literal 
sticking up of the notice. The real question is whether the notice was made 
C7i9] public in such a manner “that anybody interested in the matter had an 
opportunity of becoming aware of it. 1 think that the Naisir’s evidence, while 
it shows that the notice was not “ stuck up,” shows also that, however 
irregularly, there was substantially a publication of it, i. e., the public had 
opportunities of inspecting it. The Nazir deposes that his practice in regard 
to the putni sale petitions and notices inkde over to him for publication is to 
keep them in his '* serishta,” and that the public come and see them there. 

The place where I sit is a conspicuous place, and people come to that place 
and see these petitions, and there is no objection to it.” He says again ; " I 
allow ^very one to see the petition and*notice. The notice is served in this 
wa> since the time of my predecessor's predecessor, sind my predecessor, and 
in my time also ;” and he had beSn Nazir four years. 

The Court would not, I think, be justified in construing this evidence to 
mean that in fact the public have no access Jio the notices. I think it means 
that the public, that is, the mukhtars and revenue agents who are the interested 
public in a Collector’s kutcheri, know where the putni sale notices are to be 
seen, and that they do inspect them freely at their pleasure. The irregular 
practice described by the Nazir has been so long established that it is as* 
efficacious probably for the fulfilment of ihe object of the*law as would be the 
literal carrying out of the provision th^t the notice shall be stuck up; 
and 1 therefore consider that the absence of the sticking up is not in this case 
a sufficient plea for the reversal of the sale, and I would consequently dismiss 
the suit, reversing the decree of the Court below. 
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' that the defect found in the put 

,Gol]ectoj^ hutoheri is ouq which would, under ordinary^trourostauoes, enti^ 
the plaintiffs to a decree for the icejeraal of the sale, prous^d^/C!i^- 

sider' the other issues and determine whether the other cirgpnstahoea M ^e 
case warrant the making of a decree against defendants nfoa. 7 to l(Hor 
restitution of the putni. And in regard to thi8'''que8tion there are two aspects 
of the case : one presented hy the conduct of the plaintiffs izit,.olftin 3 ing'that the 
purchase -was made by themselves, and the other by the fact that 4be nopcitrial 
purchaser who had bid on behalf of the plaintiffs, or one of theps.' tfaey 
subsequently [720] assenting to the course he had taken, had conveyed the 
property tu the dofendants No. 7 to 10 with the express assent of at least the 
plaintiff No. 1. 

The plaintiffs are, 1 think, entitled to assert^ as they do, that the purchase 
at auction by Karali was made for themselves, because Karali’s own evidence 
shows that he informed the plaintiff No. I that he had made it for him, and 
the latter shows that he understood it to be equallv cm account of plaintiff No. 2, 
and both of the plamtitfs acquiesced in what Karali had done; and no doubt* 
they considered that he had done the best possible thing for them, and we feel 
certain that had they been able to make good the purchase-money in due time, 
his suit would never have been instituted. But as they failed to do this, they 
now endeavour to get the sale set aside; and in furtherance of this object they 
have endeavoured in the lower Court successfully to fasten upon Karali Cbarau 
Mukerjee, defendant No* 5, the imputation of having acted dishonestly towards 
the plaintiffs by not paying in tlie amount of the putni rent in time to avoid 
the sale, and in then having for his own purposes bid for the property, ^so.thSy 
alleged that to him had been made over the full amount due, Bs. 1,1386-8. 
Karali declared that he only received the 10 annas share payable by plaintiff 
No. 1, Bs 1,156-8, and that plaintiff No. 2 sent his 4 annas abate by his own 
man, Bonamali. The share of 2 annas payable hv the pro forma defendant, 
Nittyanund Mondul, was not sent at all. 

The Subordinate .fudge has believed the plaintiffs’ allegation, and rejected 
Karali’s story as false. We have come to the opposite conclusion, and think that 
all the circumstances support Karali Charan, and that the plaintiffs' story is 
false, and the entry of Es 1,886-8 in the khata-book of the plaintiff No. I i& a 
fabrication of very iiiiprobablo evidence. The story told is that plaintiff 
No. 1 had by him only a small proportion of the required sum . that he therefore 
borrowed from plaintiff No. 2 money enough to make up his own share of th^^j 
arrears, and also received from him the whole balance due both for his 4 annas 
share and the 2 annas share of Nittyanund, and that he made over the 
whole sum to Karali, after entering the money in his kliata-book. Th^ 
kbata in which this fnoney was credited and debited is that which 
r72l] concerns the plaintiff’s silk business. There seems tons no gqpd reasoi^ 
why the rent contributed by the plaintiff No. 2 for his own share and for thal of 
the pro forma defendant, Nittyanund, should be entered in any khata of plainfeiff 
No. 1, and still less in that of his silk business. We have abundant reason for 
disbelieving his testimony in several particulars, and we believe that the’ entry 
in the khata was a mere fabrication of evidence for the jiurpose of this suit. 

« On the other hand, the oircnmstances admitted seem to us strdngl;^ to 
support KArali's stiirv. Bonomali, the servant of plaintiff No. 2, certainly 
went with him to Suri, and we believe him when he says that Bonomali con¬ 
veyed his master's share of the r^t: and Nittyanund supports the story, by 
stating thaHat Sari they asked him to contribute his share of the rent the^i; 
the arrears might be paid and the sale stayed. He declined to do S0» as ha 
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did* nob omb* lo ret^' ■ i^e propei^y. There was no reason whftbever why 
Karali shonla not hse(re -paM^ the whole rent in if he had it; and he acted 
iix good faith, and entirely for the benefit of his roaster in making 
the purchase ai^ in depositing the earnest-money out of the amount he bad 
brought in from plaintiff No. 1. 

We observe also that th'e fact that plaintiff No. 2 received back the 
i4enticalS3otes which were said to have been contributed by him in respect of 
his own share, supports the theory that those notes had been in the custody 
of his own 'man, Bonomali. 

P 4 

Then it is admitted that Karali’s action was reported immediately to 
plaintiff No. 1, that he did not'.offer any remonstrance or censure Karali for 
having let the putni be sold, but on the contrary readily acquiesced in what 
had been done. Up to this ppint, therefore, there is not the slightest reason 
in, our judgment for the Lower Court’s dictum that Karali had acted 
^ighpnestly towards the plaintifi, and the plaintiff No. 2 also assented 
subsequently to the arrangement proposed But when it was neces¬ 
sary to.pay in the balance of the purchase-money, the plaintiffs had been 
unable to raise it, and they were in danger of forfeiting th6 earnest-money 
deposited The only means of saving it was to get others to take the purchase 
off thetr hands, and this led to tiio conveyance by Karali, the declared auction- 
purchaser, to the defendants Nos. 7 to 10, who advanced the requisite sum 
upon [722] Karali giving them a promissory note and an agreement to execute 
a kobala after the auoUion purchase had been rendered complete ; and we think 
'there can be no doubt that plaintiff No. 1 did sign that note as a witness, and 
that his denial of it on his oath is one among several instances of perjury 
committed by him in this case. 

We are satisfied that he fully assented to the conveyance by Karali to 
defendants Nos. 7 to 10, and that he cannot be allowed now' to take advantage 
of any* defect in the proceedings m order to deprive them of the benefit of 
their purchase; and even if the sale under the Eegulation was bad, we must 
hold that the plaintiff No. 1 i^ not entitled to oust the defendants Nos. 7 to 
10 from the’^0 annas share of the putni of which he was proprietor, at any 
rate without repaying them the amount of their purchase-money. No offer 
to do this has been made. 

There was, as has been mentioned, a Slight excess in the amount at which 
the defendants Nos. 7 to 10 purchased the putni over that which W'as hid at the 
aftotion sale, and we find that a dispute occurred between the plaintiff No. i 
and Karali Charan as to who should have the benefit of the surplus. And 
under all the circumstances of the case thdre seems good reason for believing 
that this dispute was the real cause of this litigatioii. If this be so, there 
is all the* lass reason for allowing the plaintiff No. 1 to disturb the title of 
defeqdants'Nos. 7 to 10. 

As regards the position of plaintiff No. 2 in respect of those defendants, 
there is no evidence that he was any party or privy to the conveyance to them, 
and therefore if the auction sale be found invalid by reason of defect in the 
publication of the notice in the Collector’s kutcheri, we cannot say that this 
plaintiff will not be entitled to recover his share of the putni from the bands 
of thb defendants Nos. 7 to 10. • 

Iq that view the result would be that the zemindars’ ^appeal No. 126 
would be dismissed with costs, and that the appeal of the defendants Nos. 7 
to 10 would be decreed with costs in proportion as against plaintiff 1, and 
dismissed as against plaintiff No. 2 with costs in proportion. 
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But if the sale is not invalidated by the defect in publication of the notfce, 
the result will be that both appeals will be decreed with costs. 

r783] The last issue is as to whether the purchase by defendants Nos, 7 
to 10 was fraudulent and with knowledge of the plaintiff’s right. The Lower 
Court finds in favour of the plaintiffs that the purchasers were aware of their 
right We iiave no reason to doubt the correctness of this view ; we fail to 
see how any fraud can he imputed or brought home to them on that account. 
Thoir knowledge seems to us immaterial so far as this suit is concerned. 

Ghose, J.—1 regret 1 have the misfortune to differ from my learned 
colleague upon the matter indicated in his judgment, vis., “ as to the effect 
upon the sale of the non-publication in the manner prescribed by law of the 
notice in the Collector’s kutcheri.” He is of opinion, as I understand him, 
that although the notice was not published in accoidance with s. 8, 
Regulation VlII of 1819, still it was sufficientl^r and substantially published, 
and therefore the putnidar has not made out a “ sufficient plea ’’ within the 
meaning of s. 14 of tlie Regulation to have the sale set aside. 

The only evidence that we have in the matter of the publication of the 
notice in the Collector’s kutcheri is that of the Nazir, and 1 am unable to hold 
upon that evidence that the requirements of the law in thin respect have been 
sufficiently or substantially complied with. 

In the Maharaja of Burdwan v. Tarasundan Debt (T. L. R., 9 Cal., 619; 
L. R, 10 I. A , 19), the* Judicial Committee ot the Privy Council, in referring 
to Regulation YlII of 1819, observed as follows : —" Thbt is a very important 
Regulation, and no doubt it was enacted for a certain and defined policy, and 
ought, as a rule, to be strictly observed Their Lordsliqis desire to point out 
that the due publication of the notices presciibed by the Regulation forms an 
essential portion of the foundation on which the summary power of sale is 
exercised, and makes the zemindar, who institutes the proceeding, exclusively 
responsible for its regularity ’’ 

The Judicial Committee uses the expression “ due publication.” This, I 
think, refers not only to the actual publication of the notice, and the time at 
which it is to be published, but also to tlie mode and place of publication. It 
will be observed that the [724} Regulatiou gives to the zemindar a summary 
power, a power to iiring 'o a sale putni without any suit, and therefore it seems 
to me chat the directions prescribed by the Regulation as to the mode and 
place of service mu.st be strictly followed. 

Section 8 of the Regulation distinctly lays down the mode and place of 
the publicatiou of the notice, viz., that it is to bo stuck up in a consptcuous 
part ot the kutcJuiri. The Naziv’g evidence shows that this was not done. 
The notice was not only not “ stuck up ” in the kutcheri, but it was not placed 
in a ** conspicuous paft of the kutcheri,” so that the public, whenever they 
chose to inspect it, had the fullest opportunity of doing so. The Nazir, no 
doubt, says that the place where he sits is a “ conspicuous place " in the 
kutcheri, “ and people come to that place and see thfcse petitions; and thMre is 
no objection to it,” and, furthet, that he allows every one to see the petitions 
and noticesbut it will be observed that nobody could have any access to the 
petitions and notices without the permission of the Nazir. And that officer in 
the early part of his deposition says (as I understand him) that he used to 
keep all the petitions and notices [t.e., in regard to all the putnis to be sold) 
in one and the same bundle. If he kept all the petitions and notices in the 
same bundle, it is obvious that nobody could ascertain whether any particular 
putni was« or which putnis were, advertised for sale, unless and until, with 
the permission of the Nazir, the bundle was opened and the papers in it were 
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examined. This I am disposed to frhink is no publtcatton of the notice of sale. 
Then, again, the Nazir’s "serishta” would be kept open between certain 
specified hours of the day, and the public would have no opportunity of 
inspecting the notices at any other time than when the Nazir would be in his 
“ serishta.” The Nazir says what has been the practice in previous voars as 
to the publication of notices ; and no doubt the mukhtars and revenue agents 
would very probably know where to look for these notices. But the mukhtars 
and revenue agents are not the only members of the public who might desire 
to acquaint themselves with such notices It seems to me that the practice 
whicli has been follofved in other years does not constitute the act of the Nazir 
a due publication of the notice, which under the law it is not. 

t72B3 The law in section hlays down distinctly, as has already been noticed 
how the notice is to be published; it is to be tstuck up in a conspicuous part of 
thekutoheri; and section lOlsiays that at the time of sale the notice t)r(v ions I y 
stuck up in the kuteberi shall be taken down. 

If the Begulation is to be strictly followed, and if the publication of the 
notice in* the Gollectorate is not directory but mandatory, and if it is a substan¬ 
tial part of the process prescribed by the Regulation, it seems to me that an 
essential requirement of the law has not been observed in this case, and that 
a "suilicient plea ” within the meaning of section 14 has been made out. If 
an authority were required for this, I would refer to tlie case Hnrro Voyal 
Chowdhry v. Mahomed (lazi Uhoxodhry (Ante p. 69Ri}, decided by PlGOT and 
MacpHERSON, .IJ., o« the 27th May last, and which is referred bo in the judgment 
of my learned colleague. There the failure on the part of the zeinindur to 
prove publication of the notice in the Collector's kutclieii was held to be fatal 
to the validity of the sale. The judgment no doubt speaks of the “ notices,” 
but it will be observed on a reference to the decision of the Lower Appellate 
Court in that case that the zemindar did prove the service of the other two 
notices. I take it, therefore, that the learned .lodges held that the sale was bad 
by reason of the notice not having been served in the Collector’s kutoheri. 

There is another matter in regard to which I should like to say a word ; 
and that is as to the true position of the plaintiff No. 2. The plaint, indeed, 
alleges, as has been pointed out by my learned colleague, that the jiurchase 
made by Karali at the auction was on behalf of both the plaintiffs, but the 
evidence seems to show clearly that this was not so, and that it was a pur¬ 
chase with the money belonging to the pTaintiff No. 1 alone, which Karali had 
been entrusted with. Neither Karali nor Bonomah (the servant tif the plain¬ 
tiff No. 2) had been authorized to bid at the sale , but they both did so, >»,nd 
apparently against each other, and the property was eventually knocked down 
to Karali, who subsequently reported the*matter to the plaintiff No. 1, and the 
latter by his acts and conduct ratified what had beer* done. But [7283 so faf 
as the plaintiff No. 2 is concerndff, all that appears on the evidence of the two 
plaintiffs is that plaintiff No. 1 afterwards mentioned the matter of this pur¬ 
chase to the plaintiff N«. 2, and said that if they (the two plaintiffs) could 
pay the balance of the purchase-money, thej^would get the property, and tbo 
» plaintiff No. 2 was apparently content w'ith.tliis, and expressed his willingness 
to pay. He, however, subsequently went to Suri to get copies of the sale, 
proceedings, evidently with the object of taking action to have the sale set 
aside : and it does not appear that, beyond the conversatien he had with plain¬ 
tiff No. 1, he did any act indicating that he acquiosW in what had been done 
by Karali, much less in what Karali and the plaintiff No. t did in the matter 
of the sale of the property to the defendants Nos. 7 to 10. In 1jJ;iese circnui- 
stanoQB, I think that, notwithstanding the allegation in the plaint that the 
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purchase at the auction was made by both the plaintififs, the fact seems td be 
that it was a purchase with the money of the plaintiff No. 1 alone, and that 
the plaintiff No. 2 had really nothing to do with it. He had also nothing to do 
with the transaction entered into with the defendants Nos. 7 to 10, and it 
therefore seems to me that, if the auction sale is had, the plaintiff No. 2 is 
entitled to get back his share from the hands of the purchasers, and in this 
respect I entirely agree with my learned colleague. 

As to the question of the onus of the proof in connection with the puhlica* 
tion of the sale notices which was discussed before us, I prefer to express no 
opinion, as it does not arise in this case. * 

In consequence of the difference of opinion between their Lordships " as 
to the effect upon the safe of the non-publication in the manner prescribed by 
law of the notice in the Collector’s kutcheri,” these appeals were referred to 
the learned Chief Justice for his decision upon such difference of opinion. The 
parties were represented at this hearing by the same pleaders as at the hearing 
before the Division Court, and the same arguments were used. 

The following judgment was delivered by 

Petheram, C.J. —This is a suit brought by the putnidars to sot aside the 
sale of a putni wliich took place under Begulation VIII of lbl9 for default of 
payment of putni rent. 

[7273 The matter ^camo before two Judges of this Court, and they have 
each of them written a judgment in whicli they have agreed upon everything 
but ono matter, and that one has come before me for decision upon their 
disagreement. The question upon which they have differed is whether what 
took place with reference to the notice of this sale at the Collector’s serishta 
was a compliance with section 8 of the Regulation, and if it was not, whether 
the non-compliance was sufficient to invalidate the sale. 

When I first read the papers it struck me that the question was really a 
question of fact arising on the construction to be placed upon the evidence of 
the Nazir, who describes what did take place, but upon speaking to the two 
learned Judges upon the matter, I found that there w.isno difference of opinion 
between them as to the fact. They both considered that that evidence showed 
one thing, and consequently the only thing 1 have to decide is whether, upon 
the view of tlio evidence which they take, a sufficient compliance with the 
provisions of the Regulation has be^i shown. 

What they considered was the case—and 1 accept their finding upon that 
matter of fact—is this, that the practice in this Collector’s kutchcr?, with 
reference to these notices, was that the Nazir, who sat near the entrance to the 
Collector’s kutcheri, instead of sticking up the notice and the petition for sale 
against the wall of the hutcheri, and instead of sticking it up anywhere, kept 
fihe various petitions which came before tfie Collector for sale together with 
the notices relating to them in a bundle, that he kept that bundle in his own 
possession, that at night he locked it u]) in some sate place for safe custody, 
but that in the day he took it out from the place of safe custody where he had 
placed it the night before, and kept it near him, but in some place where the* 
whole bundle could be seen by any one coming to the kutcheri. He then goes 
on to say that he allov^ed any one who chose to ask for it or wished to see it 
to inspect the bun^e. The Judges find, as a fact, and 1 agree with them in 
their view of the matter,'that the only persons who would see the contents of 
the bundle, including the petitions relating to the various lots to be sold, and 
the notice according to which those lots would be put up for sale, were persons 
who knew where to find them, in the sense that they were persons who knew 
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wh(>m to ask for them, and that they would go to the Nazir and t738] ask 
him to show the bundle which contained the notices. That being the state of 
the facts, the question is whether this is a compliance with the law. 

Now clause 2 of section 8 of the Regulation directs that the petition to 
the Collector shall be stuck up in some conspicuous part of the kutcheri, with 
a notice that if the amount claimed be not paid before the 1st of Jeyt following, 
the tenure of the defaulter will on that day be sold by public sale in liquidation. 
As it seems to me the meaning of that is that the petition and the notice are 
to be advertised; and as to that it is material to notice that, in section 10 of 
the same Regulation,* the word “advertfse” is actually used, which strongly 
confirms my view that the meaning of sticking up in a conspicuous part of 
the kutcheri is that it is to be advertised in the ordinary acceptance of the 
word. Now “ advertise,” in the ordinaiy acceptance of the W'ord, means 
placing it in such a position that persons who have to use that place for their 
ordinary business may see it It is clear that if the petition is put in such a 
place that only those w'ho ask for it may see it, it is not advertised in any 
sense whatever. Bo that I come to the conclusion tiiat tho provisions of the 
Regulation that this petition is to be stuck up in some conspicuous part of the 
kutcheri has not been complied with at all, and then the question arises whether 
that in itself is sufficient to invalidate the sale. 

As to that 1 think the judgment of their Lordships of the Privy Council 
in the case of The Maharajah of Bmdxoan v. Tamfyundan Debt (1. L. R., 9 Cal., 
619. L R., 10 I.A , ^9) is conclusive. In delivering tho judgment of the 
Judicial Committee, Lord FitzgehaIjH, after quoting different portions of the 
second clause of the section with which we are at present concerned, says;— 
“ That it] a very important Regulation, and no doubt it was enacted for a 
certain and defined policy, and ought, as a rule, to be strictly observed. Their 
Lordships desire to point out that the due publication of the notices prescribed 
by tho Regulation forms an essential portion of the foundation on which tho 
summary power of sale is exercised, and makes tho zemindar, who institutes 
the proceeding, exclusively responsible for its regularity.” 

It seems to mo that when one has come to the conclusion that this notice 
was not published or advertised in tho Collector’s [7293 kutcheri which is 
the conclusion at which 1 have arrived, that the judgment of the Privy Coun¬ 
cil concludes the matter, b.3causo they say tliat this is to bo strictly complied 
with, and they point out that the zeraindanis to be exclusively responsible for 
the strict peiforraance of it One argument which has been pressed before me 
is that the zemindar is responsible for what takes jilaco in tlie moffussil, but is 
not responsible for what takes place in the Collector’s kutcheri. I think that 
argument cannot be sustained, and for this*reason : the words of the clause are 
that ” the zemindar shall be exclusively answerable f^r the observance of the 
forms above prescribed,” and unipng the forms above prescribed is the form 
that the petition shall be stuck up in a conspicuous part of the kutcheri. 

Tlie onlv other case j^hioh it is necessary to notice is the judgment of Mr. 
.luatice NoRBiSand Mr. Justice MACPHERSONjn Ahsanulla Khan Bahadoor v. 
flurn Ghvrn Mozoomdar (1. L. R., 17 Cal., 474). In the judgment at page 
480, their Lordships sav—” It was further urged by Mr. Woodroffe that non- 
compliance with the provisions of tlie Regulation, which require that the peti¬ 
tion'shall he stuck up in some conspicuous part of the'kutcheri, was fatal to 
these proceedings. We think, to use the words of “the Privy Council in the 
case of I he Maharam of Burdwan v. Krishna Kamim Dasi (I. L. R., 14 Cal., 
366), that this publication of the petition is not a substantial portion of thq 
process to be observed by the zemindar. No injury could result to tffe putnidar 
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or any one holding under him by the non-publioation of this petition, 
which, as I have already pointed out, is only the method prescribed by the 
Begulation for putting the executive machinery in force.” That may well be 
80 , but that is not the case here. The objection here is not that the petition 
was not stuck up, but that the petition and notice were not stuck up. The 
petition, it is true, does not affect the purchaser or intending purchaser in any 
way, but the notice does. The notice is a notice of what lots are to be sold, 
and when the sale takes place it is upon that notice that the lots are sold, and 
it shows the order in which the lots will be sold, and is the very thing which 
the public ought to have access to, p>nd which the public ought to be in a 
position to see ' and which should be so situated as to catch the eye of the 
public, and bring persons to know that such and such properties [730] are being 
offered lor sale, and therefore is the very thing which ought to be stuck up in 
a conspicuous part of the kutcheri. , 

] n the result T think that this notice was not stuck up at all within the 
meaning of this clause of section 8 of Begulation VIII of 1819, and, in accord¬ 
ance with the decision of the Privy Council, 1 think that the sticking up or 
publication of it was essential to the validity of the sale, and consequently, 
agreeing with the decision at which Mr. Justice Ghose has arrived, the sale, to 
the extent mentioned in the judgment of the learned Judges who heard the case 
<n the first instance, must he set aside, and a decree made in accordance with 
the said judgment. 

* Appeal No 126 of 1890 dismissed. 

Appeal No. 138 of 1890 decreed in part. 

C. D. P. 

NOTES. 

(Then' must be strict compliance with the rules as to publication of notice ;—3!1 Gal., 
963.1 

(19 Oal. 780] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 13th June, 1890. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Gordon. 

P(Pona Lall.Opposite Party 

versus * 

Kanbaya Lall Bhaia, Gyawal.Petitioner.* 

Insolvency—Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), Chapter XX— Discharge 
of insolvent- B'uture earnings of insolvent, poweir of Court to compel 
payments out of, towards liquidation of debts. , 

The function of Ihe Court, acting under chapter XX of the Code of Civil Procedure, is 
to compel insolvent-debtors to pay their debts if it can, either by its compulsory proooas, or, 

• Appeal from Order No. 26 of 1890 against the order of J. Orawfurd, Esq.. District Juiaa 
of Gaya, dAed. the 31st of October 1889. ^ 
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where th»t oanuot be used, by withholding from them, when it has the power of doing so, 
the relief to which they might otherwise be considered entitled. 

The granting of an order of discharge under that chapter is to a certain extent discre¬ 
tionary with the Court, and if the Court be of opmion that an insolvent may reasonably be 
expected to possess an income accruing daring the time of his insolvency and likely to con¬ 
tinue, even if such income be from sources such that it could not be attached, it ought very 
seriously to consider whether under such circumstances it ought to exercise its power to dis¬ 
charge the insolvent, and not rather stay its hands and require him as a condition of such 
discharge to satisfy it by payments on account of his debts, that ho really desires, so far as 
he can, honestly to discha|ge the debts that he oltres. 

A Gyawal who was in receipt of a very considerable income, derived from oSotinga 
made by pilgrims, applied to bo declared an insolvent under 17811 tbe provisions of 
chapter XX of the Code of Civil Procedure He was opposed by a judgment-creditor who, 
%nter aha, contended that the insolvent should bo compelled to contribute out of his income 
towards the payment of his debts. The Court dndiiig that there were no assets, and holding 
that such income was not properly capable of being attached, and that it had no power to 
order an insolvent to pay anything out of future earnings towards the discharge of his debts, 
declared the applicant an insolvent and granted him his discharge. 

Held, that the Court had power to withhold the discharge until the insolvent had satis¬ 
fied it, by payments on account of his debts, that he really desired to discharge his debts ; 
and that, under the circumstances of the case, both having regard to the fact that the inquiry 
into the estate of the insolvent had been insufficient, and to the fact that he was in a posi¬ 
tion to contribute out of lys income towards the payment of his^ebts, the order was wrong 
and should be set aside. 

This was an appeal against an order passed by the District Judge of Gaya, 
under the provisions of chapter XX of tho Code of Civil Procedure, declaring 
the petitioner KanhayaLall Bhaia an insolvent and grantinghim his discharge. 

The petition by the insolvent was filed on the 3rd April 1889, and it was 
opposed by Poona Lall, the appellant, who was the only creditor, and who held 
a decree for Bs. 5,000 against the insolvent and his brothers, as representatives 
of their deceased father, which hd had purchased from one Lakshmi Narain Dass, 
in whose favour it had been passed by the High Court. 

It appeared that the insolvent was one of a family of Gyawals, and that 
in August 1885 he had previously been declared an insolvent, lointly with his 
father, who was then alive, and his motliuj and brothers. The debts existing 
at the date of that insolvency had never been paid off, nor had the insolvent 
been discharged from further liability ui respect thereof. With the exception 
of the debt covered by the opposing creditor’s decree, however, it did not appear 
that any other debts had been incurred by^the insolvent since the date of the 
previous insolvency. 

The grounds of opposition included concealment of property, and it was 
urged that the insolvent was in receipt of a very considerable income derived 
from offerings made by pilgrims, and that he was perfectly able thereout to 
defray his debts. With reference to the allegation that the insolvent had 
concealed property, [731^] the opposing creditor was unable to substantiate the 
charge, but it was one of his grounds of appeal to the High Court that the Lower 
Court had not compelled the production of the books of the family or examined > 
witnesses, the production and examination of v/hioh would, he contended, 
have enabled him to prove his case. . * 

The Lower Court, after adjourning the hearing twice to enable the opposing 
creditor to produce his evidence, refused to adjourn it again, and found the 
allegation as to concealment of property in favour of the insolent. Upon 
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the question as to the insolvent being oompelled to contribute from his incdme 
for the purpose of liquidating his debts, the District Judge observed as 
follows: — 

“There remains the question as to the income which the petitioner admits 
that he receives from the offerings of pilgrims. He states that he has now 
separated from the rest of the family, and that the income from this source 
has fallen off and is precarious. The Civil Procedure Code gives this Court no 
power such as the Insolvency Act gives to the Commissioner in Insolvency to 
require the petitioner to pay part of bis future earnings to the payment of bis 
debts. The mere chances that pilgrims will come to the petitioner and employ 
his services and give him gratuities is not, in my opinion, saleable property, 
either under section iJ66 of the Civil Procedure Code or section 6 of the Trans¬ 
fer of Property Act Supposing the Court were to sell it, there would be no 
power to compel the pilgrims to employ the purchaser, who would have no 
right to force the petitioner after the sale to work for him as lessee or otherwise. 
That the rights or chances of the petitioner were not saleable seems to have 
been the view taken bv my predecessor, or else they would have been sold in 
the previous insolvency. Under the circumstances I see no objection to the 
grant of a declaration of insolvency. The fact of the previous insolvency 
would not prevent this, for that did not affect debts subsequently contracted. 
Under these circumstances I declare the petitioner an insolvent, and as there 
are no assets I grant his discharge. The insolvent will within three days pay 
in Rs. 5 for the issue of the usual Gazette notification, when a date will be fixed 
for framing the schedule.” 

The opposing creditor appealed to tlie High Court on various grounds, 
in addition to those indicated above. The only grounds [733] material, however, 
to notice are those relating to the Lower Court not compelling the production 
of the books and giving the opposing creditor a sufficient opportunity for 
proving his allegation as to concealment of property, and the f act that the 
Court had not compelled insolvent to contribute out of his income towards the 
liquidation of his debts. It was contended tliat such income was attachable, 
and, as regards the amount of it, it was pointed out that there was evidence 
to show that at the date of the previous in solvency it amounted to at least 
Rs. 1,800 a year. 

Baboo Jogesh Chunaer Dey appeared for the judgment-creditor. Appellant' 

Baboo Kali Kishm Sen for the Insolvent, Respondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (PiGOT and GORDON, J.T.) was 
as follows:— 

We think the appeal must be allbwed and the order set aside. The jurisdic¬ 
tion under the insolvencjf sections of the Civil Procedure Code is no doubt one 
most difficult to administer satisfactorily, bufrit still is competent for the Court 
BO to exercise its powers as to secure to the creditors a better chance of recover¬ 
ing something from the insolvent-debtor than we thuik has been, under the 
circumstances of this case, allowed. We are dissatisfied with the course taken 
by the Lower Court ijni two respects. We do not think that sufficiently active 
means of searching into the insolvent’s affairs was afforded by the Court to the 
‘ appellant, who for some mysterious reason is called the objector, and we think 
that both in respect jf the rules, an order for the production of which he asked 
for, and as to the issue of summons to examine witnesses, and summons to 
examine the books relating to the religious business carried on by the insolvent 
and his family, the Court ought to have, in the interest of the creditor, fur¬ 
thered, in {fCaoe of refusing, the application made by the appellant, although it 
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mai^ be, perhaps, that the evidence and the documents which the appelant 
sought to lay before the Court might not, when laid before it. add much to the 
Court's knowledge of the insolvent’s position and means, still this source of 
information ought, wo think, to have been searched out and used to its full extent. 
Further, it does appear that the religious business, a term which for want of a 
[734|lbetter name we apply to the insolvent's occupation anti that of his family, 
undoubtedly does bring in a very considerable income, although it mav well 
be that that income is not of a nature such that it can be the subject-matter 
of attachment, or seizure, or tlie like under the Code. That, we are told, is the 
view whioli has been taken h> anothei Bench ol this Court, and we need not say 
any more as to that. * But the District .Tudge liasdiscliarged the insolvent, and 
has discharged him after his'havnig filed a schedule in winch the debt of the pre 
sent creditor was sot out, that is to say. he has absolutely obliterated the 
debt due under the decree, flow we have asked the respondents '^keel for 
anv ground, if he had anv, foi eoniending that it was the iinpeiative duty of 
the Couit under tlio cireuni«tancos to giant that disch.ivgc lie was unable to 
point out.to us am thing statutor-s or geneialJv for b.> contending. We think 
that the issue of an ordei oi discharge must, in its nature, having regard to the 
cliaracter of iiisolvoncv jurisdiction, he to a certain extent discretionary’, and if 
the Court he of opinion tliat tlio insolvent niav i easonablv he expect' d to possess 
an income accruing dm ing the tune ol Ins insolvency and likclv to continue, even 
be it an income fioni-sources such that, it could not lie attached, still the 
Court ought verv senously to considci wlietlier undii such circumstances it 
ought to cxoicise its*po\vci to diseiiarge the iii'.olvent, and not rather stay 
its hands and lecjuive the insolvent, as a conditiim of such discharge, to satisfy 
it, by pavmerits on account ol th(‘ deht, that he lealh desires, so far as he can, 
lionestlv to discli'irgc the ilehts tliat lu' owv-^s it mav he shocking to the idea 
of some insolvents that the\ should he under obligation to pay debts 
which the\ Imve anv chance of getting out of , tliat is very true, 
but tlie function ol the Court is to compel them to do so, i1 it can, either by its 
compulsory jiroccss, or, w-liou) i.h.it cannot housed, by withholding fiom them, 
w'liere it lias the pcwei of doing vo, the lelief to which the\ might otherwise be 
considered entitled Wc think the Couit ought to liave taken these views 
into consideration in the pi cserit case, oven supposing that the enquiiv into the 
insolvent’s estate, winch we thinl: ought to have been made and which we 
now diieot should he made, were to have resulted in the discoveiy of nothing 
strictlv speaking, attachable or seizahlo oil helnilf C'f36j ol liis creditors \Ve 
set aside tlie order ol dischaige .ind diiect that, upon the apiiolhinU sniiphing 
the necessary funds, notice h. issued in tiie Cazette nolifving the setting aside 
of tlie ovdti ol tlie District .ludge and the cancehneiit of the order of discharge 
We direct that an iiKinii N into tlie insolvd!it’s means do proceed, the appellant 
havingsucli opportumtv a-, we havi' sh )W'ii hv tins ju<3gnient that wc think he 
ought to have had, and aller suoH imjmrv the District .Judge will make such 
order in the mutter ol the insolvtncv as having regard to the views expressed 
in our judgment, would ho Piopcr for him to make 

The appellant will be entitled to iveover*t.lie amount ol the costs of this 
appeal against anv estate, il anv, as slnill he discovered, can he realized in the 
insolvency 

fj. Afiprol nllotorti and fnrthpi tiiqiiin/ (hnrtfd. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 6th August, 1890. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Gordon. 

Fergash Lai.Defendant 

versus 

Akhown Balgobind Sahov and others.Plaintiflfa.* 

Bent—Latullord and tenant—Co-sharers, suit by one of several, 
for separate share of rent, or, in alternative, for whole rent 
* due if more than share claimed shouVl he found due. 

The plaintifCs, Home of the co-sharers in certain land, instituted a suit against a tenant 
and the romamiiig co-sh.irer P, alleging that the tenant held under a pottah granted bv all 
the co-sharers, that rent was due from him for the period in suit; and that they had 
ascertained from F that he alleged that ho hod received his sham of the rent for that period 
from the tenant, and that he refused to join as plaintiff in the suit They .accordingly prayed 
(a) for a decree for the amount of their snsre of the rent against the tenant, (6) if it should 
appear that .my part of P’s share of the rent remlined unpaid, the requisite extra Court-foe 
might be received and a decret made for the whole of the arrears iii favour of themselves and 
P, and that the latter might, if he oonsented, be made a co-pl.iintiif; (c) that if it appeared 
that P hod rcahriud more than his share of the rent, a decn-e might be made against him for 
the excess and against the tenant for the balance. The plaint also asked for costs and further 
relief. The tenant contested the suit and submitted that it was in effect a suit for plaintiffs’ 
share of the rent only and could not therefore be main-1786] tamed Ho further pleaded 
that the plaintiffs and V were memberb of a joint Hindu family, of which P was the manager, 
and that, under arrangement with the latter, he had applied the rent due under the pottah 
towards the liquidation of debt-, due under bonds in V's name, but for which the joint 
family wore liable. 

The first Court dismissed the suit on the preliminary issue that it was in substance a 
suit for a specific share of the rent iiy some only of the co-sharers, and that, there being no 
agreement by the tenant to pay tiic co-sharers their respective shares of the rent sepacately, 
such a suit would not lie. 

„ • 

Held (upholding the order of the Lower Appellate Court), that the order of the first Court 

was wrong, llie suit, as framed, was necessarily a suit in the alternative ; and as the plain¬ 
tiffs were necessanly not awaie whether any portion of P's share of the rent was due or not, 
but believing that none was due, they couldeonly claim their share, asking to have the plaint 
amended ao as to include the i^hole rent due if it should appear that anything was due to P, 
and thus bring the suit within the rule that, in the absence of special agreement between a 
tenant and oo-shacers to pay their rai,eable proportion of the rent, a suit by one of the oo- 
sharers must be for the entire reut due, making his oo-sbarers ^qfendants if they refuse to 
join as plaintiffs. The prayer of thepliynt fully provided for this, and the suit should have 
been tried on its merits and the plaint amended if the facts proved showed that any rent 
remained unpaid and due to P, as asked for by the plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs and the defendant No. 2, Akhowri Bambharose Lai, were the 
moknraridara of a 4-|nna share in mouza Barowan Anrudpore, and the defedd- 
ant No. 1, Pergash Jjal, wh o was the appellant, was the lessee of that share 

• Appeal fromOrdw No. 336 of 1889 against the order of J. Crawfutd, Esq., District 
Judge cd Oaya. dated the 7th of August 1889, reversing the decree of Gopec Nath Maytay, 
Munsif of Gays, dated 15 th December 1886. 
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under a registered pottah, date^ the 29th November 1878. The suit was for 
the recovery of the sum of Rs, 460, principal and interest, from the defendant 
No. 1, being the arrears of rent of the plaintiffs’ 3 annas 4 dams share out of 
the 4 annas share so owned by the plaintiffs and defendant No. 2, the 
remaining 16 dams share belonging to the defendant No. 2. ^ 

The plaint stated that the 4 annas mokurari tight had been let out in 
ticea by them and the defendant No. 2 to defendant No. 1 under a joint pottah 
and kabuliyat, dated the 29th November 1879, at an annual jama of Bs. 579, 
and on a ssurpeshgi of Bs. 1,900 payable with interest, the term of the 
ttoca extending up to the year 1295 F.; that the lease provided that the 
plaintiff's and defendant No. 2 should receive out of the sa/t jama the sum of 
1737} Bs. 150 only every year till 1294 F., and the sum of Bs. 296-5 in the 
year 1295 F., the rest of the money being credited in payment of the 
zurpeshgi; that the plaintiffs had realized their shaie of the rent^up to the 
year 1291 F., that, with a view to save trouble attending joint collections and 
to avoid mutual disagreements, the plaintiffs had asked the defendant No. 1 to 
pay their* share of the rent separately and gave him a notice, dated the 25th 
February 1885, stating that, according to the terms ot the lease, he should, 
from the year 1292 F., make a set off on account of the satf/a zurpeshgi, and 
out of the balance pay the defendant No. 2 his proportionate share of the rent 
and pay the plaintiffs’ share to the plaintiff No. 1, Akhowri Balgobind Sahoy, 
but that the defendant No. 1 took no notice of such instructions and sent no 
reply to the notice, tjiat, notwithstanding the notice,*defendant No. 1 had, at 
the instigation of defendant No. 2, paid no rent to the plaintiffs from the year 
1292 F , to the year 1294 F., and that the sum of Rs. 450 for their share of 
the rent for three years and interest thereon was due to them. 

The plaint went on to state that, as the pottah was joint and defendant 
No. 2 did not join in the suit, and as he on lieing asked alleged that ho had 
received his share of the rent from defendant No. 1, the plaintiffs had made 
him a defendant. 

The prayer of the plaint was to the following effect.— 

(а) For a decree for the sum of Rs. 450 on account of arrears of rent 

and interest thereon for the years 1292—1294 F., against the 
defendant No. 1. 

(б) That in case the defendant No. 2 should allege that the whole or any 

part of his share of the rent i^as unpaid and was willing to join in 
the suit as plaintiff', or if the Court held that undcn* the circumstances 
of the case the plaintiffs had no right in law to bring a separate suit 
for their share of the rent, they prayed that the extra Court-fees 
required might be received, an9 that a decree might be passed for the 
whole of the arrears of rent in favour of tliem and defendant No. 2, 
and that the defendant No. 2 might, if he w'ere willing, be made a 
co-plaintiff. 

1738] (c) That, tf it should appear that defendant No. 2 had realized 
more than his share of the rent, It decree might he passed against 
him for the excess and against defendant No. 1 for the balance. 

(d) That the defendant against whom the decree might be made should. 

• be ordered to pay the costs of the suit; and 

(s) That the plaintiffs might be granted any other belief which the Court 
might bold they were entitled to. 

Defendant No. 1 alone contested the suit, defendant No. 2 not appearing 
at aU. In his written statement defendant No. 1, inter aha, conftnded that as 
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he admittedly held the ticca under a joint pottah and kabuliyat, and the shares 
'of the plaintiffs and the defendant No. 2 were not therein defined,the suit could 
not proceed. He alleged that the plaintiffs and the defendant No 2 
were menahera of a joint Hindu family amongst whom there had been no parti¬ 
tion, and that^he shares of the plaintiffs could not therefore be ascertained 
and they had no light to claim a 3 annas 4(]ainsshaie of the rent as they had 
done. He stated that defendant No. 2 had managed all the joint family 
matters, siid that the plaintiffs had acknowledged and ratified his acts and were 
therefore bound thereby, that defendant No 2 fiad, piior to tlio lease, taken 
loans from Inin and others, the pioceeds ol wliich had been applied to joint 
family purposes, and that, in respect of such loans, he had executed bonds in 
his favour as well as the others from whom lie had so borrowed money , that 
after the lease had been executed defendant No, 2 had borrowed fioiii Inin 
Bs. 2,0d0 upon various bonds, carrxing interest at He. 1-H per cent, per month, 
which he had spenton the joint family , and that ht ni good faith had, at the 
request of defendant No 2, applied the rent pa>.il'lu under the lease towards 
liquidation of the amount due to liini under the bonds, and that thp whole of 
the rent due under and up to the end u( the lease liad, under an arrange¬ 
ment with defendant No. 2, been so apj'lied and nothing was due to 
the plaintiffs or defendant No. 2 on account of sucii rent, hut that, 
on the contrary, the plaintiffs and defendant No. 2 woie owing moiie.\ to 
[739} him. He alleged that the suit washiouglit hv tlie iilaintiffs in collusion 
with detcndiint No. 2 toileiraud him, and denied the plaintiffs’ right to give him 
the notice the^ had, and contended that such notice couliknut affect tiieir tights 
or his liahihtv under tlio lease .inJ give them the right to demand pa>meut of 
their share of the rent si-p.iratoly but, oven it it could otherwise be held to do 
so, that he had, prior to the receipt tlioreot, entered into the said anaugemeiiL, 
as to the appropriation oi the lent, wiLli defendant No. 2, and he could nut 
thereioie be affected h> itoi prciudicen h^ liie fact th.it he had taken no notice 
of it. He submitted therefore that tlio suit siiould he dismissed 

The Munsif upon these pleadings, witlinut going into the merits, held 
that the suit was not maintainable and .lismissed it Hi-, grminds lor doing 
so were that it was an admitted iacl that tlieie had l>c'eii no arrange¬ 
ment between delendant No 1 and the plaintiffs, undim w'hicli the former 
had agreed to jjav their share of t lie rent separatelv, and that the plaintiffs 
had never lealixed their sham sepaiately , that the suit was, in substance, 
not to recover the whole lent, making defendant No. 2 a part>, hut lor a specific 
amount in resjiect of a particular shaio, and that, applying the rulings in 
Jodoo iShni V, hadumhutoe Dnasve (1 L H,7 Cal. 100) and /’le/n Cftand 
Nuskur V. Mukthodn Debi (I. L R.,^lt Cal , 201) susli a suit would not lie. 

The plaintiff's appealed, and the Lower .\j)iiellate Com t reversed that 
decision and remanded tfie case fur.trial on i^s inuiits. 

The material poition of the judgment of the District .Judge was as 
follows :— ^ 

« “The Munsif threw out suit rehing on the rulings in Jodoo Shat v. 
Kadumbmee Dasiee (I.'L. E., 7 Cal., 160) and Piem Chand Nuskur v. Mokshoda 
Debt (I. L. E., 14 Cttl., 201) The first of these rulings decided that, in the 
•absence of any arrangement with a tenant, a co-proprietor could not sue for 
her share of the entire rent. The latter ruling held that a suit might proefred 
in which what w.w claimed was the entire rent, the other oo-proprietors being 
made defendants. This ik settled law', and it seems to me that the question in 
this case, whwe no [740} arrangement w’ith the tenant is alleged, is whether 
the suit cau^rooeed where what is claimed is the entire rent so far as unpaid. 


• 940 



• AKHOWRI BALGOBIND SAHOY & 0 . [1890] I.L.R. 19 Cal. 741 

The* principle applicable seems'to me to be exactly the same as applied in the 
cases last mentioned above. TtiediOioultieB in the way of deciding the case seeq^ 
to he these; The decision in the suit as to the exact amount of vent in 
arrears will not be bidding as between defendant No. 2, who has not appeared, 
and defendant No. 1. What is there to prevent the former ift a suit, similar 
to this, again suing the latter, with the allegation of a dilTereut state of facts ? 
The solution of the difficulty seems to me to be in the pleadings in the suit. 
Defendant No. I does not allege that the plaintiffs have claimed an \ thing short 
of the whole arrears. He says he has paid the whole rent, and that there is 
nothing in arrears. If this statement be false, he has to thank himself tor any 
inconvenience he may subsequently sutfer. 

“ Some only of the co-proprietors being plaintiffs in the suit, the defendant 
No. 1 IS put in a worse position than if all h.rd boon plain bill’s, because he may 
he deprived of the riglit of set-otf which he miglit possibly liave a right to 
claim as against all and noL as against some only. The answer to this is that 
m the present suit what is clamiod is not really a sot-otf. What is alleged 
is a payment to dotendant No 1 [ 2''’1. The fact that such payment was made 
by way of wilting oil the interest due under certain bomls standing in the name 
of defendant No. 2 does not affect the case It has been repeatedly held that 
payment to one of sevei al co-proprietors is a good defence to a suit tor rent. 

“ It seems to me that the suit is brought in the only form pu.s8ible under 
the circumstances. The plaintiffs expiess their willingness to sue for the whole 
rent due, whatever it is. but ask only for what, accorthng to their information 
or view of the facts, leinains unpaid. The question whether in a rent suit they 
are entitled to loiii a claim against a co-sharer lor monev leooived on their 
account is not one whicli has to bo decided at present. .^11 tliat J now find is 
that tlio Muiisil was wrong in throwing out the suit on the ground stated by 
him. 1 thoiefoie sot aside Ins decree and remand the case for decision on the 
merits.” 

Against tins order of remand defendant No. 1 now apjiealed to the High 
Court. 

C74lj Baboo Kult Kisscii Sen for the .Vppcllant 

Baboo Joynidm i.hmidet Irhose tor tlie Ko.spondeiits 

The judgment of tin* High Comt (I’KiOT and CoiiDoN, ,1,1 } was as 
follows — 

We think this appeal must be disinigsod We quite agree with the view 
taken by the learned Distiict ,lu(lge in this case, and it is unnocessarv for us to 
do more as to the nature of the case than say that we agree with the District 
Judge. It may, however, be desirable to add tins, that the suit, as framed, is 
necessarily a suit in the alternative Tlif^plaintifls are necessarily not aware 
whether any portion of the shaie of the rent to which the defendant No. 2 is 
entitled lias or has not been satiijfied by the first defendant in favour of the 
defendant No. 2. Tliej believe that tliat has been done and, if so, there is no 
rent due except that part of it which admittedly falls to their, the plaintiffs' 
share, but if a portion of the rent additional to what would consti¬ 
tute the plaintiffs’ share of it remains unpaid, or if the whole of the 
rent remains unpaid, the plaintiffs ask that the plami shall be amended 
accordingly and the suit brought into conformity with the rule that, in the. 
absence of special agreement between the tenant and the co-shaiers to pay 
their rateable pioportion of the rent, a suit by one of th8 co-shaiers must be 
for the entire rent due, making his co-sharers defendants if they will not join 
as plaintiff.'!. The prayer in the plaint entirely provides, we think, for the 
evidence disclosing non-payment of a part of the rent, and shoul^it appear in 
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the course of the hearing that a portion of tlie rent remains unpaid the 
defendant in addition to an amount equal to the plaintiffs’ share of the rent, 
the suit ought to be amended, as'the plaintiffs in their alternative prayer ask 
that it should be. 'We add this rather ax abundanti ccmteld, because, in truth, 
what the District Judge has said means in effect that such is the character of 
the suit. We agree with the District Judge and dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

H. T. H. 


[742] APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 17th Decenibei, IH91. 

Present. 

Sir W. Comer Ppjtheram, Kt., Chief Justice, ani> Mr. Justice 


Banerjee. • 

Hassan Ali .Plaintiff 

uersrn 


Cliutterput Hingh Dugarh and another.Defendants.' 

Registration, exemption from, of documents purporting to be, or to 
evidence, grants or assignments by Government of land or of any interest 

in land^Reqistiation Act {HI of 1S77), s. 90, cl. {d)—Natoab Nazim's 

Debts Act {XVII of Di73). 

The Agent to the CIovernor-Geueral m a letter to tho Nawab Hahadur of Murahidabad 
aanouncod tho mtoution., of tho Oovernino|Lt as to hiK position mid inoomo, and informed him 
that he wab to have possession of the State land*, and jewels In a auit by the son of the 
Nawab to recov'er poascasion from a person wrongfully in poRsesbion of land which was hold 
bv the lowei Courts to be portion of such State lands, it was inter alia objected that tho letter 
required registration. , 

Held, that the letter ojicrated as a grant or an authority from Government, and was 
exempt from registration, uiAer the provipious of s. ^0, ol. (d) of the Registration Act. 

Held, further, that the Commissioners appointed under the Nawab Nazim’s Debts Act had 
jurisdiction to declare the land claimed in the suit to be State property, notwithstanding the 
fa^that an alienation of such land had taken place before th$ date of the Commissioners’ 
atrard. , * 

Omrao Begum v. T/ts Government of India (1. L. R., 9 Gal., 70) followed. 

> The plaittfiiff’s father, the late Nawab Nazim of Bengal, by an atanama, 
dated the 10th Bhadro 1267, made a gift of a lakhiraj mahal Sridhurbati 4rith 
its mudafata and mauva Alinagar, in the district of Murshidabad, in favour of 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1796 of 1890, agamst the decree of W. H. Page 
Eeq., District Judge of Munhidabad, dated the 11th of Sieptember, 1890, reversing the decree 
of Babu Raj Cmuader Sanyal, Subordinate Judge of Murshidabad, dated the 9tli of June. 
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one ITarini Sanker Bhatta, since deceased, the father of the second defendant, 
Upendro Narain Bhatta. Subsequently a decree was obtained against Tarini* 
Sanker by Lutchmiput Singh Dugarh, the father of the first defendant, who 
purchased the above properties at an execution sale on the 17th November 1874 
and obtained possession of tlie same. The Commissioners appointed under the 
Kawab Nazim’s Debts Act (XVII of 1873} ascertained and certified that these 
mauzas were mzamut properties (that is, properties held by the Government for 
the t74S3 purpose of upholding the dignity of the Nawab Nazim for the time 
being), and the plaintiff, as the heir of the late Nawab Nazim, who died on the 
4th November 1884, sued Chutterput Singh, the son of Lutchmiput Singh, 
making 'Upendro Narain Bhatta a pro formd defendant, to have the atanama 
above referred to declared void, and to have his title to khas possession of the 
properties declared, alleging that the properties were not transferable or liable 
to be attached or sold by auction in satisfaction of the debts of Tarini Sanker 
Bhatta, whose right therein* (if any) determined upon the death of the late 
Nawab Nazim. 

The defendant, Chutterput Singh Dugarh, in his written statement, 
traversed the above allegations, and pleaded, inter aha, that his father obtai.ied 
a decree for Bs. 42,202 against Tarini Sanker Bhatta which was still unsatisfied ; 
that the declaration made by the Commissioners under Act XYII of J873 was 
made without jurisdiction and invalid ; that the properties had passed to Tarini 
Sanker before the Act came into operation, and that Lutchmiput Singh was a 
bond fide purchaser for value without notice of the rights of the Government. 

The Subordinate 8udge found that the plaintiff’s cause of action arose on 
the 4th November 1884, the date of the late Nawab Nazira’s death , that the 
Commissioners had full jurisdiction in respect of properties purporting to have 
been alienated by the late Nawab Nazim prior to the passing of the Act, as 
settled in the Privy Council decision of Omrao Begum v The Government of 
India (T. L. B., 9 Cal., 704), that the alleged gift to Tarim Banker became 
void upon the death of the late Nawab Nazim, and that the plaintiff had 
established his right to khas possession. 

Upon appeal the District Judge held that the Secretary of State alone was 
entitled to institute a suit for immoveable property held hy the Government of 
India. The concluding portion of his judgment was as follows :—“ I appre¬ 
hend that, so far as State property is concerned, there is no ground for saying 
that the present plaintiff is the legal representative of the deceased Nawab 
Nazim, for the Act of 1873 only gave the Commissioners pow'er to declare 
what property was held by Government for the purpose of upholding the 
dignity of the Nawab Nazim for the time being, [744] and there has been no 
Nawab Nazim since 1884, when the fathei^of the plaintiff died. 

“The Subordinate Judge says that ‘ Exhibit Jl^shows that the plaintiff 
is competent to bring a suit for possession of a mahal which has been declared 
to be State property by the Commissioners.’ Exhibit II is a letter from the 
Commissioner of the Presidency Division to the Collector of Murshidabad, 
giving his opinion on some points and instruction on others, but it does mpt 
show that the plaintiff is competent to sue for possession of a mahal or of 
anything else, and it is impossible in the nature of things that it should. The 
Government Pleader, in supporting the decree, says that if Exhibit II does not, 
then Exhibit III does. Exhibit III is a letter from the Agent to the Governor- 
General to the present Nawab Bahadur, ahd is dated 1st September 1881, that 
is to say, three years before the Nawab -Nazim’s death. The Agent com¬ 
municates the orders of Government respecting the future position and income 
of the present Nawab Bahadur and other matters. Paragraph 2 of the 
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letter announces what will be the Nawab’s title and stipend, and oontitiues 
■^you will also hare possession of fhe State lands and jewels.' 1 do not con¬ 
sider this as equivalent to a conveyance of immoveable property or any right 
to sue for iininoveablo property, and if it were so, the Registration Law would 
be a bar to its beiiifi used in evidence in its present condition. 1 observe'that 
the judgment of the lower Court is silent on the subject, and the document 
does not appear to have been put forward as having any snob character as is 
attributed to it here '' 

“ It appeals to me that I must hold that onl> the Secretaiv of State can 
institute a suit of this nature, and than this suit should he dismissed.” 

The material jiortion of the Agent’s letter was as follows. -- 

“ His Highness the N.iw.ih Nascim £>>ed Mansur -Mi, Khan Bahadur, 
having relmqiinhecl his position as such, and having rLiiomieed all personal 
rights of interference with n'samiit aftairs, I am diiected to eninmunicate to you 
the following orders of Gov'ernmenI regarding \oui- future position and income, 
and the allowances to be assigned to the other metnhers of the Nawaii Nazim’s 
family. 

[743] 2. ‘ ‘You Will lio styled the' Nawah of Mnrshidahad.’ Your stijiend 
will he lis. 1, jO.OOO jiei annum, and voj will ii>ee>\oaii .illowMiiee of Rs 30.000 
per annum for tlio repair of tlio pahiee, eto I’n.v irill also hnif ;>f»s.ses.sn»H of 
ike StiitR hinds ami jiui't'ls Thoteiins upon wdiieh you hold those latter will 
form the subiect of a fuj-ure communication.” 

The subsequent par.igiaphs containod the orders and directions of 
Government as to the allowances of the oilier memherM of tlio Naw.ih Nazira’s 
family, establishment chaiges, buildings assigned as rosidences to meinhersof 
the family, and otlier matters of a siinilar n.itiire. 

Mr. Ei'iins and Moulvie Setai-iil-Islairkfot the .ippelhint 

Dr. ll ish Tii-lifii i LtIioki', li.ihoo Di'iiiiinliet I'hatle) and Baboo hwnrka 
Nath Chur.kethulitt for the respondent. 

Thj judgment ot tlie Court (.Prthku.vm, C-I, and Bankiukk, J.) was 
delivered bv 

Petheram, C.J. —This was a suit hioiight by the Nawiih Bahadur of 
Murshidahad to recover wossessiou of ceitain p-opertv, on the ground that it 
was a part of the State pioperty of tlie Niz.imut of MurKhuiah.id which was 
wrongfully in the possession of tlioilfilonilants un'leran aliomitioM from the last 
Nawab Nazim. 

The Subordinate Judge decreed the suit The District dudge reversed his 
decision, and has dismissod the suit on the ground that the oidy person who 
could bring such a. suit was the Seifl-otarv of Btate, that the title w'as in the 
Secretary of State, as re^^i'esonting the Government of Indi.i, and that no one 
could bring the suit but that jiorson • 

The matter has been argued before us by Mr Evans for the plaintiff and 
by 'Dv. .Bash liehai i Ghosp iox the defendants, and Sir. /'J/.ifHi, on this point 
wKioh I have mentioned, relies lipon the letter ol the Agent to the Governor- 
General. which is referred to in the judgment of the District .ludge. 

That was a letter in which the Agent conveyed to the jilaintiff, the 
Nawab Bahadur, the intentions of the Government with reference to his future, 
and as to his income*and the provision which was to be made for it; and in that 
letter he says, “ you will also have possession of the State lands and jewels • ” 
Both Courts [748] found that the property in question was part of the State 
lands referrffd to in that letter, but the District Judge considers that that letter 
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did*not transfer the title to this'property to the Nawab Bahadur, and even if it 
did, it would be shut out by the Hegistration Act. ^ 

We think that it was not necessary that the letter in question should 
transfer the title to give a right of action in this case. These lands were found 
hy the Commissioners to be a part of tlie State lands, and I do not think it is 
necessary for us to enquire in whom the title, in the English sense of the word, 
in these lands is vested. It is sufficient, we think, that the Government of the 
country* which had power to do what it pleased with these lands, informed 
the Nawab Bahadur, the present plaintiff, that he was to have possession of 
them for his life. It is not necessary for us to enquire what was the technical 
interest created in him for the purpose of this suit, that is to say, for the pur¬ 
pose of a suit to recover possession from a person who has no title. It is 
enough, we think, that he was entitled to the possession under a grant, 
or an authority, given him .by the only person who could give him right 
of possession. 

Then comes the objection which is raised by the learned District Judge 
that, even if this is so, it cannot be used because of the provisions of the Begis- 
tration Act. We think it is enough to quote section 90 of that Act, sub-section 
(d), which provides that “ Sanads, inam title-deeds, and other documents pur¬ 
porting to be, or to evidence, grants or assignments by Government of land or 
of any interest m land ” shall be exempted from registration. 

If this IS a grant by any one, it is a grant by Government, and consequently 
it is exempted from 4ho operation of that Act, so thlt both the objections to 
this suit fail. 

Then Dr. Rash Behan Ghose takes a point here that if you look at the 
Commissioners’ award, as a whole, it will be found that it does not determine 
that this particular property was one of the State lands of this Nizamut, and 
consequently the Nawab is not entitled to possession of it under the award 
and under the letter, and he relies upon paragraph 24 of the award. 

In that paragraph the Commissioners say—" We have confined our 
enquiries to the property now imthe possession of the [747] Nawab Nazim. It 
appears to us that the Act does not empower us to follow property which has 
been wrongfully alienated, or of which other parties have acquired wrongful 
possession.” Dr. Bash Behan Ghose says that, inasmuch as it appears that 
the alienation by the Nawab Nazim of this property had taken place before 
the date of this award, that shows tiv.t this award did not operate on this 
particular property. But this is recital only, and when one comes to tho 
operative part of the award, the Commissioners deal with this property by 
name and declare it to be State land. 

This, one would think, should be asnough to decide this point ; but, in 
addition to that, the same point had been argued in the Privy Council in the 
case of Omrao Begum v. The Government of India u. L. B., 9 Cal., 704), and 
in that case the same point was decided in exactly the same way. So that, 
both on principle and ai^hority, we think this award clearly deals with this parti¬ 
cular property, and declares it to be State pr,pperty. We think that tho letter, 
which authorized or informed Jihe present plaintiff that he was entitled or was 
to hold possession of all these State lands, and which has been acted upon ever 
since, is sufficient to entitle him to bring an action for possession of thia 
pzbperty against a person wrongfully in possession, and consequently this 
appeal must be allowed, the decree of tile Lower Appellate Court reversed, and 
the decree of the Court of First Instance restored with all costs. 

A. A. C. Appeal decreed. 

_ % 
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TAlCUTCN-SlsilulBIBBE b. 

APPELLATE C3IVIL. 

The 11th August, 1891. 

Pbbsbnt: 

Mb. Justice Pioot and Mr. Justice Banerjee. 


Yakutun-nisaa Bibee.Plaintiff 

versus 

Kishoree Mohun Boy and others.Defendants. 


Cmirt fee—Memorandum of appeal tnsufficienfly stamped —Deficiency tn 

stamp on memorandum of appeal made good after penod of UmitaUon — 
Coiart Fees Act {VII of 1870), s. 28. 

A memorandum of appeal, insufficiently stamped, was presented in the Court of the 
District Judge on the 34th May, the last day allowed for it £7181 hy limitation, and 
was received and a memorandum endorsed on it, " Appeal within time ; stamp duty insuffi- 
oient Bs. 304 odd.” On the 37th May an order was passed by the District Judge, and 
endorsed on the memorandum, allowing the appellant one week within which to supply the 
deficiency, and this period dras on the Sth June further extended faf another fortnight being 
allowed. On the ISth Juno the full stamp duty was paid by the appellant. 

Beld, that the facts of the case did not bring it within either the spirit or the letter of 
section 38 t of the Court Fees Act, and that these proceedings were not such as were contem¬ 
plated by that section, or to put the appeal in order when the stamp duty was received on 
the 13th June, and that the appeal had been properly dismissed as being out of time. 

Balkaran Bat v. Qobtnd Nath Ttwari (I, L. R., 13 All., 139) referred to. 

In this case the plaintiff sought to recover the sum of Bs. 3,535-12-9, and 
to have it declared a charge upon certain specific immoveable property. There 
were 14 defendants, some of whom appeared and contested the plaintiff’s claim. 
The case was tried out pn its merits in the Court of First Instance, with the 
result that the Subordinate Judge gave the plaintiff an ex parte decree against 
some of the defendants who did pot appear, but dismissed the suit with 
costs as against those who did appear. 

The plaintiff being dissatisfied with that decree, on the last day allowed 
nndftr the Limitation Act presente^J a petition of appeal in the Court of the 
District Judge with only an B-anna staqpp affixed, instead of a stamp for 
Bs. 204-8, the proper amount of stamp duty required, having regard to the value 
of the suit. _ 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No 1101 of 1890 against the^ecrae of D. Cameron, Esq., 
District Judge of Dacca, dated the 28th May 1890, affirming the decree of Babu Beni 
Madbub Mitter, 3nd Subordinate Judg#of that district, dated the 30th of March 1889. 

t [ Sec. 36 :—No document which ought to bear a stamp under this Act shall be of any 

validity, unlwB and until it is properly stamped. But if any 
* Stamping documents such document is through npstake or in^vertence received, filed 
inadvertently received. or used in any Court or office, without being properly ■ mwi pkd, 

* the presiding Judge or the head of the office, as the case may 
be, or, in the ease of a High Court, any Judge of such Court, may, if he thinks fit, order 
such doonmeot he stamped as he may direct; and on such document being stamped accord¬ 
ingly, (he same stxd every proceeding relative thereto shall be as valid as if it had been pro¬ 
perly stamped iC the first instance.! 
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• The petition of appeal was presented on the 24th May 1889 and was 
reoeiTed, an endor^ment being put on it to the effect that it was within tim& 
but that the stamp duty was insuffieient. On the 27th May the District 
Judge passed an order, which was also endorsed on the petition, allowing the 
plaintiff one week within which to supply the deficiency in the stamp duty. 
On the 5th of June 1H89 this period was farther extended by a fortnight, the 
proper amount of stamp duty was paid on the 13th June 1889. 

The appeal came on for hearing before the District .fudge on the 28th May 
1890, and, on a preliminary objection taken by the respondent’s pleader, was 
dismissed, the District Judge holding [749j that though the deficient stamp 
duty had been paid in within the period allowed by the Court, by the time it 
was paid the period of limitation had long expired, and therefore, upon the 
authority of the ruling in Balkaran Hai v. Gobtnd Nath Tiwart (1. L. B., 
12 AIL, 129) the appeal must ^ held to have been out of time. 

Against the decree dismissing the appeal the plaintiff now appealed to tho 
High Court. 

Dr. Rash Behary Ghose and Baboo Ashootosh Mukerji for the Appellant. 

Mr. Khundkar and Moulvie Seraj-ul-Islam for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the High Court (Pigot and Baneiuee, JJ.) was 
as fo^ows:— 

We think this ‘appeal must be dismissed. We need not deal with the 
ease referred to by the District Judge [Balkaran Baj, v. Gohind Nath Tnoari 
(I.Jj.B., 12 All., 129)Ta8 to which we say nothing save that it is in some respects 
not on all fours with the decision of this Court in Syad Antbur Ah v. 
Kah Ghand Doss (24 W. B., 258) but quite apart from that case we think 
that the present case does not come within either the spirit or the letter 
of s. 28 of the Court Fees Act. The memorandum of appeal was presented 
on the last day with an 8-anna stamp, it was received with a memorandum 
upon it, “ the appeal within time; stamp duty insufficient Bs. 204 odd.” 
That was on the 24th of May, the last day. On the 27th an endorse¬ 
ment was made upon it, signed by the District Judge, allowing the appellant 
one week ; on the 5th of June there is a farther endorsement allowing him a 
fortnight, and he appears to have paid the full stamp duty on the 13th of June. 
We think that the District Judge was quite right in holding that these proceed¬ 
ings were not such as section 28 contemplates, and were not such as to put 
the appeal in order when the stamp w%8 ultimately received on the 13th of 
June. VVe think he was bound to dismiss the appeal. 

We dismiss the appeal with costs. 

H. T. H. • Appeal dismissed. 

• - 

• NOTES. * 

[This case was m couflict with (1893) 19 Cal., 780 , see also (1891) 15 Mad., 78 , (1891) 
16 Mad., 29 ; (1897) 32 Boa», 849; (1898) IS All , 117 ; 27 Cal., 814 ; 32 Mad., 305. In the' 
C. P. C.. 1882 sec. 582A was inserted by Act VI of 1892 to meet this conflict. 

Bee now sec. 149 G. P. C., 1908 which is new and general in its terms.] 
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^ISDO CHURN DASS &0. 1). 

[780] APPBLIjATB CIVIL. 


The noth Avgust, 1891. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Pioot, and Mb. Justice Macphbeson. 

ILrist-o Churn Dass and othera.Judgment-debtors. 

versus 

Badha Churn Eur.Decree-holder.'^ 

Limitation (Act XV of 2877,) Sch. II, Art. 179, para S — Execution of decree — 
Appeal by plaintiff against part of decree making all defendants respondents — 
Execution of part of decree not appealed against. 

On the 23rd March 1886, the plamtiQ obtained a decree m the Court of Fir&t Instance against 
live defendants, declaring his right to certain specific immoveable property, which was, how¬ 
ever, modified on an appeal preferred b} the defendants, the decree of the Lower Appellate 
Court giving Ihe plaintifi a decree for only two-thirds of the property claimed, and dismissing 
his suit in respect of the remaining one third in favour of defendants Nos 2 and 4. The 
Lower Appellate Court’s decree was dated the 13th July 1886. Against that decree plamtifi 
preferred a second appeal to the High Court, making all the defendants respondents, which 
appeal, was however, dibmiHHi.d on the 16th Juno 1887. The plaintiff on the I3th June 1890 
applied for execution of the decree in his favour in respect of the two-thirds of the property 
held to belong to him, and defendants Nos, 1 and 5 objected on the ground that the right to 
execution was barred, limitation running from the 13th July 1886, the date of the Lower 
Appellate Court’s decree in the plaintiff's favour 

Held, that limitation ran from the iGth June 1887, and that the application was not 
therefore barred. All the defendants were parties to the second appeal, and the Court to 
which the application w.\s made for execution was not bound, before allowing execution, to 
go into all the circumstances of that appeal, and consider whether the decree of the Lower 
Appellate Court in favour of the plaintiff for the two-thirds of the property was or was not 
practically secure ; the High Court had all the parties before it, and, if it had been right to do 
so, might have altered the decree against any of them. 

Quare —Whether under such circumstances the Legislature coifi^ have intended the 
Court executing a decree to go into quustiqps so complicated, as to whether in such a case 
the whole decree was or might have been or become imperilled in the Court of Appeal, and 
whether the plain words of Article 179 might not bo followed with less of possible inoon- 
venicnce and complexity, even though in some cases it might result in execution of a 
[7811 decree going against adefendant a litMc more than three years after such decree was 
practically secure against him^^ ♦ 

Nundun Lall v. Raj Joyktshen (I. L. B., 16 Cal.,*598) cited with approval. 

.This was an appeal from an order of the District Judge of Sylhet, dismissing 
an appeal from an order of the Munsif of that distrfbt passed on an appli¬ 
cation of Badha Chum.Kur, the {flaintiff (respondent in the appeal), for exe¬ 
cution of a decree in his favour, and which latter order allowed such application 
and disallowed an objection taken thereto by some of the judgment-debtors, 
oased on the ground that the right to execution of the decree was barred by 
limitation. * 

'Appeal from Order No. 66 of 1891 against the order of B.H. Greaves, Esq., District Judge 
of Sylbet, dated the Srd of December, 1890, affirming an order of Baboo Koylash Ohunder 
Mozumdar, Ma»eif of that district, dated the Sletof July 1890. ' 
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, Ife appeared bhat on bhe S^rd March 1886, Badha Churn Kur obtained a 
decree in the Court of First instance against the appellants and others, tive m 
number, who were defendants in the suit. Against that decree an appeal wH^ 
preferred and resulted in the decree being modified by the Lower Appellate 
Court, the plaintiff’s claim as regards ono-third of the property claimed in the 
suit being disallowed in favour of defendants Nos. 2 and 4, and his suit in 
that respect being dismissed, while the decree in his favour for the remaining 
two-thirds of the property was confirmed. The decree of the Lower Appellate 
Court was dated the 13th July 1886. The plaintiff preferred a second appeal 
against that decree to tlie High Court, making all the defendants respondents, 
as he claimed the property as against all the defendants. That appeal was 
dismissed by the High Court on the 16th June 1887. 

On the 13th June 1890 the plaintiff made his present application for 
execution of the decree in his favour as regards the two-thirds of the property, 
and in answer to the applifiation defendants Nos. 1 and 5 tiled objections, 
contending that the right to execution was barred hy reason of the application 
being made more than three years after the date of the decree of the Lower 
Appellate* Court, which was passed on the 13th July 1886. They contended 
that although the application was made within tliree years of the date of the 
decree of the High Court, the appeal to that Court did not concern the plaintiff’s 
right to the tw'o-thirds share of the property in respect of which he now sought 
to execute his decreor and [732] that the period of limitation therefore must 
be taken as running from the I3th July 1.''86. 

The Munsif held that, though there was no a^eal to the High Court 
regarding the two-thirds share of the property, the objecting defendants were 
necessary parties to the appeal, the property in suit being claimed as against 
all the defendants, and that therefore clause 2 of Article 179 of Schedule II 
of the Limitation Act governed the case and that the period of limitation must be 
counted from the date of the decree of the High Court. In support of his 
view he referred to the decisions in Akshoy Kumar Nuiidi v. Chmider Mohun 
Chathati (1. L. B., 16 Cal., 250), and Nmuiun Lall v. lia) Joykishen (I. L. B., 16 
Cal, 598). He accordingly ovei^ruled the objection and allowed the application 
for execution. 

Against that order the judgment-debtors appealed. The material portion 
of the judgment of the District Judge was as follows:— 

" The application for execution of the decree was made within three years 
from that date (Inth June 1887). On b^ialf of the appellants it is contended 
that the period within which the decree against them can be executed runs 
from the date of the decree of the lower Court. .-Ippellants’ pleader has refer¬ 
red to several rulings. He contends that the rulings in Nundun Lall v. Kai 
Joykishen (1. L. E., 16 Cal., 598), Hur Pngshaud Roy v. Enayot Hossein (2 0. 
L. R., 471), and Sangram StngJu v, Bajharat Singh (1. L. B., 4 All,, 36) 
support his case. 1 observe, hoifover, that in each 8f the cases referred to in 
these rulings one of soveral defendants appealed. It was held that no question 
between the other defendants and the plaintiffs was involved. In the case now • 
under consideration the*plaintiff appealed and all the defendants were respon¬ 
dents ; this fact is admitted by appellants’ fileader, and it seems to me very 
important. I find also that there are rulings in Gungamoyce Dassee v. Shib 
Banker Bhutiacharjee (3 C. L. R., 430), Basant Lai v. Najmuniitssa Bibi (I.L.B.. 
6 All., 14) and Nut-ul Hasan v. Muhammad Hasan (1. L. R., 8 All., 573) which 
strongly support the respondent’s case,' 1 think that the words of clause 2, 
[783] Article 179 of Act XV of 1877 are clear. The appellants’ pleader 
has not shown me any ruling which deals with circumstances similar to those 
in this case, i dismiss the appeal with costs.” % 
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The judgment-debtors now appealed to the High Oourt. , 

^ Baboo Lai Mohun Doss for the appellants. 

Baboo Tara Ktshore Chowdhry for the respondent. 

The jnilgment of the H^h Court (Piqot and Magphebson, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

The respondent obtained a decree against the appellants on Maroh 23rd, 
1886. On appeal the decree was modified, the claim for one-third share of the 
property claimed by the defendants 2 and 4 was dismissed, and the decree for 
the remaining two-thirds aflUrmed on the 13th July 1886. On appeal to the 
High Court the appeal was dismissed on June 16th, 1887. « 

In this appeal all the defendants were made respondents, and not merely 
those in respect of whose one-third claim the plaintiff’s suit had been dismissed. 

The plaintiff decree-holder now seeks for execution of the decree to the 
extent of a two-thirds share of the property and costs. Judgment-debtors Nos. 1 
and 5 object that execution is barred because not applied for within three 
years from the date of the order of the Lower Appellate Court of the .13th July 
1886. The Courts below have both rejected this objection and the defendants 
appeal. 

They rely on the principle laid down in the case of Wise v. Bajnaratn 
Chuckerbutty (10 B. L. B., 258), and on some of the oases decided since that 
Full Bench decision. 

We quite agree with the opinion expressed on this si^jeot by TOTTENHAM 
and Gobdon, J J. in Nundun Lall v. Bai Joykishen [1. L. U., 16 Cal., 598 (602)] 
at page 602:—" In one of these oases, namely, Oungamoyee Dassee v. Shtb 
Sunkar Dhuttacharjee (3 C. L. B., 430j, the Judges went entirely upon the words 
of the article, audit seems to us that, in a question of limitation, we ought to 
abide as strictly as possible by the berms of the law. We should not be disposed 
to import into the law any further restrictions as to the rights of parties to sue 
and to execute their [7S4j| decrees than the law itself expressly provides, but 
we are bound to recognise the fact that the law has been by interpretation, so 
to say, modified by decisions of this Court and the High Court of Allahabad. 
If, therefore, those oases were on all fours with the present one, we should feel 
bound to follow the decisions, unless we thought it right to refer the matter to 
a Full Bench. But we think that the present case does not come exactly under 
the rule laid down in those oases. In those oases in which ex#ution was held to 
be barred as against parties who were fiot parties to the appeal, the decision rests 
expressly upon the ground that the appeal made by one did not and could not 
affect the decree as againsc others of tlie parties concerned in the case. In one 
case a former Chief Justice,Sir BichaRD ConcH,iq delivering judgment said that 
the decree being against various parties for various reliefs in reality amounted 
to several decrees, although embodied in one paper The rule governing this 
decision appears to be shortly this, that unlesi the whole decree was imperilled 
by the particular appeal which was preferred, the decision in the appeal would 
not alter the period of limitation in respect of execution of the decree as bet¬ 
ween other parties to the suit.” • 

We would even go so far as to express a doubt whether the Legislature 
pan have intended the Court executing a decree to go into questions so oom- 
plioated as those which must sometimes arise in determining whether, in soch 
a case as the presenl^ the whole decree was, or might have been, or become, 
imperilled in the Oourt of App^l, It does appear to us that the {dain meaning 
of the words of Article 179 might be followed with less of pcmible inoonveni* 
enoe and oom|ilexity, even though in some oases execution againft a defendant, 
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the‘decree agaiiiet whom was practically secure, might have been operative 
against him a little more than three years after it was so practically secui^ 
But in the state of the authorities this doubt, if well founded, could only be 
given effect to by a Full Brncb. 

The authorities just referred to decided after the Full Bench in Wise v. 
Bajnarain Chuckerbutty (10 B.L. B., 25R), do not, however, constrain os, in the 
present case, to hold execution to be barred. All the defendants were parties 
to the appeal; and the Court is not, we think, bound, [789] before allowing 
execution, to go into all the circumstances of that appeal, consider whether the 
iSecree against the present appellants was most probably practically seoura, 
and, on concluding that it was so, refuse execution. Here the High Court 
had all the parties before it, and had it been right to do so could have altered 
the decree against any of them. 

We think we are at liberty to apply the terms of the article in the case 
in their plain meaning : and we agree with the Courts below and dismiss the 
appeal with costs. 

H. T. H. Appeal dismissed. 


M0TB8. 
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[19 Cal. 7583 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 


The 1st Septiffmb&r, 1S91. 

Present: 

Mb. Justice Pigot and Mr. Justice Banerjbb. 


Ram Chunder Chuckrabutty.Plaintiff 

versus 

Gii^dhur Dutt and others.*..Defendants.* 


Bengal Tenancy Act {VIII of I6h6), ss. 5'2, 138— Co-sharers—Sutt by one 
co-sharer, entitled to collect rent separately, for additional rent for 
land brought under cultivation, payable in terras of lease—Joint 
proprietors — Rent-suit-^ Collection of rent separately. 

A tenant held 19^ bighas of land under a kabukyat granted by throe joint landlords, 
which provided, vrUer aha, tUht rent was to be paid at the rate of Re. 1-8 per bighain respect 
oiS bighas only, and that the remaining 11^ bighas Which were then unoulturable, should, 
when they became fit for cultivation, be assessed with rent at the same rate. One of the co- 
ehaWs, who was admittedly entitled, under arrangement, to oolleot his share of the rent 
eep^cstely, inetituted a suit against the tenant, joining his co-sharers as defendants, to recover 
azMSts of his share of the rent for a specific period, and claimed to bg entitled to recover rent 

~ * Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. 642 of 1890, against the decree of Baboo Krishna 

llohun Mookerjee, Subordinate Jadge of Zillah Khonlnah, dated the 16tb April 1890, 
modifying the decree of Baboo Norendra Krishno Dutt, Officiating First Mnnsif of Bagirhnt, 
dated tlm 37^ May 1889. 
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in reapect of the whole 19i^ bighas, on the allegation that the 11^ bigheui had then become 
for cultivation, and were therefore liable to be assessed with rent at the rate mentioned in 
the kabuliyat. The tenant objected that, having regard to the provisions of s. 188 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act, the suit would not lie at the instance of the plaintiff alone. 

Held —That the suit did he. It was clearly not one for enhancement of rent in the 
sense in which that term is used in the Bengal Tentancy Act, [788] nor was it one for 
additional rent for excess land within the meaning of s. 52 of that Act, and as the plain- 
tifi was entitled to collect his share of the rent separately, there was no reason why he should 
not be entitled to claim separately the rent payable, not upon any fresh adjustment of the 
rent inconsistent with the continuance of the old tenancy, but upon an aseertainmont of the 
rent payable in accordance with the terms of the original letting. 

Quni Mahotned v Moran (l.L.B., 4 Gal , 96) and Oepal Chunder Das v. Vnteah Narntn 
Chowdhty (I.L.R., 17 Cal., 695) distinguished. 

This was a suit instituted by the plaintiff to recover from the principal 
defendant, Giridhur Dutt, arrears of rent and ccssus for tlio years 1291 to 1294, 
in respect of a nimhowla held by that defendant under the howla of the plain¬ 
tiff and the other two defendants, the plaintiff’s share being eight acmas. The 
area of the land was 19i bighas, and the principal defendant held it under a 
kabuliyat executed by his predecessors in title in favour of the predecessors of 
the plaintiff and the other defendants, who had granted a pottah in exchange 
therefor. The pottah and kabuliyat provided, inter aba, that the tenant was 
to pay Re. 1-8 per bigha for 8 bighas of the land which were then only cuitur- 
able, and that, as regard.jd the remaining IH bighas, rent should be assessed 
thereon at the same rate when they became fit for cultivation. It was not 
disputed that the plaintiff was, under arrangement with the defendant, entitled 
to collect his share of the rent separately from his other co-sharers. 

The plaintiff alleged in his plaint that the 11| bighas had become fit 
for cultivation, and as such they wore liable to be assessed with rent at the 
rate provided in the pottah and kabuliyat, that the defendant had not paid him 
his share of the rent for the years in suit, and that he was entitled to recover 
rent at the rate of Re. 1-8 per bigha for the whole 19^ bigh.is in respect of 
his share of the land, together with the cesses and interest. 

The principal defendant contested thu suit on various grounds, and, 
amongst others, contended that the suit being one for enhancement of rent 
could not he at the instance of the plaintiff alone, having regard to the provi¬ 
sions of s. 188 of the Bengal Tenanc)^C7S7] Act. He also pleaded res judicata 
and limitation, and denied that the whole 19i bighas were fit for cultivation. 

Ten issues were fixed for trial by the Court of First Instance, but the only 
one material for the purpose of this appeal was that relating to the question as 
to whether the plaintiff was entitied«to maintain the suit. Upon that issue 
the Munsif held that, as the plaintiff was admittedly entitled to collect his 
share of the rent separately, and the suit w%s not a suit for enhancement of 
the rent, but one to recover rent at the rate agreed on in terms of the pottah and 
kabuliyat for the increased area brought under cultivation, and as the other co- 
sharers were parties to the suit, s. 188 of the Act was no bar to the plaintiff 
maintaining it. Haying found aft the other issues of law and fact in favomr.of 
the plaintiff, he gave* him a decree for the amount claimed, less a small pollen 
•on account of the cesses which he held the plaintiff was only entitled to ^ a 
rate less than that claimed by him. > 

On appeal by tHe defendant this decree was modified. Upon the pniiei- 
pal question in the suit the Subordinate Judge observed as follows:— 

" In the cases of Quni Mahomed v. Moran (I.L.R., 4 Oal., 96) and Jogend^ 
Chunder GhSkey. Nobin Chunder OhottopadhyaXl, L. R., 8 Cal., SoSJ^lias been 
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heM by two Full Bench deoie^ns (sic) oi the High Court that, although upon 
the facts found, each co-sharer could enforce from the tenant the payment<Jf 
rent separately, he could neither sue for a kabuiiyat for such rent, nor bring a 
suit to enhance it, because suob suits would be inconsistent with the continu¬ 
ance of the original joint tenure. The facts of the present case are on all fours 
with the cases reported in the Full Bench rulings. The plaintiff alleges in the 
plaint that his co-sharers, defendants Nos. 2 and 3, do not join with him out of 
animosity. He has failed to adduce evidence on the point. By making his 
co-sharers defendants in the case, ho has complied with one condition of Mr. 
Justice Field’s ruling in Kali Chandra Singh v. Bajktshore Bhuddro (I.L.B., 
11 Gal., 615), but he has failed to comply with the second condition, [758] viz., he 
has not sued for the entire increased rent, so as to prevent multiplicity of suits. 
I am therefore of opinion that the frame of this suit is bad, so 1 decline to pass a 
verdict for the increased renl^ The decree of the Court below will stand good 
in respect of the current rent, viz., Bs. 6 a year. The decree of the Court 
below is modified accordingly with proportionate costs and interest.” 

Against that decree the plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Mr. Evans and Baboo Onja Sunkur Mozoomdar for the appellant. 

Mr. Garth and Baboo Chunder Kant Sen for the first defendant-respondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (PiGOT and Banerjeb, JJ.) was as 
follows;— 

m 

The only question raised in this case is whether the plaintiff who is a 
fractional shareholdef in the superior tenure, in separate receipt of rent from 
the tenant-defendant in respect of his share, is entitled to maintain this suit for 
arrears of rent in accordance with the terms of a kabuliyat executed by the 
predecessor of the defendant The First Court decided the question in favour 
of the plaintiff, but the Lower Appellate Court has reversed that decision. 

It is contended before us, on behalf of the plaintiff, that this is not a suit 
for enhancement in the ordinary sense of the term, nor even is it a suit for 
additional rent for land found in possession of the tenant in excess of what he 
was paying rent for, but it is a suit for arrears of rent under the terms of the 
kabuliyat, at the original rate specified in that document in respect of the land 
demised, part of which was left unassessed at the time by reason of its not 
being then culturable; and that, as the plaintiff is admittedly in separate receipt 
of his share of tho rent, there can be no bar to his maintaining the suit. 

We think this contention is sound. The kabuliyat provides that, of the 
19^ bighas of land demised, rent shall be paid at the rate of Be. 1 -8-0 per bigha 
in respect of only 8 bighas, the remaining 11| bighas being unculturable, and 
that, when these 11^ bighas beoocqfi fit for cultivation, rent shall 
be assessed thereon at the rate of Be 1-8-0. These being the terms of 
[759] original letting, and the additional rent that i^claimed being in respect 
of these Hi bighas, the suit is clearly not one for enhancement of rent in the 
sense in which the term is used in the Bengal Tenancy Act, nor is it a suit for 
additional rent for exoSss land within the meaning of s 52 of that Act; 

if the plaintiff is entitled to realize his sh&re of the rent separately, as he 
aajptedly is, there is no reason why he should not be entitled to claim sepa- 
raWv the rent that is payable, not upon any fresh adjustment of the rent inoon- • 
sirfwt with the continuance of the old tenancy, but upon an ascertainment 
oflpe rent payable in accordance with t^rms of the original letting. 

Two oases were relied upon by the learned Vakil for the defendant-respon- 
nfc — M ahomed v. Moran (I. L. B., 4 Cal., 96) and Qopal Ghunder Das 
Chowdhry (1. L. B., 17 Cal., 695), but the)f are clearly 

0 Chth-r^bo 958 



I.L.R. i9 Cal. 760 jibanti »ath khan &o. v. • 

distinguishable from the present for the reasons stated above. In the former ease 
G kBTH, 0. J., in delivering the judgment of the Full Bench, said:— The rent 
law, in our opinion, does not contemplate the enhancement of a part of an entire 
rent; and the enhancement of the rent of a separate share is inconsistent with 
the continuance of the lease of the entire tenure." And in the latter the Court 
held that the same principle that was applicable to a suit for enhancement 
applied also to a suit for additional rent for excess land found in the tenant's 
possession. In both the cases the ground of decision is that any alteration of 
the rent will be inconsistent with the continuance of the original tenancy. 
The claim in the present case, however, does not involve any such inconsistency. 

We think therefore that this appeal ought to be allowed and the decree of 
the Lower Appellate Court reversed, and that of the First Court restored, with 
costs in this Court and the Court below. 

* Appeal allowed. 

H.T.H. 


MOTES. 

[ Stie Alsio (1895) 22 Cal , 668 ; (1896) S C.W.N.. 225. ] 


[760] APPELLATE CIVIL. * 

The 1st September, 1891. 

Present : 

Mb Justice Piuot and Mr. Justice Banebjbb. 


Jibanti Nath Khan, and Hemandri Nath Khan, Minor, by his mother and 


next friend, Jogodishwari Dabee.Plaintiffs 

versuis 

Gokool Chunder Chowdhry and another.Defendants.'*' 


Merger of Putnt interest in zemindar who purchasers it -Putni interest, merger 
of, in that of zemindar — Co-sharers—Bent suit — Parties to suit, transfer of 
defendants to category of plaintiff, effect of — Limitation—Land 
Registration Act (Bengal Act VJI of 1876), s. 78. 

The doctrine of merger toes not apply to the (||b8e of a putni interest ooming into the 
same hands as the zamindari interest. 

A and B, two joint zamindars, having brought a putni wit^n their zamindari to sale for 
arrears of rent purchased it themselvo^ During the existence of the putni a dur-putni had 
been created, of which C pras in possesuon. A instituted a suit against C to recover asters 
of rent of the dur-putni for a period of three years, setting up his claim thereto bdnws 
• zamindar and putnidar, and joined £ as a pro formd defendant, alleging that he waa^ray 
from home at the time of the institution of the suit and could not therefore join as 
It appeared that A*s pr^rietary interest was registered under the provisions of Act VII $.C.) 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. 274 of 1891, against the decree of F. E. Pargit«£ 
Esq., District Judge of Bajshahye dated the 5th January 1891, reversing the daMM of Pafa 
Pnmo ChundA Ghose, Munsif of Beauleah, dated the SOth of Jane 1.890. 
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of 1^76 (the Liand Begiatration Aot), 4}ut> fchab B's interast had not been bo ragistered. Prior 
to the smt ooming on for hearing, but after the right to recover the rent for the first two^t 
of the three years in suit had become barred by limitation, aesuming no suit to have been 
brought, J5 was transferred from the category of defendant in the suit into that of co-plaintiB. 
In answer to the suit C pleaded limitation, and also contended that the non-registration of 
B’s interest precluded the plaintiffs from maintaining the suit at all, /t’s share not being 
specified, having regard to the provision of s. 78* of the Act. The Lower Appellate Court 
having dismissed the suit on this latter ground, and also held that the right to recover the 
rent for the first two out of the three years in suit was barred by limitation . 

Htld, on second app^, that the right of the plaintiffs as putnidars did not merge in 
their right as zemindars, and that the Land Bogistration Act had therefore no application to 
the case, the plaintiffs being ehtitlod to maintain the suit, qud putnidars. 

Held, further, that when B was sued as a party-defendant, he was made a party in viola¬ 
tion of the rule applied in DwarkaNath Mttter v. Tara P'61] Prosunno Boy (I.L.B., 17 Cal., 
160), and that the suit was not therefore iii the first instance properly brought, B not being 
properly on the record at all. That the effect of making B co-plaintifi was practically to 
institute aiiew suit on the date when be was so changed into co-plaiutiff, and that the suit 
had been rightly dismissed on the ground of limitation, so far ns the rent of the first two 
years was concerned, but that the plaintiffs were entitled to a decree for the rent in respect 
of the third year, which was not barred by limitation at the time B was made oo-plaintiff. 

This suit, as originally framed, was instituted on the 11th April 1889 by 
Jibanti Nath Khan, one of the plaintiff-appellants, against Gokul Cbunder 
Ohowdry, defendant No. 1, Grish Chunder ChowAiry, defendant No. 2, the 
rmpondents, and Hemacdri Nath Khan, an infant pro forma defendant, who 
was, however, by an order of Court, dated the 12th .Tune 1890, struck out of 
the list of defendants and added as a co-plaintiff to the suit, and was the other 
appellant in this appeal. 

The plaint alleged that Jibanti Nath Khan and the infant pro formd 
defendant, Henaandri Nath Khan, were the owners of a certain zemindari 
named Gopalpaia. of which one Ram Sunder Sircar had been the putnidar 
under a putni lease executed by. their predecessors in title , that while in posses¬ 
sion Ram Sunder had, on the 27th Shrabun 1272, granted a dur-putni lease to 
one Kah Sundari Chowdhrani, the predecessor in title of defendants Nos. 1 
and 2, in the name of a servant as benamidar for her, and that, on Kali 
Sundari's death, the defendants Nos 1 and 2 had come into possession of the 
dur-putni and were still in possession* thereof, that Ram Sunder having 
defaulted in paying his rent, the putni was brought to sale under Regulation 
VIII of 1819 for arrears of rent, and was purchased by the plaintiff, Jibanti 
Nath Khan, and the infant-defendant themselves, and that they had since such 
purchase remained in possession and had* realized the dur-putiii rent from the 
defendants Nos. 1 and 2, both in their right of zemindars as well as of 
putnidars. • 

• [ Sec. 78:—No person shall be liound to pay rent to any 
No person bound to pay aperson claiming such rent proprietor or manager of an estate 
tent to /'la^irnn.nt yot regis- or roveuuc-froo property^n respect of which he is required by this 
ti^T ud. * Act to cause his name to be registered, or as mortgagee, unless 

the name of such clailtaant shall have been registered under 
this Act; , 

and no person being liable to pay rent to two or more such proprietors, managers, or 
• u r mortgagees holding in common tenancy shall be bound to pay to 

Bayment to each of proprietor, manager, or mortgagee more than the 

several proprietors, «c., amount which bears the same proportion to the whole of such 
holding in common ^ extent 6f the interest in respect of which such pro- 

tenanoy. priotor, manager, or mortgagee is registered bo^s to the entire 

estate or eesnanue-ltee property.} 
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The plaiot further stated that the plaintiff, Jibanti Nath Khan, brought 

suit alone, as the infant pro forma defendant, not being at home, had not 
joined in bringing it, and that he had therefore made him a pro forma ddCend* 
ant, and it sought fora decree for the sum of Bs. 221-12-0, the arrears of the 
dur-putni rent, [7683 for the years 1292 to 1295 Pous, and Bs. 6-16-10 as 
cesses, together with interest and costs. 

Defendant No. 1 alone appeared and tiled a written statement. He, 
inter aha, pleaded that the right to recover rent for the year 1292 was barred 
by limitation ; that a previous suit for rent for the years 1290 to 1293 had, on 
the objection of the defendants, been withdrawn, and that the present suit was 
barred as res judicata ; thatithe suit would not lie at the instanee of the plaintiff 
without the infant oo-sharer being a oo-piaiutiff, and that it must on that 
ground be dismissed ; and-that the plaintiff and the infant-defendant were neither 
the zemindars nor putnidars of the estate in respect of which the rent was 
claimed, and that the relationship of landlord and tenant did not exist between 
them and the defendants. Defendant No, 1 further alleged that his co-sharer, 
defendant No. 2, was at enmity with him, and that the plaintiff liad taken 
advantage of the disagreement between them to institute a vexatious suit. 

Defendant No. 2 did not appear in the suit at all or contest the plaintiffs’ 
claim. 

The case came on for hearing on the 30th June 1890 before the Munsif, 
the infant-defendant, Hemandri Nath Khan, having previously on the 12th 
June 1890 been made a (^-plaintiff. The Munsif fixed jhree issues for trial, 
viz.—(i) Does the relationship of landlord and tenant exist between the 
plaintiffs and the defendants ? (ii) Is any portion of the plaintiffs’ claim barred 
by limitation ? (iii) Is the suit barred by res judicata /— and having found all 
of them in favour of the plaintiffs, gave them a decree for the full amount 
claimed. 

Defendant No. 1 appealed, and in the Lower Appellate Court an additional 
issue was framed, viz., whether the suit could be maintained, having regard to 
the provisions of s. 78 of the Land Registration Act of 1876 (Bengal Act VII 
of 1876). 

The District Judge found the plaintiffs’ title both as zemindars and putnidars 
to be proved, and that the defendants were in possession of the dur-putni in 
respect of which the rent was claimed, and he therefore found the first issue in 
the plaintiffs’ favour. On the second* issue he held that, as Hemandri was not 
made a co-plaiutiti till the 12th June 1890, when the period allowed by 
[763] limitation for recovery of rent for the >ears 1292 and 1293 had expired, 
and as the only reason for Hemandri not joining in the suit was that he was 
absent from home, the plaintiff Jibatiti could not, on the authority of JJurarka 
Nath Mittsr v. Tara Prosunna Roy (I L.R., 17 Cal., 160) be entitled to main¬ 
tain the suit alone, and cberefore that this issue must be decided against the 
plaintiffs as regarded the rents for those years. He further agreed with the 
Lower Court in its decision on the third issue, andjopon the fourth issue 
observed as follows , 

“ 1 now come to the last issue, which is a new one. This was not raised 
ex^ssly in the Lower Court. It appears that the plaintiff, Jibanti, is registered 
fcs proprietor under the Land Registration Act (Act VII B.C. of 1876), but the 
minor plaintiff, Hemjmdri, is not so registered. The latter is clearly precluded 
from suing for rent, under s. 78 of the Act, and the ruling in Surya ^ant 
Acharya Bahadur v. Hemant Kuman Dctn (f.L.R., 16 Cal., 706), and the 
objection being a substantial one, imposed by the law, 1 do not think the 
defendant is^topped from raising it in this appeal. The defendants* f^her 
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objectioa that, if Bemanciri's oUdm fails, the other plaintiff, Jibanti, oannot 
get a decree, because there is no specification of his shares in the plaint, seeiro 
also sound. The fourth issue niust also be decided against the plaintiffs." 

Having therefore found the second and fourth issues against the plaintiffs, 
the District Judge reversed the decision of the Court of First Instance and 
dismissed the suit with costs. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court on the following amongst other 
grounds—(a) that the Lower Appellate Court was wrong in applying s. 78 
of the Land Begistration Act, 1876, to the case, as the plaintiffs were suing 
as putnidars to recover rent from the defendants as dur-putnidars; (6) that the 
Court erred in dismissing the whole suit, as there^was evidence as to the share 
of the plaintiffs in the Land Begistration Proceedings ; (c) that the transfer of 
Hemandri to the category of plaintiff did not bring the case within s. 22 of the 
Limitation Act, 1877, as it w%s not the case of a new plaintiff being added, and 
that the Court t7ff4i] consequently erred in holding any portion of the claim 
to be barred’by limitation. 

Baboo Mohint Mohun Boy for the Appellants. 

Baboo Ktssori Lai Strcar for the Bespondents. 

The judgment of the High Court (PiGOT and Bamerjbe, JJ.) was as 
follows:— 

In this case we think the District Judge was right in holding that as to 
the claim in respect of 1292 and 1298 the suit is barred. 

When the infant was first made a party-defendani, he was mode a party 
in violation of the rdle applied in the case of Dwarka Nath Muter v. Tara 
Promnna Boy (I. L. B., 17 Cal. 160) cited before us and the suit was not pro¬ 
perly brought. When he was made a party-plaintiff the claim in respect of 1292 
and 1293 was barred. It is not necessary to decide whether, if the suit in its 
original form had been properly framed, the change of the infant from a 
defendant into a plaintiff would have been in violation of the Limitation Act. 
Perhaps not. But he was not properly on the record at all; and when he was 
made a plaintiff, after the claim had been barred, tbe effect of doing this was 
practically to institute a new suit. This was an attempt to evade the Limit¬ 
ation Act; it cannot be done; and as to the claim in respect of 1292 and 1293, 
the suit was properly dismissed. 

As to the operation of the Begistration Act, the correctness of the view 
taken by the District Judge depends, of course, on the question whether the 
putni on its being bought by the zemindar did or did not merge in the zemindar’s 
interest; for if the suit is well brought by plaintiff’s as putnidars, in which 
capacity they seek to sue as well as in that of zemindars, the Begistration Act 
does not apply. No authority has been shown us for holding that the doctrine 
of merger applies to such eases as this in India, that is, that a putni interest 
must merge in the zemindari interest if they come int«the same hands, and we 
do not think that we should, for thft first time, so far as we are aware, apply the 
doctrine to such a ease. 

[766] We thereforos bold that the suit was well brought by plaintiffs as 
putnidars; that the Begistration Aot does nat apply, and that, as to the rent 
for 1294, the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree. To this extent we allow the 
appeal No order as to costs. 

H.T.H. - Appeal allowed in part. 

• NOTES. 

£ In the Indian Limitation Aot, 1908, eection 22 (2), the Legislature enacted that,' 

“Nothing in aub-seotiou (1) shall apply to a case.where a plaintiS is made a defend- 

ant or a defendant is made a plaintifi." This overrules cases like 19 OaL, 760 ; 17 Mad., 12. 

bee also 18 Mad., 189 ; 88 Cal., 618 ; 83 Gal., 829; 27 Gal.. 540; 38 Gal., §42 ; 22 Bom., 
672 ; 26 Cal.i 286. See also 28 Oal., 744, as regards jxitnt leases.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


17ie 4th March, 1892. 

Fbbsebt : 

Mr. Justice Pigot and Mb. Justice Macpherson. 

• w 

Nur Ali Dubash.Defendant No. 1 

veram 

Abdul Ali.Plaintiff.* 

Contract in restraint of trade—Contract Act (IXof 1872), s. 27— 

Hestramt of trade. 

Section 37 of the Contract Act does away with the distinction observed in the English 
eases between partial and total restraint of trade, and makes all contracts falling within its 
terms void unless they fall within its exceptions. The section was intended to prevent a 
partial as well as a total restraint of trade, 

A and B, two ghat serangs, entered into a contract with X and five others who (»rried 
on the business of dubashes at Chittagong for the purpose of carrying on their respective 
businesses in unanimity and not injuring one another's trade. The contract, which was to 
last for three years, provided, tnter aha, that A and B were to act as ghat serangs only and 
do no service to ships in any other capacity; that X and the other dubashes were to give A 
five vessels, secured by them, every year for him to act as ghat serang to ; and that A was 
only to act as ghat serang to the said live ships, and, with the exception of ships for whioh he 
diad previously acted as ghat serang, he should not act as ghat serang or do any other 
services for ships belonging to any one else. The contract also contained provisions as to the 
apportionment of the five ships so to be given to A amongst the various dubashes, and 
amongst such, an agreement by X to give A the third ship he should secure. It also con¬ 
tained a provision for the payment of Bs. 1,000 as damages by any one breaking the 
contract to the person who should suffer the broach. 

In 8 suit by A against X, alleging a breach of the contract by the latter in not giving 
him the third ship as agreed, and claiming Bs. 1,000 by way of damages, X pleaded that the 

contract viras void under section 37 of the Contract Act as being in restraint of trade. 

• 

[766] Held, that the contention was sound and that the suit must be dismissed. The 
consideration for the promis9 by X to give the ship (jp A was the agreoment by A not to carry 
on any other bu-iinuss than that of a ghat serang, and that only in respect of his old ships and 
five agreed to be so furnished to him by the dubashes. The effect of this agreement was 
absolutely to restrain A from carrying on the business of a d&bash and to create a partria] 
restraint on his power to carry on the business of a ghat serang, and whether or not (even 
had the latter stipulation not been illegal), the contract would have been void under the 
• provisions of s. 34 of the Act, by reason of part of the consideration being the 

A absolutely to refrain from carrying on the business of a dubash, it was void for both reasons 
under the provisions oPs. 37, and A was not entitled to recover any damages under it. 

’ Appeal from Order No. 160 of 1898, against the order of Baboo Upendro Ohundw 
Mnllicdi, Sttlmrainato Judge of Chittagong, dated the 30th March 1891, reversing the deorae 
of Baboo Be^ Bebary Mookeijee, Munsiff of that district, dated the 17th of April ta gp 

m 
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ThM was a suit for damages for breach of conbraot. 

The plaintiff and defendant No. 7 were ghat serangs and the other Bx 
defendants were dubashes at Chittagong, and as they were all competing with 
each other, they entered into a joint agreement on the 27th August 1888, 
which was in the following terms:— 

“ We, the persona Nos. 1, 3, 3, 4, 6 and 0, carry on business as dubashes of European 
ships, and we she persons Nos. 7 and 8 carry on business as ships’ ghat serangs. But there 
being no unanimity amongst us in respect of conduoting the said business, wo injure one 
another. We therefore have entered into a mutual agreement and contract as follows ; and 
this contract .shall in force for three years :— , 

" I.—^To secure ships, we, the dubashes Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4, shall use one boat each, and 
we the dubashes Nos. S*and 6 only one joint boat, and 'none shall use, nor shall 
be at liberty to use, more boats. 

" II.—Each of us shall get that ehip which his boat shall catch, and shall supply her 
bazar and render other services to that ship ; and none of the rest of us shall get 
ibto that ship or render any services to her. 

“ III.—He who is an old dubash to any captain, shall get that captain’s ship and render 
her services. Even if any of the rest of us catch such ship he shall give her up. 

“ rv.—If any of us catch a ship, and her captain, refusing to avail of the servioos of the 
person who has caught hie ship, agrees to avail of the services of any other of us, 
then the person who has caught the ship shall givp her up in favour of the per* 
son whose serfioes the captain is willing to avail of, and the latter shall do her 
services ; but he to whose hands such a ship shall pass, shall in lieu of that ship 
give to the person who first caught her another ship similar to that one. 

• £787] V.—Those of the steamers belonging to Turner, Morrison and Co. and Haji Isak 
and Co. that sh^l call at this port shall be given to Yakub All, dubash No. 1, even 
though the same may be caught by any one else of us. None of the rest of us 
shall do services to these steamers. 

” VI.—We the dubashes Nos. 2 and 3 shall give two jute vessels every year to the dubash 
No. 1 to act simply as their stevedore, and shall ourselves do all other services to 
those vessels. Accordingly I, the dubash No. 1, shall do no services to these 
vessels except as stevedore, nor shall sell them stores. With reference to the said two 
ships to be given, it is to be stated here that I, the dubash No. 2, shall give the 
said dubash No. 1, the vessel, not being a noo vessel, that I may get after getting 
three ships, and so I, the dubash No. 6 shall give to the said dubash No. 1 the 
vessel not being a rice vessel, that I may got after getting two ships. 

'* VII.—We, the persons Nos. 7 and 8, shall act as ship’s ghat serangs only, and shall do 
no services to ships in any other capacity. 

“ Vni. —We, the dubashes Nos. 2, 4, 6, and 6, shall give five jute vessels every year to 
the ghat serang No. 7 to act as their ghat serang. I, ghat serang No. 7, shall act 
only as ghat serang of the saM five ships, but shall not get into or do any services 
to ships belonging to anybody else ; provided that none shall be at liberty to take 
any objection to vof doing services to my old ships. 1, the dubash No 3, alone 
shall give four jute vessels every year to the ghat serang No. 8 to act as their ghat 
serang; and accordingly I, the ghat serang No. 8, shall do no services to the said 
four ships except as their ghat serang, and shall not get into ships belonging to 
anybody else; provided that none shsdl be at liberty to take any objection to my 

* doing services to my old ships. ^ 

" IX.*—It is to be noted here that I, the dubash No. 2, shall give the next ship after the 
first; I, the dubash No. 4, the next ship after the second; I, the dubash No. 5, the 
first ship ; and I, the dubash No. 6, the first two ships,>-in all jute vessels, 
to the ghat serang No. 7 to act as their ghat serang.^ 
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“ X.—We ftU of as afaflll fully o»ery oa(> aadsot upon the above tenns. Itany ul' w 
^ disregavd or violate any of the sud terms, he who shall oommit suoh violation 

shall pay Bs. 1,000 as damages to the person who may sustain loss in oonsequenoe 
of suoh violation ; and the person who shall sustain suoh loss will be at liberty to 
recover the same by a law suit, to which no objection on the part of anybody 
shall be allowed. 

“ 1768] To the above oifoot we give in writing this deed of agreement to remain in force 
for a period of three years—27th August, 186S, oorresponding with the I2tb Bhadro 1250 
Maghi.” 

In this agreement tlie plaintiff and the defendant No. 1 were respectively 
mentioned and referred to as ghat serang No. 7 anddubash No. 4. And the 
agreement was duly executed by them and hy the other six defendants, who 
were referred to in the‘agreement as dubashes Nos. 1, 2, 8,6, and 6 and ghat 
serang No. 8. „ 

The plaintiff sued Nur .411 Dubash, defendant No. 1, to recover the sum of 
Bs. 1,000 as damages for breach of the terms of the agreement, and he added 
the other parties to the agreement as pro forma defendants. The plaint stated 
that since the execution of the agreement defendant No. 1 bad got two ships, 
and after them a third, called the Madagascar, of whioh, in accordance with 
clauses VIII and IX of the agreement he, the plaintiff, was entitled to act as 
ghat rorang, but that the defendant No- 1 had wrongfully refused to allow him 
to act as suoh, and had himself acted to that ship both as dubash and ghat 
serang, making a profit of not less than Bs. 1,200 in the latter capacity only. 
That after the Madagascar defendant No. J had got two other ships, both of 
whioh he bad also refused to give to the plaintiff. That by reason of the 
agreement he, the plaintiff, was unable to secure employment as ghat serang, 
and that but for it he might have got employment as ghat serang and dubash of 
a number of ships, and made a profit of more than Be. 1,000. The plaintiff 
accordingly contended that he was entitled to recover the sum of Bs. 1,000 as 
and hy way of damages under clause X of the agreement. 

, Defendant No. 1 alone appeared and disputed the plaintiff’s claim. In 
his original written statement he set out that, in accordance with the terms of 
the agreement, he was bound to give the plaintiff the third ship he secured. 
That suoh ship was a barque of 1,000 tons, called the Camperdown, which 
ha had offered to the plaintiff, but that the plaintiff would not take it. That 
the Madagascar was a vessel of 2(000 tons, and being the fourth ship secured 
by him, he was not bound to give it to the plaintiff, and that the latter was 
therefore not entitled to the damages he sought, there having been no breatch 
of the agreement C7693 on his part. Subsequent to filing his written state¬ 
ment, defendant No. 1 filed a petition asking leave to raise the additional 
defence that the contract was illegal, and that the suit should be dismissed on 
that ground. * c 

At the hearing in the Court of First Instance three issues were framed, 
two of which related to the questions of fact raised in the pleadings, the third 
h wing —^Is the reement legal, and^can it be enforced ? * 

Tne Mansif only dealt with the last issue, upon whioh the material 
portion of his judgment was as follows:— 

The agreements with which we are concerned in the present suit are 
those oontained in q^auses VII, VIII, and IX of this deed. Under olause VII 
plaintiff ageeed not to carry on any another business besides that of a steve¬ 
dore. By the terms of olause VIII defendants Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4, who are 
all dabash«% agreed to give five jute ships to plaintiff every year for stevedor¬ 
ing, and the latter agxe^ not to do any work in any other ship with the 


960 



ABDUL ALI [1892] 


(.L.B. 19 Cal. m 






exception of his old ships. By clause IX defendant No. 1 agreed to give to 
plaintitf the third ship he would be able to secure. Clause X provides penais 
ties for uon-perforinanue of the stipulations contained in the deed, and also that 
the agreements are to remain in force for three years. 

Now, it is Budiciently clear that the defendant's promise to make over 
a ship to plaititiff for stevedoring work, was the agreement made bv the latter 
not CO carry on any other business besides that of a stevedore, and also the 
agreement on his part not to do stevedoring work in respect of anv ship except 
the one to be given liini by defendant The effect of these agreements was to 
absolutely restrain plaintiff from carrving on the business of a dubasb, and also 
to create a partial restraint'upon his power to carry on the business of a 
stevedore. 

“Now, agreements, even in partial restraint of a trade or business, are 
rendered void bv s. 27 of the Contract Act. The High Court liiis repeatedlv 
laid down this view of the section [Mfuihuh Ohuiidcr Pommamc.k v. liajcoo- 
mar Doss B. L. li., 76) , Thr. liraJimaputra Tea Company Ld. v. Scarth 
(I L. R , rt Cal .'j45)]. Plaintiff’s vakil pointed [770] out a precedent from 
English cases [CoUivsv. Locke (L K., 4 Xpp Gas., 674)1 quoted at page 87 of 
Sutherland's Contract Act The paragraph runs thus •Agreements in 
restraint of trade are against public policy, and void unless the restraint they 
impose is partial otilv, and reasonable in lelation to the objects of the contract, 
and also unless they'are made upon a real and hand consideration. When 
the oi)]oct oi an agreement is to parcel out the stevedoring business of a parti¬ 
cular port amongst the parties to it, and so to prevent competition, at least 
amongst tlieinselves, and also it mav be to keeji up the price to be paid for the 
work, such an agreement is not invalid, if carried into effect by provisions 
reasonably necessary for the purjiose, tbougli the effect of them might be to 
create a partial restraint upon the power of the parties to exercise their trade.’ 
The facts of this case are not clearly set out. and it cannot he said that it 
was similar to the present case , and besides, tiiere is material difference between 
the English law and the Contract Act in the mabtei of agreements in 
the partial restraint of trade The English law may allow reasonable and 
partial restraints, but the Contract Act does not. 

“ Now, the agreements on the jiart of the plaintiff as contained in clauses 
YII and VIII of the dee,d being void, there is no consideration for defendant’s 
agreement to make over a ship to him for^stevedore’s work, and the contract 
cannot be enfoiced. Plaintiff is therefore not entitled to any damages. In 
this view I do not think it necessary tn enter into the other issues.” 

The suit having been dismissed with costs hv the Munsif, the plaintiff 
appealed. After stating the facts the Subordinate Judge observed as follows :— 

“ The defendant did not object in Ins first wrjjbten statement that the 
contract was illegal, hut afterwarils a petition was put in as a supplemental 
defence, objeoting against the legality of the contract and relying on section 27 
of Act IX of 1H72, aii^ the Munsif li.is dismissed plaintiff’s suit on that 
ground only ^ , 

“ This section runs thus : - ‘ Plvery agreement bv which any one is res¬ 
trained from exercising a lawful profession, trade or business of any kind, is to 
that extent void ’ • 

• 071] '■ These words do not mean an absolute restriction, and are intended 
to apply to* a partial restriction - a restriction limited to some particular place. 

" Let us now see whether the business of stevedores or provision suppliers 
of ships which chance to visit jiort towns such as Chittagong is trade within 
the meaning of the law. I think the work or business of stevedores does not 
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oome within the purview of trapde described in the law; besides, there was 
lewful consideration tor the contract, the plaintiff foregoing all gains and profits 
of other ships, whose benefits the defendants are to enjoy. Again, the putting 
a stop to the dissensions, quarrel, and the consequent loss to the competitors 
was a reasonable contract, and as such enforceable in law. An agreement the 
result of which is to create a monopoly and deprive the public of the benefit of 
competition is not illegal [hi re Carew’s Estate (26 Beav., 187), Sugden’s 
Vendors and Purchasers, 14th Ed page 11. See also Collins v. Locke (L. H., 
4 App. Cas , 674), and section 65 of the Contract Act.] It is clear, therefore, 
that the agreement relied on by the plaintiff does not come within the meaning 
of 8. 27 of Act TX of 1872. There was no lawful profession, trade, or business. 
What the plaintiff gave up was a sort of his goodwill of the business of steve¬ 
dore in respect of ships coming to the port of Chittagong ; the text is that the 
restriction must not be greater than the projection of the person interested 
requires, or such as to inflict injury on the public. Here no such thing existed, 
BO that the agreement would go against public policy. Ii however, proceed 
upon the principle that s. 27 does not apply to the business of a ctevedore at 
Chittagong. The ludgment of the lower Court is set aside, and the case is 
remanded to be tried on its merits, the costs will abide the ultimate result.” 

Against the order of remand the defendant No. 1 appealed to the High 
Court. 

Moulvie Seroj-ul-Islam for the Appellant. 

Moulvie Mahomed Yusuff for the Respondent. 

The judgment of the High Court (PlGOT and Macphebson, JJ ) was as 
follows .— 

Tlie plaintiff sues upon an agreement entered into between him and all 
the defendants. His claim in this suit is made against [772} defendant No. 1 
alone, the other defendants being made parties pro formd. 

Plaintiff and defendant No. 7 are ghat serangs or stevedores, and defend¬ 
ants 1 to 6 are dubashes at the port of Chittagong. The plaintiff says that 
there being competition between plaintiff and the defendants, they sustained 
serious losses in their respective business, and hence they entered into an 
agreement dated 27th August 1888. 

The plaintiff’s case is that under that agreement the defendant No. 1 
became bound to allow the plaintiff to act as gh&t serang of a certain ship, the 
Madagascar, which arrived at Cliittagong, and of which defendant No. 1 
was dubash, that defendant No. 1 refused to allow plaintiff so to act; that this 
refusal caused loss to the plaintiff; and that defendant No. 1 thereby became 
liable under the agreement to pay^the plaintiff Bs. 1,000 as damages for this 
breach of it. 

The defendant No.* 1 contended (be8i4e8 other defences which were not 
gone into) that the contract was illegal, and that the suit could not be maintained. 
The Munsif held that the consideration for the promise sued on consisted of 
an agreement by the plaintiff which was, as being iff restraint of trade, illegal 
under s. 27 of the Indian Contr£;.ct Act; that the defendant No. I’s agreement 
was therefore made without consideration, and dismissed the suit. 

The Subordinate Judge set aside the judgment of the Munsif and remanded 
the case for a trial on the merits. The appeal is against this order. < 

The agreement upon which the suit is brought contains divers stipulations 
between the dubash parties to it, regulating, as between themselves, their 
oompetiticm for the custom of ships arriving in the port, which need not be 
referred to fiere. The articles of the agreement material to the present case 
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as affecting the gbAt serang parties, are Nos. VII, VIII, and IX, in which 
plaintiff is referred to as ghat serang No. 7, and, defendant No. 1 asdubaah 
No. 4. They are as follows -(Set out abom.) 

It should be noticed that it was part of the defendant’s case, on which an 
issue was raised, that the Madagascar was not, in fact, within the meaning of 
the agreement, the “ third ship ” contemplated by it, hut a fouitb ship, plaintiff 
having refused the third. [773] This question of tact has not of course been 
decided, the Munsif having held that the agreement as to the “ third ship ’’ was 
itself without consideration and could not be enforced by suit; and the appeal 
is upon that question alone. 

We agree with the Munsif, and, tor the reasons given by him, we think 
the consideration for the promise by defendant No. 1 to the plaintiff contain¬ 
ed in article IX was the agreement bv the plaintiff in articles VII and Vlll, 
and that the eff ect of those articles was absolutely to restrain the plaintiff from 
carrying on the business of a dubash, and also to create a partial restraint 
upon his po^r to carry on the business of a stevedore As to the first, nothing 
need be said; M to the second, the case of Collins v. Locke (L. B., 4 App. Gas., 
674) shows (were authority needed for the proposition! that the plaintiff’s 
agreement " to act only as ghat serang of the said five ships ” and not to " do 
any services to ships belonging to anybody else” (save his old ships), was in 
partial restraint of trade in the strict legal meaning of the expression. 

The case of MadHub Chunder Poramamck v Eajcggmar Doss (14 B. L. B., 
76) lays down that in s. 27 of the Contract Act, it was intended to prevent 
not merely a total restraint from carrying on trade or business, but a partial 
one. That decision has been always followed. In the last case in which it 
has been referred to [Mackenzie v. Striramiah (I. L. R., 13 Mad., 472)], 
Handley, J.. though declining to apply the principle in the particular case before 
him, thus summarises the decisions as establishing “ that s. 27 of the Indian 
Contract Act does away with the distinction observed in English cases 
following upon Mttchel v. Reynolds (1 Sm. L. C., 9th Ed., p. 43U) between 
partial and total restraint of trade, and makes all contracts falling within the 
terms of the section void, unless they fall within the exceptions. ” 

We think the decision of the Subordinate Judge cannot be sustained on any 
of the grounds on which he bases it, so far as we are able to appreciate them. 
There was in the agreement before us a partial restraint upon the exercise of a 
perfectly well-known trade or business : this was under the law void, as it did 
not come within any of the exceptions to the Act. 

[774] It is not necessary to consider the effect of s. 24 of the 
Contract Act upon the case ; whether, even had the stipulation in partial res¬ 
traint of trade not been illegal, che defendadls' agreement would not nevertheless 
have been void, part of the consideration for it having ipeen the undertaking by 
the plaintiff absolutely to refrain ffrom carrying on the business of dubash: 
probably that would be the proper construction of the contract. 

The appeal is alloweii, the order of the Subordinate Judge is set aside, and 
the decree of the Munsif dismissing the suit restored. Appellant to have his 
costs throughout. 

Appeal allowed. 

H. T. H. 


HOTEB.. 

[ Hee al80j(1897) 22 Bom., 861.3 
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.APPELLATE CIVIL 


The Hrd May, 

Present: 

Mr .Justice Prinsep and Mr. .Justice Beveblev. 


Dinobundhu Roy and «)theis.Defendants 

W C. Bonerjee and anollier (PlainbilTs) juid others (Detendants )' 


Landlord aud tenant -Transfer oj tenure --Contract reoardiiqj^ansfpr^ 
of tenure—Benya! Tenancy Act {VIII of iHUfi), s 14. 


A transfer of .i tenure made in term^ ot the pr.ivisi.um of the Heiif^al Teiiaooy Act of 
1885 IS not binding on the lanalerd if there be a eniitiaot between the Kindlnrd and the 
tenant that the transfer shall not be valid and binding until seoui ity to the satisfaction of 
the bindlord has been turniSkhed by the transferee, and such securit\ has not been turuibhod. 
The tenant is still liable for the rent ' 


The plaintiffs as nwnrmi mokuraridars of certain mouzas sued the defetidants 
for arrears of rent for the years 129d to 11296 Defoncbint N<<. 1) was the widow 
of one Shib Narain Roy, who on the 7th Chait 1‘279 (19th May 1H72) e.\e- 
cubed in the plaintiff’s’ Vavoxxx a dnr-tuukuyart kalmiivab foi the said mouzas. 
Thekabuliyat contained, amongst olhers, the (ollowiny provisions —“ If the 
talook hypothecated as security be sold for arrears of rent, then within 16 days 
the lessee shall give fresh securibv bo he apnroved hv \ ou Failing that, you may 
take khas possession until satisfactory security he given Dm -niakurai i right is 
transferable by sale, etc., hut if my vendee does not furnish to your satisfac 
tion security [775] in due course, such sale will not be valid, and you will not 
be bound to recognize ic. " 

On the 27tli Asar 1296 (10th .J*ulv IHHH) the defendants, wli.i were mem¬ 
bers of the same joint family, liy a registered deed of sale transferred their 
rights to one Rani Jibun Ghosal. Ram .Tihun neither gave noi offered any 
security to the plaintiffs. Notice of the transfe , after registration, was given 
to the plaintiffs bv the Collector, arfff the landlord's fee was also sent to them. 
Defendant No. 5, after4 the institution of the suit, deposited the*rents for tbe 
years 1293 and 1294, and joined the other defendants in a plea of non-liability 
for the rents of the subsequent ^years, because she and the other defendants 
hod transferred their interest to Ram .libun Ghosai by the registered deed of 
sale of the 27th Asar 1296. « 

* 

The Subordinate Judge found that the transfer to Ram .Tibun was a mere 
benami transaction, that the plaintiff's had in no way recognized it, and were 
not bound to do so. He consequently gave the plaintiffs a decree for lent for 
the years 1295 andM296. 

• Appeal from Appellate Deoreu No. 671 of 1891, against the decree of J. Pratt, Esq., 
Distnct -TudM of Midnapore, dated the .Slst, of Januuiy 1891, affirming the decree of Babii 
Juggobundh^ Gangooly, Subordinate Judge of that district, dated the 19th of July 1890, 
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• On appeal this decision was upheld by the District Judge, who agreed with 
the Subordinate Judge that the transfer was one which the plaintiffs were j^ot 
bound to recogni^se, and in fact never recognized. 

The defendants Nos. 1, 6, 7, and 8 appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Srinath Das and Baboo Kishen Dyal Boy for the appellants. 

Mr. H. E. Twidale and Baboo Umakali Mookerjpe for the plaintiffs, 
respondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Pkinskp and BEVE]<EEy, JJ.) was as 
fhllow's :— 

The plaintiff's, landlords, contracted with the defendants, tenants, that 
they were at liberty to make a transfer ol the under-tenure given to them, but 
that, unless the transferee furnished security, they (defendants) were not to be 
absolved from liability, in dther words, the sale would not he valid, and the 
plaintiff's ^^Id- not be bound to recognize the transferee 

^ It seew that, notwithstanding this contract, the defendants have sold the 
tenure to one Rain Jibun by a registered document, and that the formalities 
prescribed by s. 12 ol the Bengal Tenancy (776] Act have been ohservea , that 
IS to say, the Registration Officer has received and sent the “ landlord’s fee ” 
as prescribed by that section. Notwithstanding this, the transferee, Ram 
.libun, has not furnished security, and the plaintiffs, landlords, therefore, in 
accordance with the terms of the kabuliyat executed^ by thoir under-tenants, 
the transferor-defencfants, have refused to recognize the transfer. 

it IS contended, in appeal, that all the preliminaries required by the 
Bengal Tenancy Act having been observed, tlie transfer became valid notwith¬ 
standing any contract made with the landlords to the contiary. 

We do not find that the Bengal Tenancy Act contains any provision to 
this effect. It merely provides that a permanent tenure shall, suhiect to the 
provisions of that .\ct, he capable of being transferred in the same manner 
and to tlie same extent as othyr immoveable property It then provides that 
no such tiansfer shall be made, except hv ii registered instrument, and next it 
provides that the Registering Officer shall not register any document of 
transfer unless the landlord’s fee is deposited with him, and that, on such 
deposit being made, he shall send it to the landlord. But it nowhere provides 
that such a transfer between the parties shall he valid and binding on the 
landlord if he should have made a contract with the transferor requiring 
certain other condition.s such as there are in the present case. Section 178 
does not deal with this matter, and therefore it must be dealt with under the 
ordinary law of contract. The appeal mast, therefore, he dismissed with costs. 

C. D. 9 . Appeal dismissed. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 9th May^ 1899. 

Present: 

Mr. Justice Phinsep and Me. Justice Baner.jee. 

Jagan Nath Das.Plaintiff No. 1 

versus 

Birbhadra Das and others.Defendants.'* 

a " 

Limitation Act (AfFo/ 1877) Sch. II, Arts. 190 and 194 — Shebait 
nominated to o^.e, limitation to suit hroughl,to oust —S’laf to oust a 
shehait from o^ice, the appointment to which is made by ngminatton. 

A suit to oast a shebait from his office, the appointment to which baa o^n made by 
nomination, im one for which no period of limitation is [777] specially proved, andiis 
therefore governed by Article I'iOt of Schedule II of the Limitation Act. 

The plaintiff, as shebait of a certain Hinda endowment, instituted a suit to eet aside 
certain leases and alienations created by one who had formerly been shebait, but who it was 
alleged had relinquished and abandoned the office, on the ground that such leases and aliena¬ 
tions were void and not binding on the endowment, and he sought to obtain Khas possession 
of the lands occupied by the d^endants under such leases and alienations Although it was 
admitted that the plaintiff had held possession as shebait, and managed the properties con¬ 
nected with the endowment for more than ten years, on the nomination of the Hindu 
residents of the locality, the defendants put the plaintiff to proof of his title as shebait. The 
lower Courts found that the plaintiff had failed to prove his title, and, holding that on 
this ground he had no locus sfaiuft, dismissed the suit. 

Held, that ns a suit to oust the plaintiff from his office would have been barred by limi¬ 
tation, by reason of his having held the office for a period exceeding that provided by the 
law of limitation, he hai .acquired a complete title for the purposes of any litigation con¬ 
nected with the affairs of the endowment, and that the suit had been wrouglv dismissed on 
the ground that the plaintiff bad failed to prove his title. 

In this case there were originally three plaintiffs, of whom the principal one 
Jagan Nath Das, plaintiff No. 1, alone preferred this appeal to the High Court. 
The suit was to set aside certain alleged perpetual leases purporting to have 
been granted by one Ram Ghunder Nandha, who had admittedly been a former 
shebait of the endowment to which the lands covered by such leases 
belonged. Plaintiff No. 1 claimed in his capacity of shebait. He alleged that 
Ram Ohunder Nandha, the former hoider of the office, while leading a vicious 
life, had disappeare d longj jefore 1286, and had not since been heyd of; t hat 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. 777 of 1891,Vgainst the decree of Baboo Bulloram 
Mullick, Subordinate Judge of Cuttack^ dated the IStb of February 1891, affirming the 
decree of Baboo Khetter Mohun Mitter, Muiisif of Balasore, date^ the 6th of September 1890. 

t [Art . 120 _ _, _ _ 

Period of limi- Time from which period begins 
Deaoription of suit. tation. to run. 

Suit for which no period of hmi- Six ydars When the right to sue aoctiiee.] 

tation is provided elsewhere in this 
schedule. 
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he, 4ihe plaintiff, with the sanotion of the Dietriot Colleotor, had been nominat¬ 
ed as shebait by the general, public m the year 1287, since which time he jjj^d 
been in possession of the properties belonging to this endowment and duly per¬ 
forming the duties of his o£Boe. 

The other two plaintiffs claimed as tenants of the lands in suit, and the 
plaint contained a claim for damages for the value of certain paddy grown on 
the lands, which it was alleged had been cut and misappropriated by the 
defendants. As their claim was dismissed by both the lower Courts, and 
they did not appeal to the High Court, it is unnecessary to refer further to 
that portion of the case. 

[778] The defendants, in answer to the case ofjjflaintiff No. 1, pleaded, 

inter aha, that according to custom only Brahmins and Baistabs could be 

eligible for the office of the shebait in question, and as the plaintiff was neither 

the one nor the other, he had no locus atandt, and could not maintain the suit. 

■ • 

Numerros issues were ffxed for trial in the Court of First Instance, amongst 
th|m one 1‘blating'to the abovementioned plea, which alone was decided by the 
lower Courts. In consequence of the course so adopted by those Courts, as 
well as the question upon which the decision of the High Court turned, it 
becomes immaterial for the purposes of this report to refer to the remaining 
issues, or to the facts bearing on the merits of the case. As regards the issue 
referred to above, iji is only necessary to state that it was admitted that the 
plaintiff No. 1 had held the office of shebait for more than ten years, but 
although it was contended on his behalf that this fact precluded the defendants 
from questioning his title, both the lower Courts held that this could not be 
so, and decided the issue in favour of the defendants, and, without going into 
the merits of the case or the other issues raised, dismissed the plaintiff No. I’s 
suit with costs. 

The plaintiff No. 1 appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Monmotho Hath Mitter for the Appellant. 

Baboo Jagut Chunder Banerjee for the Respondents. 

The Court (Prinsep and BANEB.rEE, .T.T.) delivered the following judgment: 

In this case the plaintiff, as shebait of a certain Hindu endowment, sues 
to set aside certain leases and alienations created by a person who, he says, has 
relinquished and abandoned the right of sl^ebait, and consequently he asks to 
obtain khas possession of the land occupied by the defendants under such title. 

The defendants put the plaintiff to the proof of his title as shebait, and 
on failure of such proof the suit has 1)660 dismissed. 

It has been admitted that the plaintilS^ has hold possession as shebait, and 
managed th#propettie8 connected with the endowment for more than ten years, 
on the nomination of the Hindu residents of the locality. It has not been 
shown that there is any local custom nr authority for such appointment, and we 
may dismiss the suggestion that the appointment was made by the Collector, 
[779] for it does not appear that anything further was done than that the 
appointment made was notified for the information of the Collector. It has 
been contended before us in second appeal, as it was contended in the lower, 
Coyrts, that inasmuch as a suit to oust the plaintiff from his office as shebait 
of this endowment is now barred by limitation, it was rust competent to the 
defendants to call upon the plaintiff to prove the validity of his title. 

We can find no direct authority for limitation in such a suit as this. The 
suit is for possession of an office, the appointment to which is madd by nomina- 
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tion. The Law of Limitation, Schedule II, Article 124”, provides for a suit for 
possession of an hereditary office, and, if the appointment to the office of 
shebait in the present case had been by succession thiough inheritance, a suit 
for possession of such office would be covered bv that article. Any suit to oust 
such a person as the plaintiff from his office as shebait would not necessarily 
be a suit for possession of immoveable property, or an interest in immoveable 
property, because, by the nature of the endowment, the title rests with the idol, 
and the plaintiff would occupy at most the position of trustee or shebait for 
the purpose of parfoiming the duties and managing tlie affairs of the endow¬ 
ment. We have, therefore, after much consideration, come to the conclusion 
that the suit should be regulated by Article 120, Schedule 11 of the Limitation 
Act, that IS to say, thaila suit to oust the plaintiff from his office would be a 
suit for which no period of limitation is speciallv provided. If, therefore, no 
suit could bo brought to oust the plaintiff by reason of his having held the office 
for a period of ten years, that is, a period exceeding that provided by the law 
of limitation, he would acquire a complete title for the purposes of any litiga¬ 
tion, or anything connected with the affairs of the endowment. -Wo think, 
therefore, that the suit lias not been properly dismissed bv the lower Courts, 
and we accordingly direct it to be tried on the merits, that is to say, whether 
the leases and alienations which the plaintiff seeks to set aside are void as 
against the endowment. The case will he remanded to the lower Appellate 
Court and the costs will abide the result. 

C. D P. Appeal allotced and case remanded. 

NOTES. 

[ Wbero the Buocession is by nomfnatim Art 120 applies , 10 Gil , 77f>, 20 M vl . Ill, 
when it 1 “ h\ luburitaticr Art 124 would apply ; 25 Cal , ‘154 See also 18 Mad., ‘142 J 



*1 Art. 124— 




DoRcnptioii of suit. 


period of limi¬ 
tation 


Time from which period begins 
to run. 


For po8fleB8ion of an hereditary 
office. • 

4 


Twelve years. 




I When the defendant takes poDReBsion 
of the office adversely to the plaintiff. 

Erplnnation .—An hereditary office 
1 '' possessed when the profits thereof 
are usually received, or (if there are no 
profits) when the duties thereof are 
usu ally performe d.} 
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[780], APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 10th May, 1892. 

Present: 

ME. -Titstice Pbinsbp AND Mr. Justice Baner.tek. 


Moti 8ahu and another.Plaintiffs 

rerm<i 

Chhatri Das and otliers.Defendants.'” 


fjimttntinn—Manit imiifHcieniln — Practice-Date of institution 

of suit—Presentation of tilamt insuificimtty stamped — Court-fees, 
payment of requisite, on a date subsequent to that on which 
'ptmnt was piesente-d, elfeet of, on period of limitation. 

The datt’ of the iti'«tituti<m of .i smt should he reckonf'd from the date of the presentation 
of the plaint, and not from that on which the requisite Court-fees are Hobsequently put in, 
HO as to make it admissible as a plaint 

Skimm V Orde (t L R , 2 All , -ill , L. R , fi T. A., lifi) and dhennajipn's. Raghwnatha 
(I. L R., 15 Mad , 29) referred to. linlltniaii fim v. Oolnnd Nath Tiiean (I. L. R., 
12 All., 129) not followed 

The question laised, in this appeal was, whether n suit had been properly 
dismissed as harred hy limitation, on the ground that the plaint had not been 
properly stamped within the period prescribed by the Limitation- Act. 

The suit was instituted by the plaintiffs to set aside an order under 
8.281 of llie Civil Procedure Code, passeil on the lltli May 1889, disallowing 
their claim for declaration of tlieir title and for possession. In the plaint, the 
11th May 1889 was fixed as the date when t)ie plaintiffs’ cause of action accrued. 
Tiiti plaiut was piesented on the 10th May 1890, and on the same date the 
following eiidorsement was lecorded on it. “ This dav the plaint is presented, 
and it is found Miat it is preseriled on an insufliciontly stumped paper. The 
pi»intifls are theiefore ordered to nav the proper Court-lees within the 
‘i7th Mai " The proper Court-lees weie jiaid on the 27th May. 

It was contended on h^alf of tlie defendants that the suit was barred bv 
Iiniitiition, because the defioiencv in the Ijnurt-fee, payable on the plaint, had 
not been paid up witliin one ve.ii from lliedate of the order reiecting the plain¬ 
tiffs’ claim. 

[78l} Both the Lower Courts# relying on the ruling of the Full Bench of 
the Allahaliad High Court in the case of iialkarnn lint v Gohind Nath Tiwan 
(I L B., 12 All , 129) dismissed the suit as barred hi limitation, on the 
grounds that, wlieri the plaint was piesented on the loth May, it was not in a 
condition in which it could have been receded, filed, or used ns a plaint in the 
case, that the oider ol yie 10th May endorsed on the plaint was not an order 
in accordance with the provisions of section^28 of the Court-fees Act of 1870, 
and therefore the payment of the proiier Court-fees on the 27th May could not 
have the retrospective effect of giving validity to the plaint on the 10th May, 
and that, therefore, the plainr, had not been properlv stamped within the 
pdtiod of one >ear, prescribed hv the [jimitation Act for suits of this 
description, * * 

* Appriil from Appplliit** Decreo No Sfil of ■ 1891, ngainul. the decree of P. Taylor, Ksq., 
Dihlncl Judge of Piirncn, diit»d the 11th of March 1891, affirming the decree of Baboo Srihuri 
Lahiri, Munsif of Arana, dated the 27th October 1890. * 
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The plainthfs appealed to the High Court. . 

Baboo Kuroona Stndhu Mukerji for the Appellants. 

Moulvie Syud Shamsul for the Bespondents. 

The judj^ment of the Court{PRiNSEP and Banehjee, JJ.) was as follows: — 

This suit has been dismissed by both the Lower Courts as barred by 
limitation, because the plaint was not properly stamped within the period 
prescribed by the law of limitation for presenting a suit of this description. 

The Lower Courts have followed the judgment of a Full Bench of the 
Allahabad High Court in the case of Balkaran Rat v. Gobtnd- Nath Ttwart 
(I. L B., 12 All., 129). That case, we may observe, is not on all fours with 
this case, as the document concerned was a memorandum of appeal presented 
to the High Court itself, whereas in the case before us it is a plaint. However, 
several of the grounds upon which that case was decided are applicable to the 
present case. We may, at the outset, refer to the'case of Chennappa v. Raghu- 
naiha (1. L R , 15 Mad , 29), in which disapproval is expressed ‘of that deci¬ 
sion of the Allahabad Court, and a contrary rule of practice is laid down. We 
may also observe that, although the practice of this Court has varied, it has 
not been in accordance with the praatice laid down by the Allahabad Court. 
We are of opinion that the decrees of the Lower Courts in this case cannot be 
maintained. 

[782] The plaint was received on the 10th May 1890, and an endorse¬ 
ment was recorded thereon to the following effect; —“ This day the plaint is 
presented, and it is found that it is presented on an insufficiently stamped 
paper. The plaintiff's are therefore ordered to pay the proper Court-fees 
within the 27th Mav ” Now, it so happened that, when the Court-fees were 
paid on the 27tb May, it was found that the suit was then barred by limita¬ 
tion, and on this ground the suit has been dismissed That the Courts are at 
liberty to extend the period for completing all formalities requisite to make a 
plaint a regular plaint, so as to be registered in the Court to which it is 
presented when it is written on a paper insufficiently stamped, is shown by 
section 54 of the Code of Civil Procedure. Clause (5) oi that section enables a 
Court to fix a time within which the requisite stamped paper is to be furnished, 
and provision is made that, if this indulgence is not taken advantage of, the plaint 
shall be rejected. If the requisite stamjied paper is put in, and the plaint is 
otherwise regular, it is admitted and registered, flection 4 of the Limitation 
Act requires that every suit shall .be instituted within the period prescribed 
therefor by the second schedule to that Act, and the explanation sets out that 
(for purposes of limitation) a suit is instituted iu ordinary cases when the 
plaint is presented to the proper officer 'Kiere is thus a distinction recognized 
between the presentation of a plaint *vithin the terms of section 48 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure, and its admission, after all requisite formalities, including 
the payment of the necesSary Court-fees, shalj hivebeen completed. Section 
6 of the Court-fees Act declares that no document of any of the kinds specified 
by the Act shall be filed, exhibited, or recorded in any Court of Justice, or shall 
be received by any public officer, unless, in respect of *8uch document, there be 
paid a fee of an amount not less t'han tiiat indicated bv the first or the second 
schedule as the proper fee for such document; and section 28 declares that no 
riooument which ought to bear a stamp under that Act shall be of any validity, 
unless and until it is properly stamped, that is to say, unless a plaint bears a 
proper stamp within^he terms of the Court-fees Act, it shall not be admitted 
or registered, nor shall it forifl the subject of any proceedings against any 
of the parties. It also declares that if any such document is, through mistake 
or inadverteftce, received, filed, or used in any Court or office without 
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[78S] being nroperly stamped, the presiding Judge or the head of the office 
may, if he thinks fit, order that such document he stamped as he may direct. 
In these terms we think the Court Fees Act gives effect to the object of s. o4 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, and it further declares that, on such document 
being stamped accordingly, the same and every proceeding relative thereto 
shall be as valid as if it had been properly stamped in the first instance. By 
this we understand that, if afterwards a document shall have been properly 
stamped, it is as valid as if it had been properly stamped in the first instance. 
We think that the terms of s. 4 of the Limitation Act and its explanation, and 
8.-28 of the Court Fees Act, show that this suit cannot be properly barred by 
limitation. We may further refer to the case of Shmner v. Orde [I. L. R , 2 
All, 241, L. E., 6 I. A., 326) decided by their Lordships of the Privy Council, 
in which, in a somewhat analogous case, it was held that the date of the insti¬ 
tution of a suit should be reckoned from the date of the presentation of the 
plaint, and not from that on which the requisite Court-fees were subsequently 
put in, so as‘to ffiake it admissible as a plaint. Under such circumstances, we 
feel ourselves unable to follow the judgment of the Full Bench of the Allahabad 
High Court, and we accordingly set aside the judgments of the Lower Courts, 
and remand the case to be dealt with on the merits The costs will abide the 
result. 

Appeal allowed and case remanded. 

C.D.P. . »- 

, NOTES. • 

(The Legislature in the G P.C , 190R, sec 149, gave statutory authority to the view in this 
and other cases of the Calcutta, Bombav and Madras High Courts, and the Punjab Chief 
Court—(189!i) 19 Cal , 780 . (189.3) 20 Cal , 41. (1900) 27 Cal., 814 , (1900) 28 C.U , 427; 
(1904) 31 Cal , 76 . (1897) 22 Bom., 849 , (1903) 27 Bom., 330; (1899) 22 Mad., 494 ; (1909) 
32 Mad , W5 . (1903) P R., 74 ; (1TO7) P.R , 123^—and the contrary view of the Allahabad 
High Court in (1902) 24 All., 218 ; (1893) 15 All , 65, was thus overruled. 

See also (1899) 27 Cal , 376, where the dedciency was supplied beyond time.] 

[ 19 Gal. 788 ] 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

The 10th May, 

Present■ 

Mr. Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Bankr-iee. 

Bhekaat llosain and another.Plaintifi's 

* 

versu^ 

Sasi Kar and others.Defendants.' 


Publio Demands Bccovery Act (Bengal Act ffllof 1880)—Cess Act (Bengal Act 
IX of 1880) — Cessgs- Personal debt — Recovery of cesses—Property 
belonging to a person not recofded as proprietor 

An amount due on account of cesses under the Bengal Cess Act, 1880, is only a personal 
debt, and cannot properly be recovered under the Public [784] Demands Recovery Act, 1880,> 
frofti the property un which it is assessed, when such property belongs to a third person who 
may not have been recorded as proprietfir under Act VII (B. C.) of f876. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 944 of 1891, against the decree of G. G. Dey, Esq., 
District Judge, Midnapore, dated the 10th of April 1891, modifying the decree of Baiwo 
Satkowri Haidar, Munsif of Kontai, dated the 20th of September 1890. * 
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SUBKAAT HOSAIN &c 0 , 


This vas a suit for deolaratiou of tible to, and oontirtnation of, possession of a 
share in certain immoveable property. 

The plaintiffs alleged that Batkori £ibi (defendant No 4) was the owner 
of a^hird share m mahal Talda Bam Mohan Chuck on the Colleutorate roll of 
Midnapore, and that, on the 10th October 1HH5, b> a hibanamah, she made a 
gift of the same to plaintiff No. 1 and his uterine brother Makbul Hosain in 
equal shares; that on the idth May 18U0 plaintiff No. 2 purchased the said 
share at a sale in execution of a decree against Satkori Bibi and Makbul 
Hosain ; that thereupon plaintiff No. 1 preieired a claim under s. 335 of the 
Civil Procedure Code, and bis right to a half share in the said third share was 
allowed, that Sasi Kar (defendant No. 1) was owner of a share in the said 
mahal; that, with the object of acquiring the entire 16 annas of tlie said inalial, 
he defaulted in paying the Goveinmenc cesses, and collusively and fraudulently 
had the said mahal sold at a certificate sale on the 16th March 1889, and 
purchased the same fur an inadequate price benann in the names of defendants 
Nos. 2 and 3. It was further alleged thai, m Mav »8H9 tlie plaintiff's became 
aware of the certificate sale and were about to file objections to it, when 
defendants Nos. 1 and 3 dissuaded them from doing so and promised to restore 
their share to them, and, having taken Irom them Rs. 83-5-0 on the 16th May 
1889, filed an application to the Collector for cancellation of the sale; that the 
said application was rejected as being made out of time, and theieupoii the 
defendants Nos. 1 and 3 agreed to execute a kobala in favour of the plaintiff's 
in respect of the said oqe-tliird share, hut never executed it 

The plaintiff's accordingly prayed that the sale should be set aside, the 
pluntifis’ titls to a one-third share declared, and their possession ol it confirmed. 
They also prayed for a leturn of the Bs 83-6-0 In the alternative, the 
plaintiffs prayed that, should the Court he of opinion that the sale could not he 
set aside, the defendants should be directed to convey a third share to the 
plaintiffs. 

[795] Defendants Nos. 2 and 3 contested the suit. They contended that, 
inasmush as the names of the plaintiffs had not been registered under Act 'VII 
of 1876 (£.C.) in respect of their alleged share in the said mahal, and plaintiff' 
No. 2 had purchased a share at an execution sale subsequent to the certificate 
sale, and therefore could have acquired no title, the suit was not maintainable ; 
that the hibanamah had not been executed bo/iii fidr, and that it was a purely 
benami transaction ; that there was no fraud or irregulantv in the certificate 
proceedings and sale, that they were hnnn tide, purchasers and had paid a 
proper price for the property. They denied that Uiey had taken any money 
from the plaintiffs. 

The Munsif found that the hibanamah was genuine, that at the time of 
the certificate sale plaintiff No. I an.l Makbul Hosain were the owners of the 
one-third share, and notflefendant No. 4. did not find fraud or irregularity. 
in the certificate proceedings and sale, hub held that only the right, title, and 
interest of the judgment-debtor Stftkori Bibi had passed by the certificate sale, 
and as she had no interest in the property at that date,*defendants Nos. 2 and 3 
had acquired no title to the offe-third share by their purchase, which would 
be binding on the plaintiffs. He further found that defendants Nos. 2 and 3 
.had taken Bs. 83-5*0 from the plaintiffs, promising to execute a kobala in their 
favour, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to recover that amount from them. 

The Munsif decreed the suit, declaring the plaintiffs entitled to a third 
share, confirming them in their possession, and declaring that the plaintiffs’ 
title was not affected by the defendants' purchase at the certificate sale, and 
that they were entitled to recover the'Rs, 83-5-0 claimed by them. 



SASt KAR &C. [ 1892 ] 


LL.R. 19 Gal. 78$ 


, Deff^ndantB Noe. 2 and 8 appealed, and the Dmtriot Judge upheld the 
findings of the Munsif that the hibanamah was genuine, and that the plaintiffs 
had paid Bs. 83-5-0 to the defendants, but differed from him in holding that toey 
had failed to prove the agreement to convey the property to them He was of 
opinion that by s. 68 of Act VI1 of 187H (B.C.) the defendant Hatkori 
Bibi (as the recorded proprietor), and the plaintiffs, the transferees, (as persons 
who were required to apply for registr«tion) were liable for the payment of 
cesses duo on the property; that the certificate bound their proiierty, and that 
the subsequent attachment and sale C786J were binding on them and passed 
t^ieir share in the property. He therefore held that tlie title of the plaintiffs 
passed by the certificate sale, and that they had made out no case for having it 
set aside. 

The Judge accordingly modified the decree of the Munsif and dismissed 
all the plaintiffs'claims except that for the Hs, 83-5-0, in which respect he 
upheld the decree of the Lowbr Court. 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court. 

Baboo Dvhendro Nath QJiosh and Baboo Jogah Uhuuder Dcy for the 
appellants. 

Baboo Neel Madhuh Boi>e and Baboo Sd> Chunder Palttlor the resjiondents. 

The judgment of the Court (Paimskp and Bankhjkk, JJ.) was as 
loilows:— 

The plaintiff’s claimed,to be the proprietors of one-third share of a certain 
inalial, but not the recorded proprietors on the Collector’s register. Thev alleged 
that, in execution oi« a decree under the certificate procedure issued by the 
Collector against their vendor and donor, their share had been sold without any 
notice to them and in fraud of their title in consequence of the’misconduct of 
defendant No. 1. 

The suit has been dismissed by the Lower Appellate Court on the ground 
that the cesses wrere due from the particular property, and were pro^ierly 
realized by a decree, under the particular procedure known as the certificate 
procedure, against the recorded proprietor. 

The only point laid before.us in this appeal is whether such a sale would 
affect the rights of the plaintiff's who are admittedly not the recorded proprie¬ 
tors of this share. It is contended on one hand that cesses are only personal 
debts, and on the other, that they constitute a charge on the particular 
property belonging to the recorded proprietor. 

We have no doubt that cesses are onl^' a personal obligation on those w'ho 
profess to be the proprietors of particular properties and who have admitted 
their liability by submitting to certain terms required hv the Act Section 10 of 
the Public Demands' Eecoverv Act of 1880, under which the sale w’aa held, 
declares that, on the filing ot the certificate by the Collector in the manner 
specified, [1873 eertificate shall bind all immoveable propert\ of the 

judgment-debtor situate within ,the jurisdiction oA'the said Collector in the 
same manner and with like effect as if such immoveable property had been 
attached under the previsions of s. 274'*of the Code of Civil Procedure, and 
B. 19 declares that sucfi certificate may be enforced and executed by all 
or anv of the ways and means mentioned and provided in and by the Code 
of Civil Procedure for the enforcement and execution of decrees for money, so 
that any proceedings under the eertificate procedure would be of the nature of, 
proceedings in execution of decrees to recover personal debts. We would 
refer also to ss 98 and 99 of Act IX. (B.C.) of 1880,’more particularly to 
3 . 99, which relate to the course to be taken by the Collector if he fails 
to find any property belonging to the person from whom any sum on account 
of cesses is due. We think it unnecessary to refer to any further argument 
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to show that the amount so due is only a personal debt and cannot properly 
be^eoovered from the pioperty on which it is assessed, if it should so happen 
that that property belongs to a third person 

The order of the Lower Appellate Court is accordingly set aside, and the 
plaintiffs’ claim decreed with costs in this and the Lower Appellate Court. 
O.D.P. 

- Appeal allowed. 

NOTES. 

tRoad-oosH It. ouly personal debt .—(1903) 30 Cal ,778; (1902) 6 C.W.N., 302; 24 Gal., 27. 

Tbe purchaser .tequires only the right, title, and interest in the property of the certificate- 
debtor at the time of the sale even though the pioport\ itself bo specified—20 Cal., 826 ; 23 
Cal., 775 ; 6 G. W N., 302 ; 24 Cal , 27 , 29 Cal.. 637 , 2 C. L J., 311: 30 Cal., 778 ; 13 
C.W. N., 750~-10 C. L J., 201, 14 C L. J., 292; 18 C. L. J.,628 ; Public Demands 
Recovery Act III of 1913 (Bengal). 

When a certificate is in the name uf the recorded tenant, the sale does not affect the 
interests of the other pini tenants—19 Cal , 763 , 6CWN,.302; 13 C.^.N., 760,10 
O.W.N., 176.] 
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APPELLATE CIVIL 

The !i3rd May, 18U2 
Present: 

Mr. .Tustick Prinsep and Mr. Justice Banerjee. 

. Khantomoni Dasi.Plaintiff 

versus 

Bijoy Chand Mahatab, Bahadur, Maharaja Dhira] of Burdwan 

(minor), represented by his next friend and manager, Lala Bunhehavi 
Kapur and others.Defendants. 

Adverse possession—Suit for possession — Limitation—Purchaser at a patni 
sale, under liequlation VIII of 1819, not affected by adverse 
possession prior to date of sale. 

A person who has held possession of property adversely against a former proprietor 
cannot be allowed, in a suit for possession, to set up such adverse possession against a person 
who has purchased tbe property at a patiii^ale, held under Regulation VIII of 1819, within 
12 years from the d.itc of [788] the inst'tution of tbe suit. The purchaser is entitled to the 
patni free from all incumbrances and in the condition in whioh it was created. 

Womesh Chunder Goopto v. Raj Narmn Roy (10 W. R , 15) referred to. 

This smi was instituted by the* plaintiff, on the 26th April 1889, to 
recover possession of certain property, on the grounds that it was her lakhiraj 
property, and that she afid her vendor had been in adverse possession of it for 
more than 12 years, and that she had been dispossessed by the defendants. 

The defendant No. 3 was a tenant of the disputed land, under defendant 
No, 2, who held under a patni lease from defendant ISlo. 1. 

The defence was that the disputed land was not the lakhtraj land of the 
plaintiff or of her vendors , that it was the mal land of mahal Goalpara, and 
(that it had passed into the kbas possession of defendant No. 1 when he 
purchased Goalpara in the year 1289 (1882-83) at a sale held under Begvla- 
tion VTII of 1819, Aid that, supposing the plaintiff and her vendors had held 

' AppeU from Appellate Decree, No. 840 of 1891, against tbe decree of F. W. Badcook, 
Esq., Judge of Burdwan, dated the 18th of March 1S91, reversing tbe decree of Baboo Bepin 
Befaary Sen, lAinsif of Kalna, dated the 8tb uf March 1890. 
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possession for more than 12 years adversely to the former talukdar, suoh 
possession would not avail her against defendant No. 1, who was a purchaser 
under the Begulation. 

The Munsif gave the plaintiff a decree, on the ground that she had 
acquired a lakhiraj title by adverse possession for more than 12 years. 

On appeal, the District Judge held, upon the authority of the oases of 
Womesh Chunder Qoopto v. Baj Narain Boy (10 W. R., 15) and Krishna 
Gobtnd Dhur v. Han Churn Dhur (I L. R., 9 Cal., 367) " that adverse posses¬ 
sion did not begin to run as against defendant No. 1 till the date of his 
pyrchase of the patni tenure, and as that took place less than 12 years ago, 
the plaintiff has not acquired a right by adverse possession.” Accordingly he 
decreed the appeal, dismissing the suit. 

The plaintiff appealed to the lligh Court. 

Baboo Monmotho Nath Milter for the Appellant. 

Baboo Hem Ghunder BcPnerjee, Baboo Bam Churn Mitter, and Baboo 
Joshoda Nurtdun Pramamc for the Respondents. 

The contention of the parties appears from the judgment of the High Court 
(PbINSBP and BaNEBJEB, JJ.), which was as follows .— 

The plaintiff sues to recover possession of Li highas of land as lakhiraj 
situate within the patni property bought by the defendant E789] at a patni 
sale. She claims title as being a valid lakhirajdar and also by reason of her 
having, together with her predecessor, held the land for upwards of 12 years 
adversely to the laifdlord. 

The Munsif gave the plaintiff a decree, on tlfe ground that she had 
acquired a lakhiraj title by more than 12 years’ adverse possession. 

The Distiict Judge, on appeal, has set aside this decree, and clisinissed the 
suit on the ground that no adverse title could be pleaded against defendant 
No. 1, who had purchased the property at a patni sale held within 12 years 
from the date of the institution of the suit and who is entitled to it free of all 
incumbrances created subsequent to the original grant of the patni estate. 

The decision of the Full Bench in the case of Wemesh Chundcr Ooopto v. 
liaj Narain Boy (10 W.R. 15) is to that effect and there is no doubt that the 
plaintiff's case must fail on thik ground. It is not denied that she has alto¬ 
gether failed to establish any direct lakhiraj title. It is, however, pleaded on 
her behalf in this appeal that inasmuch as it was found by the Court of First 
Instance, and that finding has not been displaced in the Lower Appellate 
Court, that she has held this land without payment of rent for more than 
30 years, a lakhiraj title should be presumed. That, however, was nut the 
case set up by her in her pfaint, nor was it ma^e the subject of any finding in 
the Lower Courts. Such a plea, moreover, is one which would affect the title 
of the zemindar, and in order to establish »ny title against him, it would be 
necessary for her to show that she has held under a lakhiraj title adversely to 
the zemindar before the creation fit this patni. Thisf too, is not a plea which 
she has raised in her plaint or in the couise of the trial We are consequently 
of opinion that her suit should be dismissed^ and ohat there should be no 
further trial on any issue #hicli has been raised for the first time in second appeal. 

The appeal must be dismissed with costs.* 

Appeal dismissed. 

C. D. P. - 

, MOTES. 

[Adverse pottnession doee not afiect the patn% ;|^uicha!ier under Bengal Regulation VIII of 
181& — 

a C.L.J., 87,9 C W.N., 796; 22 Cal., 244*; 2b Cal., 167 26 Cal., 460 ; 37 Cal., 822 ; 
17 C.W.N., 340.3 
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[790] APPELLATE CIVIL. 


T)ie I at April, iHOii. 

Present; 

Mr. Justice Prinsep and Mr. Justice Hill. 


Pearv Mohun Mookerjoe.Plaintiff 

vffraiia 

Kumaris Cliunder Sircar and others (minors) represented by their mother and 
next friend Bindoo Bashini Dahea and others .Defendants.'' 




Occupancy raiyat — Intestacy—Liability of the hens of n deceased 
occupancy raiyat to pay rent—Surrender of holdtiig— Bengal 
Tenancy Act (Vlll of IH/iO), as'.' ti, HG, and H6. 

The heir<4 of an occupancy raivat, dying iotentata are liable to pay rent whether they 
occupy the land or nut, anhl^faibpy^ efprfender the holding in the manner presonhcd by 
section 86 of the Bengal Tenancy'Ac^, 1686. 

• i 

In this suit the plaintiff, Rajah Peary Muhun Mookerjee, sought to recover 
from the defendants Nos 1 to 4, as the heirs of their father Jadu Nath 
Sarkar, arrears of rent of a holding entered in the plaintiff's serishta in the 
name of .ladu Nath Barkar. Defendants Nop. 5 and 6 intervened claiming 
to be the actual nccupancy raiyats under a kohala executed liy Jadu Nath in 
their favoui on the *24111 .\iijihran 1294 fOth Dooembor 1887) and were made 
parties to the .suit The defence vi as that, as Jadu Nath had transfeired the 
holding to the defendants Nos b and 6, they were liable for the rent, and not 
the heirs of Jadu Nath, the defendants Nos. 1 to 4. 

The Munsif was satisfied from Hie kobala that the landlord's fee had been 
paid and that the transfer was ijalid, and also that rents had been paid by the 
defendants Nos. 5 and 6 to the plaintiff’s gotnash'la , He decreed the suit 
against defendants Nos 5 and 6, dismissing it against the other defendants. 

The plaintiff appealfd. The District Judge found that defendants Nos. 1 
to 4 had never been in occupation of the lafid. He also found that the land¬ 
lord’s fee had not been paid : that %o notice of the transfer had been given to 
the plaintiff in the manner prescribed by law, and tbc.t the plaintiff had never 
recognized the transfer : and he same to the conclusion that the plaintiff was not 
bound to recognize the defendants Nos. 5 and 6 as his tenants and take rent 
[791} from them unless ho wished to do so. He held that, inasmuch as the 
'defendants had not occupied the land, they were not liable fur rent as the 
heirs of their decea^d father. 

. ■ ■■■- — _ - ■ - - _ 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. .'JSO at 1891, against the decree of R. P. Rampini, 
Esq., District Judge of Burdwan, dated the 60th of December 1890. affirming the decree of 
Baboo Raj Nxftam Chuckerbutty, Munsif of Gutwa, dated tho 16tfa of April 1890. 
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• On this point he made the following observations :— 

"The oontraot for'the jiayment of rent made by their father witlethe 
plaintiff wonld seem to me to be a personal one, and to be put an end to by 
the death of the oontraoting party. The heirs of the contracting party are not 
bound by it, or liable for the rent, unless they occupy the land. On behalf of 
the appellant it is urged that under section 5. clause 2, of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act, the word " raiyat ” includes also the successors in interest of persons who 
have acquired such a right. This, of course, is^ery true, but this must be 
understood as meaning provided they occupy the land leased to their pre* 
decessor in interest. This point has been decided by the High Court in the 
case of Hally Dass Mtsra v. Nadiar Chand Ohose decided by the High Court 
(Petheram, C.J., and Banekjkr, J.) on the Ist of May 1890. As the case 
is unreported, 1 give the text of the judgment:— 

'This is a suit for rent.* The plaintiff's case is that the land in question 
was in possessyn of the father of the defendant who was his raiyat, and tfa||j|^ 
it has descended to the present defendant by descent from his father, and 
he is occupying the land and is liable for the rent. The finding is that, so far 
as the present defendant is concerned, he never occupied the land and never 
paid anything for it, and that, whatever may have been the case in his father’s 
time, all he knows about the matter is that he never was a raiyat of the plain¬ 
tiff at all. The learned District Judge finds, as a fact, that the defendant 
never occupied the land and ;nerer'piai4^ the plaintiffs any rent fur it. That 
finding disposes of £|}e case, jihd t*ii4 appbsil,qauftia|>^dismiased with costs.’ ’’ 
On these findings the District .^udge dismissed the appeal against the 
defendants Nos.*'liAp 4, but affirmed the Munsif^ decree against defendants 
Nos. 5 and 6. ^ 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court 
Babiw Pran Nath Pandit for the appellant. 

The respondents were not represented. 

[192] The judgment of the Court (Pkinsbp and Hill, JJ.) was as 
follows:—• 

This is a suit for arrears of rent brought originally against the heirs of a 
deceased raiyat who had rights of occupancy. Certain persons intervened, and 
were made parties to the suit in the first Court, who claimed to be the actual 
occupancy raiyats by reason of a sale to them by the deceased tenant. In 
the first Court they obtained a decree, Jilie Munsif being satisfied from the 
kobala that the landlord’s fee was paid and that the transfer was valid. The 
heirs of the deceased tenant were exempted.* The landlord then appealed to 
the District Judge, who f lund that the appellant was not hound to recognize 
defendants 5 and 6, that is, the transfer#ss claiming title from the deceased 
occupancy tenant, or to receive rent from them unless he wished to do so. 

The District .Judge same todbhis conclusion on the evidence, finding that 
the landlord’s fee had not been paid and that the change in the tenancy had 
not been recognized by the landlord. The Uistrict Judge, however, proceeded 
to bold on the authority*of an uureported case of this Court (Kally Dasa Misra 
V. Nadiar Chand OhoSe) decided by Pbtreb'am, C.J., and Banerjee, J., on 
the 1st May 1890, that, inasmuch as the hpirs of the deceased tenant did not 
occupy the lands, they were not liable for the rents. He, however, affirmed 
thg decree of the first Court against defendants 5 and 6, the transferees from 
the deceased occupancy tenant. * 

In second appeal before ns it is edtatended that, inasmuch as admittedly the 
deceased tenant had rights of oooupancy, and it was found the District 
Judge that there had been no valid transfer of those rights of occupancy to 

. 9 CAL.— 133 977 
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defendants 5 and 6, bis heirs, defendants 1 to 4 were liable for'the rents, since 
tbe]|vhad not surrendered their holding, which was heritable by law. 

We have referred to the judgment on which the learned District Judge 
relied, and we do not find that it is in point. The nature of the tenancy in that 
case is not stated. Section 26 of the Bengal Tenancy Act; declares that, if a 
raiyatdies intestate in respect of the right of occupancy, it shall, subjece to any 
custom to the contrary, descend in the same manner as other immoveable pro- 

f orty, fifo custom is set up^ the present case, nor is it stated that the raiyat 
7983 has left any will. Therights of defendant's 1 to 4, as heirs of the deceased 
raiyat, having rights of occupancy, are admitted. Section 86 provides for 
the surrender of his holding by a raiyat not bound by a lease or other agree¬ 
ment for a fixed period, that is to say, as in the present case, by a raiyat having 
rights of occupancy, and we may observe that the term “ raiyat" as defined by 
section S, clause 2, includes the successors in interest of persons who have 
^•Muired such a right. Oonsequently, inasmuch as the heirs of a, raiyat who 
have died intestate having rights of occupancy succeed to his holding, and 
raasmuoh as a raiyat, within which term is included such tieirs as the defend¬ 
ants 1 to 4, is bound to pay rent unless ha surrenders in the manner described 
by s. 86, the heirs are'liable to pay rent whether they hold the lands or 
not. We may observe that the zemindar would not be at liberty to occupy the 
lands of such a tenant, unless he has obtained from the heirs something 
amounting to an actual surrender, and unless he himself has proceeded in the 
manner prescribed by sectl^h 87- It seems to us, therefore, that the heirs of a 
deceased tenant, dying intestate, having rights of occupancy, arg entitled to 
hold on until they have, expressly, or in any manner from which a surrender 
may be presum^, as is stated in section 86, relieved themselves from such 
liability, and that, unless they have surrendered or done something from which 
a surrender in the terms of section 86 can be presumed, they are liable for the 
rent. Non-cultivation of the laud would not necessarily amount to a surrender. 
This appears from section 86. We are therefore of opinion that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to a decree- against defendants 1 to 4 and that, inasmuch as the 
Lower Appellate Court has found that defendants 5 and 6 are not entitled to 
hold these lands, they should be struck out of the decree. We therefore order 
that the decree in this case be amended accordingly. 

The appellant will be entitled to his costs from defendants 1 to 4\ 

0 Appsa/ allowed and decree modified, 

a D. p. 


MOfES. 

t See also 24 Cid., 207 ; All,, 352; 15 C.P L.I^. 80 ; 16 C.P.L.R., 56.3 
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SUBJECT INDEX. 


Absence of Proof— 

0/ damage to tlie pledger . See PLiKl)aE 

Acceleration of Estate— 

Of )uir requires absolute conveyance by Hindn widotc. See HINDU WIDOW’S 
Estate. 

Account — 

Soo I£INDU liAW, ADOVTJON : PLiBDGK 

Account between debtor and creator—Special directions as to sums borrowed by an agent 
in collieeion yjith cieditoi —Rcitrichon of the principal’s liability to those debts only 
U'hich were shmvn to have bein just- -IJurdcn of proof Fraud iiiid undue influence 
having been found, with the result tliat .i decree u.iiiuel]L'd iransturs executed in 
favour of a creditor b> a talukdar whose mauagci had received in his name money 
forming tho cunsideratiuii for the transfers, an account was direr-ted to be taken of 
Iho sums iictually duo and payablo by thu priucipdi Directions were given fur tho 
payment, not of all tho money received from tho creditor by the manager, but 
on4y of sums (a) shown to have been lent by the creditor to the priiicipal himself 
personally, and of those (b) received by the manager on behalf of the pimcipal in 
the course of a prudent management Tho burden of proof lay on tho creditor of 
showing that ati]^ particular advance fell within the Slass (6); and where tho 
adv.ince having been cooeivod by tho manager, had been partly used in payment of 
Clovcrnmcnt revenue, duo on the estate managed by him ; held, that the Court 
below had rightly prosumod that the rents should have covered the revenue due ; 
and this piusumption bavuig to be met, it was foi the creditor to bring proof to 
overcome it. 

PABTAH BAIIADUB BlNGH v. CHTTPAT, SlNGH ... ... ... XIX 

Accused ~ 

ISxamination of. See CONFESSION. 

Acquisition of Land- 

By landlord. See AFTEAD FROM ORDER llHVCi.tti TENANCY ACT, S 84. 

Act— 

XXXIl of 1839. See INTEREST. 

X of 1844, K. 9. See JUKISDICTION. 

XXXVIl of 1855. Sec SONTHAD PEBOUNNAHS 

XV of 1856, ss. 1, Sac XfABBTAOE OF HINDU WIDOW. 

XL of 1858— , 

See Guardianship. 
s. 3, See Hindu Law. 

X of 1859— • 

See Limitation act, 1877, s. 14. 

88. 6, 7 See BIGHT OF OCCUPAl^Y • 

XI of 1869— 

■8. 27, 28 See SALE FOB AltRBARS 9F BOAI^CESB. 

8. 31. See LIMITATIONMCT, 1877, S 10. 

XLV of 1860— • 

as. 24, 25, 415, 471, See FORGERY. 

SB. 71, 148, 152, 832, 333. See CUMULATIVE SENTENCES, 

SB. 124A, 500. See DiBAPPBCTION AND DISAPPROBATION. 

B. 186. Bee PENAL CODE. 

*88. 191, 193. See FALSE EVIDENCE, 
as. 344, 352, 370 and 374. See UNLAWFUL COMPULSORY LABOUR. 

S. 413. Bee HABITUALLY RECEIVING STOLEN PROPERTY 
a. 494. See BlUAMY. 

XX of 1863— • 

ss. 1-12, 14 and 18. See ENDOWMENT, , 

a. 18. See APPEAL. 

JII of 1866. See COMMON GABBIER. 

9 OAL,—-n 


FACE 


174 


4k 



INDSX.. 


U 


K'ai^(etontinv£d.) • 

XXI of isese. Boo NATIVE CONVERTS’ MARRIAGE DISSOLUTION ACT. 
XIX of 1868, s. 111. See ‘ BBS JUDICATA.’ 

I of 1869. See OUDH ESTATES ACT. 

IV of 1869— 

Bee Divorce act. 

B. 49. Bee Divorce. 

VIIofIteTO— 

B. 16, and sch. I, art. 1. See COURT FEES. 

B. 38. Bee COURT FEB. 

VIII of 1870, Bch. II, art. 17, cl. VI. Sec BBNGAIj TENANCY ACT. 

X of 1870. Seo LAND ACQUISITION ACT. 

XXIV of 1870. See ClFT TO PERSONS IN A FIDUCIARY BELATIONSHIP. 
VI of 1871, s. 18. See JURISDICTION. 

XXlIIofl871. Seo JURISDICTION. 

I of 1872— 

See Evidence act. * 

8. 32, cl. (2). Bee MaHOMEDAN Law, DOWEB. 

8. 33. See COMMISSION. 

88. 36, 74. See EVIDENCE. 

8. 66. See SECONDARY EVIDENCE. 

8. 83. Bee EVIDENCE. 

8. Ill See Evidence Act. 

m of 1872, 8. 10. See MARRIAGE OB HINDU WIDOW. 

IX of 1873— ^ 

See CONTRACT ACT. • 

8. 27. See CONTRACT IN BEBTRAINT OF TRADE, 
s. 74. See INTEREST. 

BH. 103, 178. See BANIAN, BIGHTS OF. 

8B. 148, 151, 152. See COMMON CARRIER. 

X of 1872, B. 530. See LIMITATION. 

X of 1878, 8S. 6, 13. 14. Bee FALSE EVIDENCE. 

XVll of 187,8— 

Bee NAWAB NAZIM’S DEBTS ACT . BEGISTRATION. 

I of 1877— 

See SPECIFIC BELIEF ACT. 

8. 9. See FISHERY. 

a. 45. See ELECTION LAW. 

III of 1877— 

BB. 5, 6, 7, 21, 22, 28, 30, 31, 35, 49, 60. Seo BEGISTRATION. 
g. 90, cl. (<Z). See BEGISTRATION. 

XV of 1877— 

Seo Limitation : Limitation act, 1877. • 

HB. 5, 6. See Execution of Decree. 
part IV, and s. 23. See FERRIES. 

art. 116. See BENGAL TENANCY ACT (^^11 OP 1885). INTEREST : LEASE. 

arts. 127, 142, 144. See LIMITATION ACT. 

art. 144. Bee LIMITATION ACT, ART 144. • 

arts. 178, 179. See MESNE PROFITS. 

I of 1879. See STAMP ACT. • 

IV of 1879— • 

See COMMON CARRIER : BAILW’AY ACT. 

8. 11. See INDIAN BAILWAY ACT, B. 11. 

, V of 1881— 

See Probate and Administration act. 

B. 19. See PRACTICE. 

88. 73, 83. See WILL.® 

88. 90. 114. See ADMINISTRATOR. 

XXVI of 1881, 88. so, 37, 94. Bee MUTUAL CREDIT. 

IV of 1882—« 

Seo TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT. 

8. 69. See BEGISTRATION. 

VI of 1882. See COMPANIES ACT. 
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Act— (eoneluded.) • 

X of 18S»- 

8ee CBIIUMALi PROCEDUBE CpDE, 18R‘2. 

8. 14b. Bee LUHTATION. 

SB. 164, 364, 688. See CONFESSION. 

88 . 196, 476. See SANCTION TO PBOBECUTE. 

8 . 482. See RIGHT. 

SB. 608, 507. See COMMISSION. 

XIV of 1882— 

. See ClVrU PBOCBDURE CODE, 1882. 

88. 2, 396. See APPBAl.. 

88. 2, 588. See APPEAL FBOM OBDEB. 

8 . 13. See ‘ RES JUDICATA.’ 

SB. 13, 42, 43. See ' RES JUDICATA.’ 

8S. 13, 224. See * RES JUDICATA.’ 

B. 16. See JURISDICTION. • 

SB. 19, 223, cl,, (c). See JURISDICTION. 

B. 32. See PARTNERSHIP SHARES. 

BS. 43. 44 See CLAIMS. 

SB. 211, 212. See IVlESNE PROFirs. 

R. 212. See ‘ RES.TUDICATA.’ 

SB. 228, 230 See EXECUTION OF DECREE 
SB. 230 (6), 255. See MAINTENANCE. 

8. 232 See EXECUTION OF DECREE. 

8. 244. See EXECUTION OF DECREE. 

BS. 244, 311. See SALE IN EXECUTION OF DECREE. 

8. 2754, 278-283. See ATTACHMENT. • 

s. 285 See EXBCI^ION OF DECREE 

s. 294. See MOBTQAOEE. , 

a. 317. See BBNAMI PURCHASE. 

SB. 344, 360. See INSOLVENCY 

SB. 373, 647. See EXECUTION OP DECREE. 

8. 526. See ARBITRATION. 

B8. 584, 585. See SECOND APPEAL. 

XV of 1882 See SMALL CAUSE COURT, PRESIDENCY TOWNS. 

Ill of 1885— 

B. 3. See Transfer of Property act, 1882, s. 54, para. 3. 

VIII of 1885— 

8« BENGAL Tenancy Act. 

SB. 3, 4, 5. Bee LEASE 

SB. 6,. 26, 86. Boo OCCUPANCY RAIYAT. 

H. 12. Sec Landlord and Tenant. 

8. 84. See APPEAL FROM ORDER. 8 

IX of 1887. See SMALL CAUSE COURT ACT, PROViNCIAL.* 

XII ol 1887— 

See Bengal, North-Western Provinces, and Assam Civil Courts act. 

8. 20. See ENDOWMENT. 

X of 1888, s. 2. See ATTACHMENT. 

VI of 1889. 8. 19. See ADMINISTRATOR. ^ 

VII of 1889- • 

Bee SUCCESSION CERTIFICATE ACT. . 

8. 4. Bee CERTIFICATE TO COLLECT DEBTS 
s 4. Bee SUCCESSION CERTIFICATE ACT (VII OF 1889), S. 4. 

XI of 1889— • 

BS. 60, 69. See LOWER BURMA COURTS ACT. SB. 50, 69. 

IX of 1890 See COMMON CARRIER. 

, Vm of 1890— 

Bee OUARDIAKSHIF 
8 . 47. See APPEAL. 

Aet of Ood— 

See CARRIER. 

Actionable Claim— 

. See Transfer of Property Act, b. 135. 
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JxliiuiiistpatoF— • 

Aamiamtraior not so descrtbed, sale by—Sole by administrators not qua administra¬ 
tors, but as heirs — Oovemmenl securities. Cortaui persons who were heirs of a 
deceased lady, and had also taken out administration to her estate, limited to 
certain Government securities, sold such Government securities to a bond fide 
purchaser under a written instrument, in which the vendors wore not described as 
administrators. Held, that the failure to so describe themselves did not afiect the 
sale, inasmuch as they were entitled to sell either as heirs or administrators; and 
although as heirs they could sell no more than their own shares in such securities, 
yttthc entire purchase money having come to thoir hand, they, as administrators, 
were bound to administer the same ns part of the assets of the estate, the question 
whether they did so or not, not being one which would affect the titlo of the 
purchaser. 

PREONATH KABAJl«, SUBJA ODOMAR GOBWAMI .. .. ... XIX 26 

Admission— 

In mortgage as to amount of land excepted from its oj)eratwn. See EVIlnONCia. 

Adopted Son— 

Inheritance of. See HiNnu LAW, INHERITANCE 

Adoption- 

Bee HiNnU LAW, ADOPTION. 

By one of two widows. Effect of. See HINDU LAW, INHEBITANCE. 

Necessity of there being gift and acceptance of the adopted child. Sw HINDU LAW, 
ADOPTION. 

Validity and effect of. See ^^INDU LAW, ADOPTION. 

Adoptions— * 

By each of tidb widows ineffectual when simuUnneousty made to one father. Sw) 

HINDU LAW. ADOPTION 

-Adyepse Possession — 

Suit for poisession — Limitation—Purchaser at a patni sale under Jleguintion VlJl 
of 1819 not affected by adverse possession prior to date of sale A person who has 
held possession of property adversely against a loriner proprietor cannot he allowed, 

111 a suit for possession, to set up such adverse possession ag.inist a person who 
has purchased the property at a patui sale, hold under Regulation VIII of 1819, 

» within 12 years from the date of the institution of the suit The purchaser is 
entitled to the patui free from all incumbrances and m the eonditiou in wiiic-h it 
was created. Womesh Chunder Gaopto v. Raj Narain Jtoy icfcired to. 
KHANTOMONIDABI i; Buoy GnAND MAHATAU, LAHADUU ... ... XIX 787 

Adent— , 

Colluding with creditor, special dbections for arcmint. Sec ACCDUNT. 

Agent’s Authority— 

To sue on behalf of hts jomcipal Dvtmtssnl of suit bmught by agent in hts 
principal’s nanw — .Imemlment A Court in which a suit is brought on behalf of 

one person, through the agency of another, is entitled to inquire as to the agent’s 
authority. A suit for iirrcuirs of rent was firought liy .in agent, professing to act 
under .luthority from his principal. The plaiiifli!, afU<r lustituting the suit in 
bis own name as agent, obtained an g'der ffbm the Court grunting him leave to 
amend the plaint by substituting the name of his princinal as plaintiff, suing 
through him, an amoudinont whieh the defendant rcsisU'd, disputing the author¬ 
ity of the agent. Held, that the •Court i" ■'ll''w’pp it did not di’cide that the 
agent had authority , that remained to bn p- -v I , <i>iii ,is it was not proved, the 
suit failed 

• Nam Narain SiNUH ti. Baghu Nath Sahai ... ... .. XIX 678 

Extent of. Sec PROHySBORY NOTE. * 

Agreement— 

Te increase rent. See BENGAL TENANCY AcT, S. 29, <JL. (b), 

Alienation- 

Bp member tf joint family affhis share of ancestral estate. See HINDU LAW, JOINT 

. FAMKiT. 
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Ameen appointed under«Ben^al Tenancy Act— 

See PlSMAL CODK, s. 18C. 

Is mt a public servant. See PbnaIj Conii, s 186. 

Amendment— 

Soe Agent’s Authokity. 

Amount— 

Incorrectly calculated fcj office) of (.oiiW See BENGAL Te.NANI'\ AL'T, S. 171 

Appeal— 

See llENOAL TENANCY ACT, 1H85, SH. 102, 103, 106, lOH SALE IN K.KEIJUTTON OK 
Decree. 

Aci o/1863, Ji. 18 —Older refiisimj lea) c to sue -Decree—Cwil Ptocedure Code, 

188*2, ?. 2. An ordiT refusing leave to institute a suit under s 18 of Act XX 
of 1863 IS not n. '*do(!ree|’ svithiu the nieiiniug of s. 2 of the Civil Procedure 
Code, luid iH not aiipealable ’ , 

Kaeem alt t. Aeim Alii Khan .. XVTII 382 

.‘Igmnsf decree instalments, how imliied. See (.louitT Fees 
Hy plaintiff n{ini)f.l /w// of deetec mnkmif all defnwinnt'i icsimudents Bee LIMITA¬ 
TION ACT, 1877, SCH Jl, ART 170, I’AHA ‘2 
Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), ss. 2. ‘244, cl (r) —U>det — Decree. An order 
merely determining <i point of law, arising inei den tally or otherwise in the course 
of a proceeding for dcterniiiiiiig the rights of p,i,rfcies seeking rel’ef, is not a decree 
withiu the nuMiiing of s 2 ot the Civil Proeodnre Code and is not appealable. 

Where the jiiflgmoiit-eieditin', ,iftor s,i,tisl,i('tioti enteied upon a < oinpiniiiiso, applied 
for oxeention, on the ground of tlic compioiniso having been obt.iiiicd from him b_j 
fraud, .iiid the (’oint^below, being of opinion that the ri’iifrih ol the judgineut- 
creilitoi was bv a proeoodiiig in i*veeution, and not by .i ti'gnlar suit, ordered the 
case to be tried on >ts merits. Held, that no .-ippoal l<i\ fioiii such .in ni^e.r. 

[lEHABV LAL Pundit II. KBUAU NATH fllULLlCK .. ... xvni 469 

Complete chanije of case to that in issue in loioet Cou)’ti not allowabletn. Bee 
ClUtUDlAN AND WARD 

From decision of Lteienne Othcet lioio shwqied. Bee DENO.AL TENANCY ACT. 

From Older — Bcnqal 'lenaucji Art fVIJJ o/1885) s 84, Older made under, not 
apiwnlable — Aeiiuvnium of luiui bi/ laiidloid — (hinl I'tocedioe Code (Act VZP of 
1882), ss 2, 588 An older made by a Civil Court uiidei s 84 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act is not appealable, not being .i deereo within the meaning of s. 2 of 
the Cixie nl Civtl Proeodnre, .iiid no appeal being allowed by s. 588 of the 
Code or by aii) special provision oi the Hciig.il Teiianc\ Act Goqhun Mollah v. 
liameshur Narain Mahta referred to and followed 

PPiVRI MOHUN MUKBR.TT r B \R()DA CHURN CUUCM'.liimT'IT .. XIX 485 

Gtiaidtans and Waids Act (VIll of 18‘.M)), .s. 11— Itemoral of auardian — Oi-dei 
ref mini I to revi ore a auardian No .ippaal ftos under the (liiardiaiis and W.irds 
Act (Vlll ot 18'JO) from ail order of a Distiict Judge refusing to remove a guardian. 
MOHIMA CHUNDER HlSWls f TARINI BUNKER GHOSK ... .. XIX 487 

Letters Patent, cl 15 —Ajqicnl from ordei of Jiidije in Priry Council Department 
refusing to crteiul time for fiiriushtivj seem itifsfor losi —“ Juilgment, ” meaning of 
—Rule d'.i, Itules of Isl September 1877- -(<Wc of L'lril Procedure (Act XIV of 
1882). 6. 602. No .ippc.il will lie from ati order of a Judgii in the l‘riv> Council 
Department refusing to extend tl#! time prestiibed b\ l.iw within which .wi 
appellant is ru<|Uired to fiiniish seeuiity''for the costs of the lespondent, and direct¬ 
ing tlic aiipi'al to be si nick oil bv reason of snefi seenr^^ not having fieen given 
within the prescribed tiffie. Such an order is not .i ' judgineiiL ” within the 
moaning ol A 15 of the Letters Patent of I86fc Held, upon a review ol thu 
aiithoiities, that when* an order decides finalls iiiiN quistioii at issue lu the case 
or the rights ol am of the parties to the suit, it is a " )udgmcntunder cl 15 of 
the Letters I’.iteiit and is appealable, hut not otherwise. 

,KI81IEN PEBSHAD P.VNDAY JJ TlLUCKDlIARI LALL ... .. XVIIl 182 

Meaning of. See EXECUTION OK DECREE ... . . • ... XVIII 638 

Order declaring the tights of patties to a partition in certain specific shares appealable 
before actualpartthon made — l.ivil Pracedwe Code (Act XJV of 1882), ss 2, 396— 
Partition suit Held by the FulAj BENCH (PRiNBEl’, J , doubting) —^hat an 
order in a suit fur partition, which doclarcs the specific rights oi the parties and 
the property to be partitioned, decides that the suit must^e decreed, as after such 
,sin order the suit could not be dismissed hi thu Court by which it vyus made, and * 
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Appeal —(aonttnued.) • 

is therefore an order which adjudioatos upon the right.s claimed and the defence 
set up in the suit, and which, as far as the Court expressing it is concerned, decides 
the suit within the definition of a decree in s. 2 of the Civil Procedure Code, 
and is therefore appealable as a decree. 

DUIiHIN GOLAB KOER V. RADHA DUBAKI KOBB ... ... XIX 168 

PosaibUity of. Boe SALE IN EXECUTION OF DECREE. 


To Oiief Court, Punjab Civil Procedure Code, 188'2, s. 584 —Questions of fact. An 
▼appeal from an Appellate Court to the Chief Court is not limited as such appeals 
are under the Civil Procedure Code, 1882, s. 584 ; but evidence may be dealt with, 
and questions of fact are open for decision. 


BUOHA Mal V. Bhaowan Das ... ... ... ... XVIII 302 


To Privy Council. Appealable value—Suit for restitution of conjugal righis —Valua- 
fion of suit—Suit conducted up to appeal as if properly valued — jurisdiction — Con¬ 
sent of parties. A suit for restitution of conjugal Mghts is not one to which any 
special money value can be attached for the purposes of jurisdiction. Qolam , 
Rahman v. Fatvna Btbi followed. Field, therefore, that no ap|)eal*lay *as of right 
to Her Majesty in Council in such a suit, although the suit had been valued at 
Bs. 25,000, aud that valuation had been relied on by the defendant, who had 
appealed to the High Court from the decision of the first Court which had gone 
against him 

MOWLA NEWA7. u. SAJIDUNNIBSA BlBI ... ... .. XVIIT 378 


Withdrawal of suit—Appeal from order permitting withdraiml — Decree—Civil Proce¬ 
dure Code (Act XIVof 1882), ss. i, 373 and 588. An order made hy an Appel¬ 
late Court under s 37.^of tho Civil Procedure Code, giving permission to withdravr 
a suit with liberty to bring a fresh one is not a decree vffthin tho meaning of 
8. 2, and is not appealable. Oanga Uam v. Data Ham dissented from. Kalian 
Singh v. ReJehraj Singh approved of. 

JOGOWNBRO Nath v- Sarut Sunbubi Dehi ... ... ... XVfll .822 


Appealable Order— 

Bee Enbowment. 

Appealable Value— 

Bee Appeal to Privy Council. 

Appellant— 

Duty of. Boo Limitation. 

Appellate Court— 

Order of, confirming sale See BECONB APPEAL, 

Power of. Power to refer to arbitration a case on appeal—Civil Procedure Code, 1882, 
a. 582. Under s 582 of the Civil Ffocodure Code, an Appellate Court has power 
to refer a case before it to arbitration, if the parties wish it to be referred. In re 
the petition of Sangaralingam Filial and lihugwan T)as Marwan v. Nund Lai 
Sen followed. 


SUBEBH CHUNBEU BANKRJEE V. ^MBICA CHURN MOOKERJEE ... XVIII 

Appellate Jurisdiction— 

See BECONB APPEAL. * • 

Applieation— , 

For execution by legal representative without certificate. Bee SUOCEBSTON CebtiFI- 
OATB ACT (VIII OP 1889), 8. 4 « 

To make decree absolute, notice of. See PRACTICE. 

Apportionment— 

Of mortgage debt. Sec TRANSFER OF PROPERTY .ACT, S. 82. 


Arbitration— • 

Award—Refusal fo file award—Civil P rocedure Code, 1882, aa. 18 and 525—Bes 
judicata. The refusal of an application for the filing of an award, under s. 525, 
Civil Procedure Code, merely leaves the award to have its own ordinary legal 
efleot tand it cannot bo contended that an award is not to be relied on as a defence 


,in a suit ndatmg to jihe subject-matter dealt with by it only, because such an 
^a^BUoatim has not been granted. BepaiaUe <daims, vis., (a) to share piomtty by 
ot ixdmitauoe, and (b) for the office of lumberdwr, had been disposed (A, qq 
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Apbitration— (ccmttnued.)* ^ 

the reference of the present partly, without the intervention of a Court by an arbi- 
trator’s award between them. An application under s. 525 had been rejected, for 
the reaaon, among others, that ( 6 ) was not a mutter ol cml jurisdiction. Held, 
however, that the present suit, which waa grounded on (a), was barred by the 
award made. 


MURAUMAD NBWAZ KHAN V. ALAM KHAN ... ... .. XVIII 414 

Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), s. 610— Pauses- of Court to appoint new arbi- 
Gators. The Court has power under s 510 of the Code of Civil Procedure to % 
appoint a new arbitrator in the place of another, onlj when the latter had consented 
to act as arbitrator. Puqardin Ravutnn v. Moidinsa Rnvutan approved of. 

BEPIN BEHABI CHOWDHRY b. ANNODA PaOSAD MUIililOK... ... XVIII 334 

Reference to. See APPEIiLATE COURT, POWER OF. 

Subimssion to arbitration by guardian on behalf of minor—Ciml Procedure Code 
(Act XIV of 1882), a 625— Infpnt — Award — Practue, Case m which a natural 
. guardian hiidun behalf of her minor suii submitted certain matters to arbitration, 
and in which the Conrt referred the case to the Registrar to enquire and report 
whether the submission and the award thereon wore for the benefit of the minors. 


BORON KISSEN SETT v. HURROJIiOIiL. SETT ... ... ... XIX 334 


Irbltratoro— 

Power to appoint. See ARBITRATION. 

Army Act— 

1681 (44 and 66 Vic , c. 58), s. 161. See SMALL CAUSE COURT, PREBIDENOT 
Towns * 

1888 (61 Vic., 0 . 4), s. 7a See SMALL CAUSE COURT, PRESIDENCY TOWNS. 

Arrangement— • 

W^h fractional eo-.iharer, effect of. See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1885, S 188. 

Arrears of Rent— 

Rent suit—Suit for arrears of patni rent for period during which eamtndar had 
been in possession os purchaser at n sale which was subsequently set aside — Tres- 
passej . In a suit by a zamindar against his patmdars for arrears of patni rent for 
the years 1294,1295 and part of 1296, it .ippeared that the patnidars had lieen out of 
possession during a portion of that period when the zamindar himself had been in 
possession, having purchased the tenure at a sale held in proceedings instituted 
by him under the Regulation. It appeared, however, that the sale had been set 
aside owing to the proceedings baVing been instituted againsti the predecessor of 
the patnidars who was then dead, and thereupon the zamindar gave notice to the 
patnidars to retake possession which they accordingly did. During the time he 
was in possession the zamindar himself collected some of the rent The lower 
Court dismissed the claim for rent for the psriod during which the plaintiff was 
HO in posRossion on the ground that he was a wrong-doer and trespasser, and that 
consequently the defendants could not bo' held liable for rent during that 
period. IJeld, that this was no reason for refusing the plaintiff a decree for such 

> arrears, as upon the authority of the decision in Mussamut Ranee Sumo Moyee 
V. Shooshee Mokhee Burmonta, the plaintiff could not bo treated as a trespasser, 
and that he was entitled to recover the actual arrears outstanding for the period in 
question, but not the lutorest thereon. • 

Dhunput Singh w. Saraswati IifiSRAiN ... ... XIX 267 


AsBent— , 

Of the wife to marriage after puberty. See BIGAMY. 

Atseto— 

866 Company* 

BeaheaHvi of. See CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1882; B. 296 

Attbohment— 

Ctoil Procedure Code, 1882, s. 266, sub-sec. ( 9 ) —Political pension—Payments due 
under the Oudh loans of 1838 and 18i2—Exemption from liability to attachment far 
debt. Although it is probable that the enactments of s. 266, Civil Proo^ure 
CoiIb, 1^2, were not meant to cover pensions payable by a Foreign Stale when 
remitted for payment to their pensioner in India, they certainly include all pen* 
aions of a political nature payable directly by the Government of India. A pension 
guaranteed payable by the latter by a treaty obligation oontraoted with another 
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AUaohmeiit— (continued.) 

Sovereign Power is in the strictenf. Konnoa political pension. An allowance, payable 
by the Government of India under an arrangement made botween the King of 
Oudh and the Govoruor-Gcnoral in 184‘J, tor tho benefit of members of the King’s 
family and household, and thoir respective hoirs in perpetuity, and payable to 
one of such heirs, who has inherited it, as his share in the interest m the 'Oudh 
loan of 184'2, is a political pension within the meaning of s. 2CC, sub-sec. (g), 

Civil Procedure Code, 1882. The arraugoment of 1842 oannot be treated as 
merely aprovision out of the Kiiig'.s private estate for the maintonamuc of members of 
bis family, there having been in a Btale like that of Gudh no distinction between 
State property and private property tested in the Sovereign. 

BISHAMBAB Nath n. IMDAD ALT Kh.vn ... ... ... XVTII 816 

Clatm — I*roperty attached m pcssesnon of some pct'.ov in U ustfot judgment-debtor — 

Code of Ctrti Procedure (Act A’/r«/lH82), ss 278, 279, 280, 28l Certain propert> 
was attiushed in tho hands of the petitioner (who had preferred a claim under 
B 278 of the Code of .Civil Proecilure), on the gi'ound that lie hod become a 
trustee for the pidgmeiit-dobtoi ti\ virtue of an alleged agreemeiit on his part to 
discharge the decice-hulder's debt (‘ontaiiii::] in a hib.uiain.i hi which llie ]udgment- 
debtor had traueferred the prnpuits to hiui. The petitionei Ii,i.viiig obtained a 
rule under s 622 of the Codi', Ae/d, th.it Iht pio|y>it\ liaviiig liei n transferred 
to the petitioner and Ix'ing now admittedly his pioperti, the lower Court had ai ted 
without junsdietion in dim ting e\.eeiitic<ii to is'-ne agiiiiisL the propertv Pei 
Ameer Alt, J —When a,elaim is picterrcd undei s 278, wh.it the Court has to 
see is whether the property, though standing in the n.une of the Liannunt or of 
some other person, is in the possesMou oJ the jiidgment-debtur or not. The mere 
fact that the judgmcut-dchtor has some beneficial interest in th<- income would not 
render tho proporti liable under s 281 If the ulaimant^satislies tlie Court 
that he has some interest in, oi is possessed of, the piopi-rti .itt.icbeil, .ind it 
dues not appear that the possijssioii of the el.iiinniit was reality tti.it of thi' 
judgment debtor, the claim must be allowed 

In THE MATTER OP SHEOR\J NANDAN SlNIlIl r SUllAN NARAIN 

SINGH ... ... .. XVlll 290 

Olaim to attached ptopeitu in ('nlcuila Coiiit of Sinnll Causes—Suit tn High Court 
by unsucces'>fttl daimant —Res jndie.it.i--t’otfe of Ciril I'tocedme iXJV of 1882), 
ss. 278, 283 —Ptesidctuy timnll Cause Cowts' Act (XV of 1882), ss. 9, 2:1 and 37 — 

-lc< X of 1888, s 2 All ordai ui,ide upon a claim to avtsehed pioperty filed in the 
Small Cause Court of Calcutta under s 278 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1882, is 
an order m the suit withiii the nie.iuiiig of tho Presidency Small Cause Courts’ 

Act, 1882, H 37, and is final, subject uiil> to the right to ajiplj foi a new trial 
Where such a claim has been dis.illowed, a suit brought iindi>r s. 28.S of the Civil 
Pjroeedure Code liy the person ag.iinst whom that order has been passed to establish 
the right which ho claims to tho propertv in dispute is not maintainable in .iny 
Court, The exclusion bv the Small t'auso Court under the powois conferred on 
it by 8. 23 of the T'rcsidency Sm.iU* Ciuse C-ourts’ Act, 1882, of s 28:j ot tho 
Civil Procedure Code has not been afiected b> Act X of 1888. 

Ismail Solomon liHAM.n i). Mahomed Khan .. ...XVIII 396 


Effect on sale of absenre of. Soo S VLE JN EXMGtTTION OF Dbobek 

Of future estate. Sec Mortgage 

Of immoveable propet ty in execution of deciecs of liru Coutti ef same giade. Soo 
Execution of decree 

Of property deposited tn, or tn the custody of, a Court. Priority—Title to property in 
custody of a Court—Code of Civil Procedure (Act XTV of 1882), ss. 272 and 278- 
283 —Suit to set aside order under proviso to s 272, Codl* of Civil Procedure. A 
suit will lie to set aside an order such as is conteinj^atcd by, the proviso to s. 272 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, that is, an order determining any question of title 
or priority as between the docreo-holdei and any other person m respect of money 
in deposit in a Court<of Justice. Tbs mode sf investigation and the nature.of the 
order to be made under s 272, and the extent to which such an order is final, are 
provided for in s^. 278-283 of the Code of Civil Proeuduro 

TIKUM BlNOHo. SHEO RAM Singh ... ... XIX 286 

Lttorncy's Lien- 

Costs— Change of attorneys during a pending suit—Costs of both attorneys realised 
the second attorney — Lien, Attorney’s Case in which, upon a change of 
atfomoys during the pe'ndency of a suit, there being no express agreement as to 
the first attorney's costs, it lyas held that the second attorney, on recovering the. 
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Attomey’fi Lien— (contvwued.) 

coRts of both .ittornoys from the client .ifter notice that the uoKt'. of the firat attor¬ 
ney wore unpaid, did so on behalf of the firRt attorney to the extent of his «hare 
of the costs. 

ORB V. NORENDRA Nath SKN .. ... ... ... XIX 
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Avapd— 


See Arbitration. 

Of Comniisstoners conclusive. See NaWaB NaZIH'FS DEBTH ACT. 

Banian— 

Bights of. Sale and consignment of goods—Banian of fmn, right of—Bight of the 
consignor, as against the banian, to merchandise consigned to a Calcutta firm — ' 
Denial of banian's claim to a lien on general account unth the firm — Banian’s non- 
liabihty to account fot past sales alreiithj brought Into account with consignee — 
Contract Act, 187'2, ss 103 ami 178— Lien There h no rule of law giving a hen to 

the banian an against hit, employer, nor la there any en.stom to that cifcct If the 
. banian claimK a lieu, ho must prove its existenee, cither by showing some express 
agreement giving to bun the lion, or by sliowiiig some course of dealing from 
which it is to be implied. On the other hand, where merehandibc cousigiiod has 
been sold in good faith, and in acdordanee with the purpose for which the consign¬ 
ment was made and the proceeds have been brought into account between the 
consignee and the bauiaii, he is not liable to account to the coiiaigiior. The 
principal of the agent cannot disturb the account with the sub-agenl except on 
the ground of bad faith. A banian, not. setting up a written agicomont, nor 
asserting that ho had advanced to the firm on the bccnrity of speeidc quantities, 
claimed a hen as ag.iinst the consignor on merchandise cun.signed to the firm 
whether arrived oi in. transit. The lien alleged was for*tbe general balance of 
account, in virtue ui an agreement extending to the whole of the merchandibo 
consigned, whatever might have been the terms ol the consignment bi^ween the 
consignor and consignee. The banian had made .idvances, but for them the 
considuriilioii was the profit to be made Ijy sales. There was no pledge, nor any 
agreement, express or implied, giving the banian a lien on the ^oods consigned. 

It was, therefore, utmecessar}' to deterniiuu wliclhor the banian had notice of the 
terms of the consigninonts Nor was it necessaiy to consider the effect of s. 176 
of the Contract Act IX ol 187'i, there having been no pawn The baiiiau, having 
no hen against the couhignoe, had none against the coiisignor, and could not 
(juestion the right of the Utter to stop tn Itansifu 

Peacock i>. Balinath . . ... ... ... ... XVIII 573 


Banian's Non-linbility— 

To account forjmst sales already btoughi into account irith consignee. Set* TJANIAN, 
BKJHTS OF. 

Benami Parohase— 

Suit against a parchavet from the benamulai — ('it il 1‘roceduie Code, s. .117. At 
a sale in execution of .i dai^ieo. in Fcbriiarv 187.‘j, the plaintiiT purchased curtain 
property in the name of M, who was recorded .is the pm chaser. In 188(>, eleven 
years alter the execution sale, M sold the propirtj to if, wliosc* lairio was sub>. 
qucntly registered as owner, notwithstandvjig the plaintitl's ')b|cctii>iis Tin* 
plaintifi thereupon, in 1888, brought .i suit against H foi a deula itinn ot his title 
to the property , on the grounds th<i.t it hod originally been ^nrnhj icd on his liohalf 
at the execution sale, and that he Lud been in possession for iiio ; than 12 venrs. 

Held, that the suit did not fall within s 317 of the (JimI Pi'o.'.cdiii(. I'odu. Bithuns 
Koumr v. Lalla Buhooree hall relied on ■* 

KARAMUDDIN HOSAIN 1'* Niamut Fatehwa .. .. ... XIX 199 

Bengal Act— 

vn of 1868, ss. 5, 8. 11 Sec SALE FOR ARRE.tKS 01< KOAh <:E8K 

II of 1869, s. 96. See HINDU LAW 

VIII of 1869. See BENGAIj RENT ACT, 1869. 

W of 1876. See CAUCUTTA MUNIOIPAb OONROLilD \TION ACT. 

VII of 1876, 8. 78. See MBBOEK OP PUTNI INTEREST. 

IX of 1879. See COURT OF WARDS ACT. 

vn of 1880— 

See PuBDio Demands Recovery act. i 

as. a, 4, 7, 8, 10, 19. See SALE FOB ARREARS OF Road Q]S8S. 

IX of 1880. See PUBLIC DEMANDS RECOVERY ACT (BENGAL ACT VII OF 1880). 

Uof 1888, 88. 14. 24, 31, See ELECTION L\W. 
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Bei^gal North-Western Provinces, and Assam Civil Courts Aot- ■ 

Xll of 1887. SecSONTHAL PEROHNNAHS, 

Bengal Regulation— 

VIII of 1819, B. 8, cl. '2. Sec PCJTNT TAIjUK 
B. 8, ol. a. and h 11. Sec PUTNl TAr.UK 

Bengal Rent Aot— 

Bengal Act VIII of 1869 ss. (1 and 7 See RlOHT OF OCCUPAIKJY 

Bengal School of Law — 

Sep Hindu law, Inhkritance, 

Bengal Tenancy Act— 

VIII of IRR.-i— 

.“I, 4, 5 See LKASK. 

ss. 5, aC. 80 See OCCUPANU^ KMYAT * 

H. l‘i Sph LVNDDOKO AND i’KNANT Til VNSFEU OF TENURE . 

ss. 18, 19.'), cl {('), Sale in execution of denee for aiieari of rent — iJurputni tenures 
Si'cti'.ii 11 ()1 t])c li( iigal Teiiaiicv’Act; ai>plieB lo s.ilcs of 
cxecutiiiii fil dec)CCS 

Mahomed ABiiAs Mondud i Brojo Svnuart Dehia .. ... -Will SCO 

ss 15,16. Piitni tenuiei Sections l.'j ,iiid 10 of the Bengal TenancA Act ot 1885 
■ipply to pntiii tenures 

DUROA PROHAD BUNDOrADHl'A 1’. llRTNOAIJUN Roy ... ...XIX 604 

A. ia Sec Ruutt of ot’aurvNcv 

s 29, cl. (6) F.nhniwement of lent by r<nitiact--Aijteemeni not*unthin the section 
An agriHiiiicvt embodied iii .ikibiili\at to pii> a certain amount of rout agreed 
upon b\ llie parties m settlement ot dillcivuces between them astu what had been 
the amount iiud ehar.ictcr ol the lont, .mil to .i\oid fuithor litigation, is not 
ail agreement to 6nliaiice within the incaning of s a9, cl (5) of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act 

SHBO SAHOY I’ANDAY C. RAM RACHIA ROY ... XVIII 383 

H. 40, cl. 5 Otdei eoiiiiiiuttiui bhoirh tent to naiidi tent —Onitssnin to state tune u'hen 
oxter IS to tu/:ee(/e<t The piovisioiis of 1 1 6, s. 40 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, 
aie iiiiper.itivc, .ind should be ..trn-lh eoinphcil witli Where, therefore, an order 
uiiflei that t laiisc oinilt -d to .st.itetbc time fp>m which it was to take effect, it wa-' 
held to hi> inoperative 

OlIOWDHRV KVIiHU NATH SAUtIN STNOH l\ 1 >TIOUfl A ROY .. XVII] 4C7 

ss. 53, 188. Co-shiuei'i — Suit bti one tn-simrei, entitled to collect tent sepaiateltf, 
foi aildilional Ic'lt for land hi ought under culltvation, jynynhle in tet mi of lease — 

Joint l>io}rrietois~Henl suit —C'ufftvfiA-n of tent sepniatelv A tenant held 19^ 
bighas of land under a k.ihuli\at gr.intcd b\ thice joint laudloids, which provided, 
inter aha, that i iit w.is to he paid at Ihu i it.' of Re 1*S per higha in respoet of 
8 bigh.is only, .xnd that the leni.iiiimg 11^ bighas, which were than uiiculturable, 
should, when they beiauie 6t for i iiltivation, be .issessed with rent at the same 
rate Une of the ou-sh.iiiTs, who was^admitlcdlv entitled, under arrangement to 
colloul his share of the tmib s(>paratel\, instituted a suit against the tenant, joining 
his eo-shareis as defendiinrs, to iccoicr ,iir<'.irs(^ his share of the rent for a specific 
period, and claiinedto he entitled to p-euver rent in respt>ct of the whole 19^ bighas, 
on the alh g.i'tioii that the ll.j[ highaSiliud thi-n become fit for cultivation, and were 
therefore liable to b<! assessed with rent ,it the rate mentigued in the kabaliyat. 

The tenant objected that, having regard to the provisions of s, 188 of the Bengal 
Tcii.iney Act, the suit would nut lie at the instance of the plaintiff alone. Held, 
that the suit did lie It was clearly not one for enhancement of rent in the aense 
in which that term is used in the Bengal Tenancy Act, nor was it one for addi¬ 
tional runt tor evccss laud within the nu'aiiiijg of s. h'2 of that Aot, •and as the 
pLimtiil W.IS cntitlcil to collect his shaie of the rent separately, there was no « 
reason why he slftiuld not bo entitled to claim separately the rent payable, not 
upon ativ fresh iidjustmont of the rent inconsistent with the continuance of the 
old teiiancv. but upon an asccttaininent of the rent payable in accordance with the 
terms of fti* original letting Ovni Mahomed v. Moran and Gojwil Ghundvr Das 
UntesrNarnin Chmdhry dintinguishcd. 

Ram chundbr CHUCKnhBUTTy «. giridhur Dutt XIX 765 

ss, 69, 89. See PENAL CODE, 8. 186, 
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VIII of 1885— (continued.) ^ 

■. 84. Cons/ruotion of—Acquinivon oj laitd by landlord— Heaaonabie and siilJcncnt 
purpose—Certificate of Collectot — Functions if the Civil Court. The proprietors 
of a taluk who had cuiistruotcd an indigo Uctory and smploM-d n KurnpiMu 
manager applied to the Civil Court, under h. 84 of the Tciianc<,]v Act, to atrjuiii liy 
comp^sory sale a small piece of land made up of several raiyati holdings witlnii 
the estate. The appliuation was oppecsed l>v the proprietors of aiiothei iiuligo 
factory who had taken under leases Irom the raiyats the gn-iitti piirt of the land*- 
of the village, muludmg the holdings within which the plot in (|uestion mis enni- 
* prised The CoUector of tho district had certified, uiidoi s. 84, th.it thi pm pose 
for which the land was required was icusonahle and siifUi'icnt The Mniisif tried 
tho matter as a disputed question ot tact, and held that the purpose .illcged 
was not reasonable or suiticient, and declined to authorise the purchase. 

The District Judge uu appeal reversed the jMunsif s finding mid autlioiised 
the compulsory acquisitiCn qf the land. Held, Lh.it theic is no appeal against 
^ an order passed liy a Civil Court under s HI of the Jiengal Teniine\ 

Act, and’thiA the order of the District Judge was without jurisdiction and 
must be set aside. Held by rHINUKl' and AMKUK AM, .1.1 (I’ETTIF.H \M. 

C.J., dissentiiuj) . —That tho Collector’s <ertific,il.e tiiidei s 84 is noi conclu¬ 
sive as to tho rcasouablenoss uud ,ullicieij>-\ of the puipose toi uhu'h the liiiid 
IS sought to be acquired. That the jimsdict ion of the Civil ConrI n not eonfiii- 
od to giving eSeeb to the Collector’s cortificati, '.nil the Court is to hold a judicial 
enquiry to determine the roasoiiableiioss and suiiieicticy of the purpose and all 
matters euiiiing within the section, and is competent to consider the grounds upon 
which the certificate was granted. That the appouitinunt of a l•hlropeall maisigcr 
and the necessity for erecting buildings for bis couiloiki .ind convenieiK-c are 
insufhciont grounds 4ur authorising the cuiiipulsot> acquisition of land under s. 81, 

The purpose for which the laud is sought to ue acquired must h.ive a diioct relation 
to the good of tho holding, and objects whicli might have a runote ox' Kpceubiltvc 
bearing upon the good of the holding are foieign to the scope of the Act Jlcld, b% 
PBTHBKAM, C.J.—The seotiou gives to the Collet tor jurisdi'’tioii to deculc whethci 
the alleged purpose is reasonable and suitioieiit, leaving to tho Civil Court to 
settle the amount to be paid for the land, and thodeeisimi of t.he question whetlici 
tho land 18 6ond/ide required for the .illcged puiposo Tho wotds “ sutisfied on 
tho certificate” mcanth.it the Civil Court i.s to be s.itisficd on thi' <cifilicali' 
alone, and h.ts no jurisdiction to take oEher evidence on tb.it question, but is to 
accept the decision ul the Collector as final. 

GOGHCN MOLliAU e. B.tMK8HUR NAH.bfN M\HTA ... ... Will 271 

h. 84. Ordet made mulct, not apiHiulable, Bee Al'PK VC l-'KOM OKUEK, 
hs. 102,108,106,108 1‘owLis if tjcltleuient — licroid of mi//iZs - iJiapuled 

lands — Apyeal — Foioers oJ snpervisioii of Hufii Vouil, A Bctllomcnt Ollicer h,is no 
power, under the provisions of tho Bungal Tenancy .Act, to oiilcrtain .in) dispute 
between the persons interested in iicigbbunrAg estates as to the lilb- to ,inv land 
NOUENOiiO NATH Roy l^HOWUHItV i BUliNATH SANDHI. ... ... XfX 641 

s. lOJ. Hecord of rights—Dispute as (o boundaries — Puwets of nii cjrtutivr tgicci 
An executive utiiuor, acting uudei the provisions of s. lUU of the llcngiil 
Tuuauey Act, has no power to determine t,ha» bouudarn s butwec'ii coiitorniinous 
estates .IS to whien .i bum fide coiitrovers\ exists between Ibc owners of r,uc b 
estates. Horendro Nath Huy Llum'dluy v. Snnaih bandetsevluxl on 
BIUHU MUHUl DAUI tl. liUUUWAl! CUCNUBU KUV CUUMimilY ... XIX i43 

88. 103, 106, 108, cl. (3). Court-fees Act I'll of 1*70, sck. 11, aif. 17, cl VI—Hecord 
and settlement of reiUs—Vructue—Appeal ftom decision of Heienue Officers The 
Court'foc payable on a memorandum ot appeal pmsuiitod to the High Court under 
8. 108, ol. 13) of the Bengal Tenancy Act ot 18HS is that prescribed by art. 17 
(ol. VI) of soh. 11 of the Uourt-teos Act. 

PBXU GHOBAlt!. Bam KHBLiAVVAN LiAh BHUKUT ... ... XVIll 667» 

s, 158 . Inndenisot tenancy, appltcalion to detcuinw —Admission oftmancy, effect of. 

An apphaation made uommally tor tho determination of the incidents of a tenancy, 
but substantially for the purpose of sotting iiRidc the lease under which the tenant 
came into pussossioii, docs not come within the scope of s 158 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act, Per PMTH14H.AM, C.J., I'HINSEI', PiaoT and GHOHt,, JJ.-An 
admission of a tenancy in order to give jurisdiction under a. 158 docH not Ihring the 
case within tho mBaning of the section, the object of tho sg^tion being to enable the 
' . Court to ufioectain what are the mcidunts of the existing aiiaugemeuts between it 
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Bengal Tananoy ktt—(concluded,) , 

VUfirof 1886 —i concluded.) 

landlord and his tenant and not to enable the Uonit, m efiect, to make a new 
contract for parties between whom no contract was in existence at and before the 
date of the application. Per Nobris, J.—The true eonstruction of the apphcation 
was a question for the determination of the Division Bench. 

Dbuenuko Kumak BUNDOPADHYA 0. Bhupbndro Nabain DUTT ... XIX 
8. 174. Sec limitation. 

8.174. Amowni payable incorrectly calculated by an officer of the Court—Sale far 
arrears of rent The judgment-dciitor within 30 dajs from the date of sale 
deposited in Com t, under s 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, the amount which had 
been calculated in the ofhcu of the Munsif as the amount payable under the 
section. Subseciuently on its being discovered that the amount was short by a 
small sum, the oalcuiatioa being incorrect, the Muusif held that the provisions 
of the section had not boon complied with, and passed an order confirming the 
sale. Ueld, that when the amount payable by the judgment-debtor under s 174 has 
been caloulatod and settled by an othcer of the Court, and whuu tl^t amount 
has been paid into Court, au order subtaig aside the sate must be made br the 
Court as a matter of right The order of the Munsif confirming the sale was 
therefore held to be without jurisdiction .md was set aside. 

COBAH LALL V. KaUXIA I’EBBUAU SlNGH ... ... ... XVIII 

8. 174. Juriadictum—Civil Ptocedurc Code (Act XIVof ISBl), s. 11 —Sale for arrears 
of rent—Deposit m Court. Nc suit is mamtainablo to set aside a sale under the 
provisions of h. 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. The nght under the section to have 
a sale sat aside is nut an abstract right which can bo enforced by suit against anv 
particular person, but is ascight to call upon a Judge to sot aside a sale, and on his 
refusal, to proceed lu revision. • 

KABIbASO XOBB r. RAGHU NATH SAKAN SlNGH ... ... XVIIl 

s. 184, soh. Ill, part 1, 'i (6). Suits on registered contracts- Liimtatian—TAmitation 
.let (XV of 1877^, sell. II. art. IIG. Suits for rent, founded on registered contracts 
in reap«st of lands subject to the provisioiisotthoBougalTouaney Act, are governed 
by the limitation provided in that Act. 

Macbeneib V. HAJi Syed Mahomed Au K.han ... ... ... XIX 

a. 188. JSjectment — Joint ownets. Soci<u<n 188 of the Bengal Tenancy Act of 1885 is 
no bar to a biut for ejectment by one of two jomt-owners when the suit is brought 
under the contract law on a breach of the conditions of a lease by the Uniant. 
HABiPBiA L)E»i V. Ram Ohubn Myti .. ... ... ... XIX 

8. 188. Joint landUirds ~Teniue, enhancement oj tent ij—Fractional co-shaters — 
Smt for enhancement of rent of a tenui e by some only of several joint landlords. 
The provisions of s 188 of the Bengal Tuiiaucy Act apply to a suit by some 
only of sevoial joint landlords to unhauuo the runt of a tenure, whether such 
tenure was iii existence at the date of the permauuiit settlement or not, and pre¬ 
clude such a suit being brought, 'i'lie j^lamtifis, who wero some only of the eo- 
sharers lu a zamindan, ms.itutud a suit to enhance the rent of a tenure within 
the zamindan and to recover their share ot the tent at the enhanced rate for a 
specified pcriud. Of the tun arc-holders, some were co-sharers of the plaintiffs m 
the zamindan and the rumaiuder wore uyt interested therein. It was admitted that 
the plaintifis collected thuir share of the runt of the teiiuri* soparutclv from tUoir 
co-bharers who were shanks in the tenure The plaiutiK-i alleged that they had 
requested the latter to join them in instituting thoisuit, but that they had declmod 
to do BO, and they accordingly made them defendants m the suit. Held, that 
the plaintifiEs could not maiutaiu the suit, having regard to the provisions of 
8. 188 of the Act, The term “joint Undlords ” lu that scoteoii must be taken as 
mclading all co-sharers under wljpm a tenant holds, whether such co-sharers 
coUeet their quota of rent from the tenants jointly or soparatoly. Prem Ohand 
ttusHw V. Mokahnda Debt, Oapal Ohunder Das v. Vmeah Narenn Choiodhry, Beni 
• UadJtiub Roy v. Jaod Alt Sircar referred to. 

Haladhab Saha v, ftHiDOY Sundbi ... ... ... XIX 

8. 188. Joint pi apnetqfe—Arrangement u/ith fractional co-sharers, effect of—Separate 
tenancy, croton of. Where a tenant has agreed to allow one of several co-sharer 
landlords to deal with him as if he were his own toaant, without any regard to the 
interests of'the other co-sharers, the e3ocl is to create a separate tenancy under 
such fractiliual co-sharct, and b. 188 of the Bengal Teuancy Act is inapplica¬ 
ble to BOoh a ease, tkgsal (jhundar Dm v. Umesh Narain Chewdhry distinguished. 
VARCEMKiM mtmail 9, BM SDMAB (JUHA XIX 
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Beqfneit— ^ 

To a family tluikur. Sec HINDU Law, ADOPTION 

Bbuinhapi Register— 

Under Bengal Act, II of IBtiU. See HINDU Law , 

Bigamy— 

Maliomedan Law—Marriage ufviimi —fieinuiiation of iiini riaijv hij iniwr on att-amnuj 
jiubetty—AamU of the wife afUt puberty — Penal Code tAet XL V of 1860), &, 494, 
B, a Mahomedan girl, whose fathei was dead, was alleged to have lieoii given lu 

' marriage by her mother to J some yc.iis liefure she attained pubt>rty Prior to her 
attammg puberty J was seutouced to a term of mipriHOiimoiit fui theft. While 
ho was in jaii, B, aftoi she hud attained puberty, contracted a marriage with P. 
The niamage with J was novel- consuinnuited On J being reluasc-d fiom jail, ho 
proceedod to prosecute B and X’ for bigamy and abetinont ol bigauiv, and also 
charged P with adultery. Tl appealed Ibul befoiu talking proceedings J requested 

, B to return to him, but she refused to do so. The marriage between B and Z was 
sought to hit pfoved by the evidence of J, B’s mother, and two witnesses who were 
said to have been present B and P were both coiiMctcd. Held, on appeal that 
the evidence of the marriage between B and J was iiisufiicieiit to justify a coiivic* 
tiun in the absence of proof that a Mullah was present at the ceremony, nr tbuit 
the avjha required to be recited at the miiriiugc of minors was recited, or thu aJed 
performed. Held, further, that assuming I) to have beeu given in marriage to J 
when a mere child by her mother, she had the option of either ratifying or 
repudiating such marriage on attaiuing puberty. Under thu law, such a 

mariiago i.s of uo eiluut until it lias been ratified by the minor, and under the Sunni 
law it lb ufientivo till canculh-d by the minor. Under both lashools of law the minor 
has the absolute pow^r, on attaining puberty, to ratify ox caned unauthorized 
marriage, though udder the Sunni law ratification is presumed if the girl remains 
silent aftci attaining puberty aud allows the marriage to be uousumiiialed. Held, 
on the facts of the case, that the >-iri<iimstaiices afforded sufficient indication, oven 
assuming the girl to be guvurned b\ thu Sunni law, that she never ratihod the 
marriage. Held, .ilso, that a judicial ordi-r was not nc>-obsary to effect the 
eanoellation of the marriage. 

BADAIj AUH.\T tJ. QUBEN-EMPBEHS ... ... ...XIX 

Maitiage—Cmircfnon of Hindu wife to ZJahomedanwiii—Mairuxije wUk Mahometlan 
— Penal dodo, s. 494. The pclitionei, originally a Hindu woman, aud the illegiti¬ 
mate offspring of Chattii pareiitH, w.ib duly married aecorditig to Hindu rites to 
D, who was also by caste a Chattii. Bubsequent to the marriage the petitioner 
became a couveit to AlahomecLiinsm .itid then inarned a Mahumedan. She wob 
charged with and convicted of an oflenci' under s 494 of the i'ciial Code. It wab 
contended oil her behalf th-it—fl) the marriage between her and D was invalid 
under Hindu law by ru<isuii of bur illegitimae^ and the consrqueiit diflcronco of 
caste between the uontraeliug parlies , (i) the uiarriuge between her and D became 
dissolved under the Hindu Jaw on her eonvurifioii to lilahuiiiedamsm ; and (3) the 
second marri.ige was not void under tlie Mahomedun law by reason of its taking 
place in the lifetime of H and that the conviction was therefore erroneous. 
There was no evidence ot any notice Inivinn been given to D previous to the 
sccoud marriage ualiiug on him to bceonie. a ^lahomcdaii Held, that illegiti¬ 
macy under Hindu law is no .ibsolulc dibqualihcatiun fir marriage, and that 
when one or both contracting partidb to u marriage are illegitimate, the mainage 
must be regarded as valid, it they are rt(sogniz(^d by their caste people as belong¬ 
ing to the bame caste. Held, also, that there is no authority iii Hindu law for 
the proposition that an apostate is absolved troin all civil obligations, and that, so 
far as Idic matrimonial bond is oonuernod, such i# view would be contrary to the 
spirit of that law, which regards it ab indissoluble, and that accordingly the 
marriage between the petitioner and D was uot, under the Hindu law, dissolved by 
her conversion to Mahomcdaniam. Rahmed beebee v Bokeyu Jieebcc dissented 
•from. Held, further, that as the validity ot the second marriage depended on the 
Mahomedan law, and as that law docs not allow a plurality of hu§bandb, it would 
be void or valid according ns the first marriage wat or was not subsisting iit the 
time it took place; that no notice having been given to 1> ns required by 
Mahomedan law previous to the second mairmge, and no recourse having been 
hod to the Courts for the purpose ot obtaii^iug a declatatiuu that the *foriiier 
marriage was dissolved, and as British India cannot bq held to bo a foreign 
^untry'ior the purpose of rendering such notice unnecossary, the previous 
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Bigamy — (continued.) ^ • 

iXarriage was uot dissolved under Mahumedaa law, and the subsequent marriage 
was therefore void. Held, acootdmgly, that the eoiiviutiou was right. 

In this maxtgh op thk Petition of Kam Kumari ... ... XVIll 364 

Sagai or nikka tnarrtage -liehnqutshnient 0 / tvtfe — Pertal Code, s. 494. A conviction 
under s. 494 of the Indian Penal Code cannot be supported where there is evidence 
to show that, by the custom of the caste, sagat or nikka marriage was admissible, 
and that the husband had relinquished his wife. In re Mussamut Chamia followed. 

JOKNI w. QUEEN-EmpMESB... ... ... ... ... XIX 887 

BUl-of-Exchange— 

Dishonour oj Sec MUTUAl. CREDIT. 

Bond- 

See Interest. 

Boundaries— 

Disimteasto, See LIMITATION. * 

Breaches of the same Contract— 

How sued upon. See CtVIL Pkocrditrr Code. 1888, 8. 43 

Buddhist Law— 

See DIVORCE 

Building Lease— 

Nat loithin purview of Bengal Tenancy Xd. Bee LEASE. 

Burden of Proof— 

See ACCOUNT . EVIDENCE*; LIMITATION. 

Burden of proving Absence of Undue Influence— 

See GIFT TO P&RSON IN A PlDUCIABY BBLATIONSHIP, 

Burman Buddhists— 

Law as to divorce among. Soo DivOFtcE. 

Calcutta Municipal Consolidation Act— 

Bengal Act IV of 187G— 

3 . 357. Limitation—Accrual of right to sue — Notice in ictiting—Continuing damage. 

The plaiutid lu April 1388 sued the defendants fur damages lor injuries caused 
by the defendants’ works to his huuse On the case cuuiiug on for hearing it 
appeared that ihe iiuliee of action sci \ ed upon the defendants was defective m furm, 
and the suit was on the 11th Doi.eml>ur 1888 disraissod with liberty to the plamtiil 
to bring a fresh suit for the same i.iiisu of action. On the i5th December 1888 
the plaintiff served the dufnndauta with a fresh notice, and on the 16th March 1889 
instituted the present suit. It appe.tred from the plaintiff’s evidence that in the 
beginning of Ilecembor 1888 the house &ad boon reduced to such a condition that 
it was iiiuapablu of sustaiui ig further damage Held, that the right to sue accrued 
to the plaintiff upon the happening of d.uuagu by roason of the subgidonoc arising 
from the defendants’ act; that the pKiiutiB had uot shown that a right to sue upon 
which the suit could be inaiiitai nod h.u^ accrued within three months before the 
institution of the .suit as required by s 357 of the Municipal Act (IV of 1870), 
and within the terms of ti|ic notice of the 15th December , and that the suit was 
therefore barred. Darley Main i'ttUiviji Co. 3 . Mitchell distinguished. Per 
PiaOT, 3. — Semble that, as to wheihui. under s. 357, damage arising out of 
a subsidence referred to lu the notice^ but arising after the date*of the notico, 
could bo roouvered without fresh uutiee and fresh suit, a libenl oonstniction should 
be placed upon s. 357 as to the rcq\^remcnts ol the notice. 

DWABKA NATH GUPTO V. THE CORPORATION OF CALCUTTA XVIII SI 

parrUkge of Gold and Silver, etc.— 

See INDIAN RAILWAY ACT (IV OF 1879), 8. 11. 

Carrier— • 

Carriers by Railway, liability of—Radway Act (IVof 1879), s. 810— Loss by negligence 
— Common carriers—Insurer—Act of Ood. A carrier by Railway is, under Act IV 
o' 1879, liable as an insurer of goods entrusted to him, and not merely for loss 
occasioued^y uogligeuou 

Obooemul I). The goiaivhuioners fob the improvement or the Port 
or CALOUtTA — ••• ... XVIII 487 
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CaPFiers— ^ 

See Common Carkisrs. 

By Railway. Ses COMMON GaNribrs. 


Case— 

AGBORE NatHd. SHAMA SUNDARI, 5 All., 616, dissented from ... XIX 

AhsanulIjA Khan Bahadoor v. Hurri Churn Mokoomdar, l.L.R , 17 
Cal., 474, diatinguished ... . . ... ... XIX 

Ananoamanjabi Ohowdhrani V. Tripura Sundaui Chois dhrani, L.R., 

14 LA., 101. l.L.R., 14 Cal., 740, followed ... ... XVIII 

' ANDERSON, WBIOHT & CO V. KALAG\ltDA SURIINAHAIN, 1 L R , 12 Cal , 

339, approved ... ... .. . . XIX 

AVPOVIER J). Rama Surra AlYAN, 11 Moo. I A . 7.1, referred to ... XIX 

ATA-ULLA V. AZIM-UDLA, l.L.R,, 12 All., 494, referred to . . . XVIll 

Badri Prasad v. SARAN L.\Ij, l.L.R., 4 All , 339, dissontod from XJX 

Baij Nath Singh v. Shah am HOSaIN, 1,L R , it Cal., its, overruled 
in part , ,. ... .... XTX 

BALKARAN RAI V, OOBIND NATH TlWARI, T.L.R., 12 All , 129, leferred to XIX 
BALRARAN Rai V. CrOBiND NathTiwARI, l.Ii.R., 12 All., 129, not followed XIX 
BalKISHEN Das v. Run IUHADUH Singh, l.L ll., lOGal., 305, distmguihhed XIX 
Baroness VVenlock River Dee Company, L.R., 19 q.bd., 15S 
referred to .. ... . ... . .. XVlIl 

BE.10Y CHUNDER BaNER.TEE V. KADLY PROSONNO MOOKER-TEE, 1 L.H., 

Cal., 327, referred to ... ... ... . . XVIII 

BENI MadhUB Roy v. JaOD ALI Sircar. l.L.R , 17 Cal . 390, referred to.. XIX 
BhagwantSingh w Daryao Singh, l.L K., ii All, 416. approved ... xix 
BhuoWANDas MarwahIb. NUND Lab Sen. I L.R., 12 Cal., 173, followed XVIll 
BHUOWAN Lab r. MIIHTP NarAIN STNGH (unreported) followed . XIX 

Bri.t INDAR Bahadur Singh v . Jankee Koek, L R . 5 l a , i. fniiowi*! .. XVIll 
BUNGSHO DHUR Biswas u.MUDHOOMoHUBDAR, 21 W R., 383, distinguished. XIX 
Bykant Nath Shaha v. Bajbndro Nab sin Rat, 1 L.R , 12 Cal., 333, 
followed ... , ... ... XIX 

CALDER V. DOBEBB, L.R., 6 C.P., 486, referred to . ... ... XVIII 

CH.AMIA, In re, 7 C.L R , 354, followed . .. .. . . XIX 

CHENNAPPA V BAGHUNATHA, l.L R , 16 Mad., 29, referred to .. XIX 

CORSER V Cartwright, L.R., 7 II.L , 731, followed m principle . XIX 

Cross v . Gross, 12 W R (Kug ), 694 , 3 Sw, and Tr , 292, referred to ... XIX 

Darley Main Oobbiery Company v Mitchelij, L.R , ii App. Ca., 127, 

L.R.. 14 Q B D., 125, distinguished ... ... . .. XVIll 

Datti PaRISI NaS'ADU V Datti Banoahu NAYADU, 4 Mad. H C , 20-1, 
explained and distinguished... ' . . XIX 

DrobOMOYJ Gupta r. Davis, I L.R.. ll Cal., 32S, distinguished . . XVIII 
Duncan Pox & Co. i>. North and South vvabbs Bank, Tj.R , 6 App. 

Cas., 1, roterrod to ... . XIX 

DORGaPEBBAD 1 ? KesHOPEHSAD SingIB 1 L U . e Gal . 656 , L.R , 9 T A , 

27, explained .. , .. ... . . ... XIX 

Dwarka Nath Mitteb v Tara Pbosunna Roy, I L R , 17 Cal , IGO, 
referred to .. ... .. . ... XIX 

Empress V LuteuNNISSA (unreported) followed .. .. ... XIX 

Empress®. Ramzan, l.L B., 7 All., 461, referred to ... ... XVTll 

PUTTEHMA BEGUM I’. MOHAMED AUSUR, l.L R , 9 Cal , .‘'09, overruled .. XVIII 
QANGA Ram r Data Ram, l.L.R., S All , 82, dissonted from ... ... XVIll 

61RISH CHANDRA V. KaSISWARI DBBI, I L R 13 Cal , 145. followed . XVIII 
GOBIND Prasad w.'CHANDAR SEKHAR, l.L tt '9 All , 486. dissented from XVIII 
GOOHUN MOLLAH v. RaIieshUR NSRAIN MaHTA, l.L R . 18 Cal., 271, 

referred to and followed .. . . •«... .. ... XIX 

OOBAM ABAS r. MOHAMBD JafFER. f L R , 19 Cal,, 23 (note), followed ... XIX 
Golam Rahman v. Fatima bibt, l.L R , 13 Cal., 232, followed ... XVIII 

GOPAL CHUNDER DaoHORTA i' KFNARtM DaghoRIA, 7 W R , 35. referred to XIX 
CjOPAB CHUNDER Das n IJMESH NaRAIN CHOWDHRY, 1 L R , 17 Cal., 696, 

diatinguiahed . . ... « .. XIX 


GOPAB CHUNDER DAS I'. UMESH NARAIN CHOWDHltY, l.L.R., 17Cal,. 695. 


referred to , ... ... ... * ... ... XIX 

GOPAIi Singh v. DhuNGAZEB, 8 W.R., 206, pvorruled XIX 

GREA’r Northern railway Co. r. Behrens, 7 H & Nj, 950 . , XIX 

GuNi Mahomed v. Moran, I L.R., 4 C.il., 96, distinguished ... ... XIX 

GUR BUKRH Boy v. JEOLAL Roy, l L.R., 16 Cal., 127, referred to ... XVIII 
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HANOOMANPKRSAUD P\NDAY V. MUhSUMAT BABOOEE MUNHAJ Koon- 

WBBEE, C Moo. I.A., 39H distjuguinkod ... .. ... XIX COS 

HaRGOUINO KUARl ». DHAHAM Singh, I.L.B., G AU., .^29, explained and 
diatinguiahed . . .. ... ... ... ... XIX 92 

HOBBNDBA CHL’NPER OtrpTA ROY v. AUNOARDI MlTND'jn, I L R., 14 CJal , 

544 retiAd on XVIII 643 

HOBN^ V. HOBNE.'gO L.J. (P.'& M.), 200, followed XVIII 478 

HUNOOMAN PKBSAO PaNUAY V. MUNHAJ KOONWBUEE, 6 Moore’a I.A., 

893, followed ... ... ... ... ... ... XVIII 812 

INDBBUN VAIjUNGYPOOIiY TaVER V. RAMABAWMY PaNDIA TAIiAVBB, 13 

Moo. I.A., 141; 3 B.L R , P C , 1 , 12 \V R (PC). 41. explained ... XIX 92 
Jagadamiu Chaoiihhani e. Uakhtna Mohan Roy Okaodhri, I.L.B., 

18 Cal., 308 , L.R., 1.11 A , 84. referred to ... . . XIX 630 

JAI NARAIN Rai V. gUEEN-KMPRESR, I 1j R.. 17 C.il , 862, doubted XVIII 5.50 

Janaki BaijI.av Sbn i\ Hafiz Mahomeu am Kh\n», I.Tj.R., 18 Gal., 47. 

distingmshod ... ... .. ^ .., XIX 386 

Janaki baiiLiAV Sbn v. Hafiz Mmioved am khan, j l r , is Gal, 47, 
followed ... ... ... . XIX 483 

JANI Begum r. JAUANGIR Khan, l L R , y All , 176, dissented from ... XVIII 610 
JaNKI KUNWAB V. AJIT SlNOH, l.L.R , 15 Cal 58, L B., 14 I.A., 148, 
referred to ... . ... .. ... ... XIX 630 

Jan Mahomed v. Queen-Emprehs. I.IaR , 10 Cal, 584, oited ... XIX 381 

JEO LaL SINGH V. SUkFUN, 11 C L R., 483. referred to .. ... XIX 667 

JEWUN Dabs SaHOO v. SHAH-Kubherooddbrn, 2 Moo. l. a , 890. referred to XIX 203 

JOOENDKO Nath SIBCAR i CiOBINU CHUNDUH ADDI, I.L R , 12 Cal., 

262, distinguished and cAnincnted upon ... . ... XVIII 242 

JUGGOMOHUN Ghose r ManICK CHUND. 7 AIoo I A., 279, referred to . XIX 20 
KAILASH CH#JNDER ghose V. Fur ('hand .IAHARI, a B.L R,, 474, 
referred to ... ... ... .. ... XVIII 189 

KAMAN Singh r LEKHRAJ Sinoh, 1 L R.. 6 All . ^ll, approved of xvrir 322 

KAMEBWAB PEHBHAD 1, RUN BAHADUK SINGH, 1 L U , 6 (3nl , 843 ; L B , 

91.A , 8, referred to . . , . . XIX 249 

KahEEMUNNISSA Btbeeu Nidratna Bose I L.R.. 8 Cal , Ty.'refened to XVIII 189 
Kahi CHUNDBR MoZUMDAK, hi te, I.L K , 6 Cal , 410. liss,sited from in part XJX 346 
KHATU BIBI r. MadHURAM BAKKKih 1 L R., 16 Cal , 622, overruled XIX 62.3 

Khbtter Mohun CHATTOPADHYA I askurChunuer surma, 11 W.R., 

271, relied on ... XVIII 639 

KHOSDEB BIHWAK h. SatIS MONDUL, 1 L R.. 15 Cal., 4.40, followed XVIII 510 

KishobiLal Roy v SHABUT CHUNDER MOZUMDAR, I.L.R., 8 Cal . 593 

10 C L R., 359. referred to .. ... .. ... XTX 615 

KBISHNAYYAN i;. MutTUSAMI, I L.R 7 Mild.. 407, ojrplu'ned and distm- 

guishod . ... ... XIX 92 

KbISTOBUMjUV GHOSE Khisto La*. SINGH. 1 L R , 16 Cal , 642, relied 
on ... XIX 17 

KUVKB.T1 TULSID VS i. (1 1 P RY. GO , 1 L.R , 4 Boiii . 109, m supported XVIII 020 

LALDA DABEE PEKSHAD e S ANTO PEUSHAD. I L R , 10 Ciil 505, overruled XVIII 420 

Lindsey Lindsey, 2i w R (Kor ), 272, ioiiowod ... . XTX 5i 

Mackintosh v cbcav, i l r.. y Cni , r.89, appioved . . xix 393 

Madan Mohun Lad r. Lala Sheosankek Bahai, l J,.R , 12 Cal., 482, 
referred to . . XIX 615 

MaDHO PabSHAD V. MEHRMAN SlNGU, I.L.R , iRCiil., 157 ; L R., 17 1 A., 

194, distinguished , . .. 

MaHABEEB PER8AD t’, RaMYAD SINGH, 12 B L R., 90, di^iiiguished ... XVIII 157 
Mahabebr Pkbsad V Ramyad Singh, 12 BLR,90.*20 W.B.. 192, 
applied in principle ... * ... XIX 402 

MAHABIH PKBSHAD SlNGH w. MACNAGHTKN, I L B , 16 Cal., f>P2, followed XTX 4 

Maharaja of burdwanw. tababundahi debi i l.u , y Cal, 619 , 

' L.R , 101 .a., 19 relied on ... ... ... XIX 704 

Mahomed ahsanumjA.cho\vdhrt ». amarchand kundu, I.L.R., 17 
Cal., 498, L.R., !»!.A., 28, referred to ... ... .. XIX 412 

MANBAB Am V. GUDAB CHAND, I.L.R., 10 All., 85, approved ... ... XIX 20 

MASEYK V. STEEL & CO,, I.L.R., 14 CM., 661, commented upon ... XIX 13 

Matunoer Churn mitter v moorrary mohun ghose, I.L.R., i Cal., 

176; 24 Vf.R., 463, dissented from ... ... ... ...XVIII 363 

. MOHADEO Dabby v. BHOI^ATH Dichit, l.L.R., 6 All., 86, dissented from XVIII 188 
Mohendbo Narain Ghaturajv. Gopal Mondul, l.L.R., 17 Cal., 769, 

(idlowed ... ... ... ... ... ... XVIII 189 
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MOHENDSO Nin^IN CHATUE^I r. (JOPAL MONnUL, I L.R , 17 Cal., 7f59, 
followed ... ... . ... XIX 

M0ND\KINI Dahi ij. ADINATH DE\', I.L.R., 18 Ca).. 69. followed ... XVIII 

MONEMOTHONAUTH day r ONAHTHNAUTH D4Y, Uourke, 189, 2 Ind. 

Tur., N.S., 31, distinguished .,. .. ... ... XIX 

Mon Mohun Sirkae r the Secbetary of State for India in CouNcrr., 

I.L.R.. 17 (lal., 968, referred to .. .. ... XIX 

MootHOOBA Kant SHAW r. I.G.S N. Co., I L R., lOCnl . Ififi, .ipproved. XVIIl 
MUS8AMUT CHAMIA,/» re, 7 C L.R . 351, lollnwed . . ... XIX 

Muhsamut Ranee Suuno Moyee r Shooshbe Mokhee Hurmonia, 13 
Moo. I.A., 344, followed ... ... ... ... XTX 

MUTTUKARUI'PAN CHRTTI 1) MUTTIIIUMALINO \ CHETTl. I L R 7 Mad , 

47, referred to ... ... .. .. . . XIX 

NaNJAPPA II Nan,iapPA, I.L R., 12 Mad . 161, approved XIX 

NaraIN DHARA V. RakHAIjGMN, I L.R , 1 Cal , 1, followed .. ... XTX 

. NAURINGBAV pAMl’HANDRA r. VENK\.n IvRISHN.V, I L.R , 8 Bom , .395, 

referred to . . ... . . . . . ... XIX 

NILAKANT BANKR,TT r SUREKH CHANDRA MlJDLTCK, 1 L R., 13 Cal., 414, 
refem'd to .. ... ... ... . XlX 

NivATH Singh r BHIKKI Singh, I L R , 7 All , 049, overruled ... XVIIl 

Nohbndbo Nath Roy Chowdhby u. srinath Sandel, I L R 19 Cal., 

641, rtlied on . . . ... - . . ... XIX 

NIINDOLALL BHDTTACHAR.IEE V. BlDHOO MOOKHY DEBEB, I.L.R., 1.3 
Cal., 17, rolled oil ... . .. .XVIIl 

NHNDUN LalI. 1 ', Rat JOYKIAHEN, I L R , 16 C.il . .598, cited With approval XIX 
OBHOY Churn COONDOO v OODAM Alil, I L.R , 7 Cal , rto, followed .. XVIIl 
OMRAOBegum u..the Government of India, ilb. i) Cal, 704. 

followed ... ... . ... t ■ ■ XIX 

PEBTAB CHUNDBH OHOBE r MOHENDRA PURE AIT, L.R., 10 I A., 3.33; 

I L R , 17 Cal , 391, followed .. . .. . XVIIl 

PoBESH Nath Mukheh-ti r. Anath Nath Deb, I.L.R, 9 Cal.. 365, 
followed .. .. .. ... ... .. XVIIl 

i’KEMOHAND I)EY r MOKHODA DEBI, I L R . 17 Cal , 699, followed ... .XVIIl 
PbemCHANDNUSKURi’ MoksHODA Dew. I L R.,14 Cal , 201. referred to XlX 
PUQABDIN RavdTan V Moil)TN,3\ Ravutan, 1 L.R., 6 Mad . 414, 
.appioved of .. . , . .. .. . XVIIl 

PUNNO Singh?' NTRGHIN Singh. I L.R , 7 Cal,,‘398, referred fo . XIX 

Queen r. KCKIEU Mather {iiiireportedi dissented from . .. XVIIl 

Queen ?• KUKIER Mather (Uivreportod) referred to .. xvin 

QUEEN-KMPBES8 v OlKDHART L.VH, I L R , 8 All , 6.53, cited . XIX 

QUEEN-EMPREHS r POHl* SiNG, I.L R , U) All , 174, approved . XVIIl 

QUEKN-EMI'BESH r Riding, I L R , 9 ah , 730, approved . ... XVIIl 

Queen-Empress r Sheke Singh, t L r .#) All. 303, n-ferred to xviii 

RaDHA CHARAN Man Singh. 1 L B , 13 aH., 393. dissented from XVIIl 

RADHA OHAUAN ?' Man Singh. 1 L.li , 13 All , 393, not followed . XVIII 
BaDANATH Doss r. (HshohnE. !1 Moo 1 a . 1, relied on . ... XVIIl 

RADHIKA Mohan Sett, in the go lds or, 7 HtL.R , 503. not fellowed .. XIX 

RAGHUBAR DYAL SAHU I. BHIhYA LaE MIHSER, ILR, 13 Cal.. 69, 
approved .... a , XlX 

RAHI K. CiOVINI) VaIjAD TEJA, fli R,, 1 Bom., 97, evplaiiied and disbm 
guisticd ..... XIX 

KAHMFjD BEEKeI! r ROKEYA BBEBFjE, 1 Norton's Tjeadiug (Uses on 
Hindu Law, p. 13, dismnted from XVIII 

RAMASAMI ?. KURISU, 1 L.R., 13 Mad., 178, diatimled from .. XVHl 

Rambshuh Singh i> Sheodin Singh. 1 l R , 13 ah., 510 followed m 
principle .. ... . ... XVIII 

RaMHARI SABMA r TrihIRam Sarma, 7 B.L.R., 336, referred to ... XIX 

,RamLAKBI I'. AMBICA Charan Sen, I L B . ll Cal, 680, relied on .. XVIII 

Rasamaya Dhur chowdhitri r ahuIj Fata Mahomed Isi^k, LL.R., 

18 Cal., 399, dissented from .. ... ... ... XIX 

Bash BEHARI Roy ?1 BHUGWaNCHUNDERROY.LL R,. 17 Cal., 209, followed. XIX 
Roghu Nath Shaha i- Porebh Nath Pundari, I.L.R., 15 Cal., 54, 
applied in principle ... ... > ... ... *... XlX 

RON BAHADUR SINGH V. LUCHO KOEH, I.L.R., U Cal., 301, relied on ... XVIII 
Sadabart Prasad Sahu v. Foohbash Koeb, 3 B.L.R. (P.B.), 31; 12 
- VV.R. (P.B.), I, distinguished ... ... ... XIX 

9 CAL.—c 


341 

386 

614 

616 

621 

627 

367 

652 

.393 

92 


801 


402 

24 

644 

048 

751 

526 

742 

24 

189 

526 

594 

324 

657 

48.5 

485 

380 

1.30 

130 

187 

46.3, 

.515 

635 

642 

582 

630 

93 

364 

83 

497 

6.46 

642 

412 

606 

336 

648 

402 



xviii 


INDEX. 


EASE 

CaSEj—r concluded.) • 

BADU V, Baiza, 4 Bom., 37, approved ... ... .. XVZII 151 

Sadu V, BaIZA, I.Ij.B., 4 Bom., S7, explained and distinguished ... XIX 92 

SAJAJl PaNHAJI V. Maruti, I.L.B.. 14 Bom., 274, approved ... ... XIX 398 

BANDABAUNOAM PILIiAl, IN BB THE PETITION OF, T.L.B., 8 Mad., 78 
followed ... ... ... ... ... XVm 508 

SABASUTI t'. MANNO, I.L.B., 2 All , 184, ex^ltained and distinguished ... XIX 92 

SABHI BhUBAN V. JADU Nath DUTT, I.L.R., ll Cal., 552, followed ... XVIII 259 

Batibh Chundek Bai Cboavdhukt V. Thomas, I.L.B., il Cal., 668, 
followed in principle ... .. .. ... ... XVIII 497 

SHAMSHEBE Khan v. EMPBEBR, I L.B., 6 Cal., 1S4, dissented from ... XVIII 486 

SHAMSKKRE Khan v. empress, I.L.B., 6 Cal., 154, referred to ... XVIII 485 

SHARODA MOYEE BURMONEE V. WOOMA MOYBE BURMONEE, 8 W.B., 

9, followed .. ... . . ... ... ... XVIII 188 

Bheo PrOKABH MlSBER V Bam SAHAI SlNGH, 8 B.L B., 165, approved ... XVIII 849 
SITANATH MOOKKRJEE V. HaimABUTTY DABEE, 24 V^.B , 377, referred to XIX 84 

SKINNER V. ORDE, I L.B , 2 All , 241 , L B , 6 I.A.. 126, referred to ... XIX 7^ 

SUBBAMMAL V. VENKATARAMA, I L B., 10 Mad., 289, followed » XVIII 510 

SURNOMOYEE r SHOOSHEE MokhEE BURMONIA, 12 Moo. I.A., 244, followed. XIX 267 
Tara GHAND GHOBE v PUDUM LOCHUN GHOBE, 5 W. B , 249, referred to XIX 636 
Tara Chand Maora-t v Kashi Nath Trimbak l.L B., lo Bom., 62, 
followed ... ... ... ... .. XVIII 463 

VENKOBA r. SUBBANNA, I.L.B,, 11 Mad,, 161, dissented from... .. XIX 016 

Vishvanath Mahebvab r Vtbchand Panachand, 1 L B , 6 Bom , 16 
distinguished .. ... .. .. ... ... XVIII 242 

WajiHAN V. BibwaNATH I'eRSHAD, I.Ij.B., 18 C5al , 462, followed ... XVIII 615 
WATSON & CO u Bam ChvnD DUTT, l.L R , 18 Cnl.. 10 . L.B , 17 I.A , 

110, referred to and distinguished ... .. ...« .. XIX 264 

WEBT OF ENOLAND AND SOUTH WALES DISTRICT BANK t» MCRCH, L.B , 

28 Oh. O , l3d, followed in principle ... ... ... ... XIX 26 

WILKINSON I' WILKINSON, 30 L J. (P. & M ), 200, note, followed .. XVIII 478 

WOMESH CHUNDBB GOOPTO V Ra.T Nabatn Roy, 10 W R., 15, referred to XIX 788 

ZAMTNDAR OF Biyaoirt V. THE QUEEN, l.L R , 6 Mad., 29. dissented from XIX 346 

Case settled without Evidence ~ 

See Sanction to Prosecute. 

Cause of Action— 

See Civil I^rocedube Code, 1882, s. 43. 

Causing Death— 

By raih and nenltd^nt act. See CHILD-WIFE 

Ceptifleate — 

Of OollecUn Sec BENGAL TENANCY ACT, B. 84 
Of MU. See SALK FOR ARREARS OF BAiAD OEBS. 

Of unpaid demand. See SalD FOB AURIjlABB OF Ro \D CEBB. 

Cevtifloate to oollect Debts— 

Act VII of 1889, s 4 —Mortgage decree—Suit by assignee of mortgagee for sale. The 
assignee of a property mortgaged is notai debtor within the meaning of s. 4, Act 
VII of 1889 , and a mortgagee praying for the sale of the property, and asking for 
no relief personally agAidbt the mortgagor, is not bound to take out a certificate 
under that Act before he can obtain a decree *Boghu Nath Shaha v. Poresh 
Nat A Pwndan applied in principle. Ji(inak% Ballav Sen v. Hafi^ Mahomed Ah 
Khan distinguished. _ 

Kanghan Modi ». Balt Nath Singh ... ... ... XVIII 386 

Cess Act— * 

Bengal A<d IX of 1880. See PUBLIC DEMANDS RECOVERY ACT (BENGAL ACT 
^ Vn OP 1880). 

Cesses— 

See Public Demand^ Recovery Act (Bengal act VII of 1880). 

Change— 

Of attorneys daring a pending suit. See ATTORNEY’S LIEN. 

Of partners v^h contimuince of mortgage liability. Bee INHOLVBNCY OF TBADINO 
PARTNERSHIP. 

“Charitable*’- * 

Bee Mahombdan Law, Wakf, 





Charter Aot-> 

34 and 35 Vic., c. 104, b. Is. See CRIMINAL ProUEOURK CODE, 18B3. 

OheatlDg— •• 

See FOBOEBY. 

Child— 

Cmtody of. See DIVORCE. * 

ChUd-wife— 

Culpabh homicide not amounting to murder — Uaui>vng death by a rash and negligent 
, act—Rashnew and negligence—Penal Code, sa. 304, .S04A, 335 and 333, The 

pritioner, a fully developed adult man, was charged with oaUHiug the death of his 
wife, a girl aged about 11 ye-irs and 3 months, who had not attained puberty. 
The death was caused by hiemorrhage from a ruptuie of the vagina caused liy t£e 

E nsoner having sexual intercourse with the girl. For the dofeuce it was alleged that 
p had had sexual intercourse with the girl on several preMous occasions without 
injury to her, and there welh.oircumstanoos lu the case which showed that obis was 
posBiblCf and even not improbable, though the medical evidence was to tho cdoct 
that, if such intercourse bad previously taken place, the pciictraLioii was probably 
uot so complete or with so much sexual vigour as on the occasion when the injury 
was caused. The medical evidence was further to the efiect that the girl had not 
attained puberty, and was immature and wholly unfit for sexual iiiterccurse , that 
under such circumstances sexual intercourse between the prisoner and the girl 
was likely to be dangerous to her, and to cause injuries more or less serious .iccording 
to the degree of penetration effected The prisoner was charged with (a) oulpablc 
homicide not amounting to murder under s. 804 of the Penal Ci'de ; (b) causing 
death by doing a lash and negligent act under s 304A ; (c) voluntarily causing 
grievous hurt uiic|^r s. 335 ; and (d) causing grievous liurt by doing an act so 
rashly or nogligantly as to endanger human life or the personal safety ot others 
under s. 338 Held, that, in such a case, when the girl is a wife|iiid above the 
age of 10 years, and when therefore tho law of rape does not apply, it by no means 
follows that the law regards the wife as a thing made over to be the absolute pro 
perty of her husband, or as a person outside tho protection of ibe criminal law , 
that no hard-and-fast rule can be laid down that sexual intproourse with a girl 
under a certain age must be regarded as dangerous and punishable, or over that 
age as safe and right, but that each case must be judged according to its own 
individual circumstances , that m such a case the jury have to consider .tnd say, 
whether under the particular circumstances of the case, having regard to the 
physical condition of the girl, and to the intention, the knowledge, tho degree ot rash¬ 
ness or negligence with which the accused is shown to have acted ou the occasion 
III question, he has brought himself within any of the provisions of the criminal 
law Held, further, that if the jury were of opinion (a) that the act of the prisoner 
caused the death of the girl, that is to say, that the act of cohabitation on the part 
of tho prisoner bad the efieot of rupturing the vagina and so c<iuBing the haemorrhage 
which led to her death ; (6) that tho act o4 cohabitation between .i fully developed 
mau like the prisoner and an immature girl like his wife was m itself a thing 
likely to lead to dangerous cousequenBes; (c) that that .ict was one of such 
a character as to indicate a reckless iiidiilerencc to the welfare of the girl of a 
want of reasonable consideration about what tho prisoner was doing, one which 
the husband of the girl, if be had had a masonablo regard to her welfare, and had 
exercised reasonable thought as to the act he contemplated doing, would have 
abstained from doing, they woiDd be justified in lindiag that the prisoner caused 
the death of tho girl by a rash* and negligent act Under no system of law with 
which Courts ]^ave to do in this country, whether Hindu or Mahomedaii, or that 
framed under British rule, has it ever been the Uw that a husband has ihe 
absolute right to enjoy the person of his wife without regard to the question of 
safety to her. • 

QUEEN-EMPBESS 0. KUBBEE MOHim Mythee... ... ... XVIIl 

CIyU Conrt— 

• Functions of. See Benoal Tenancy Act, s. 84. 

ClYil ProoeduFB Code— 

Act XIV of 1883— 

SR. 3; 3, 396; 344 cl. (c); 373 : 588 ; 603. See Appeal 
HS. 3, 568. See APPEAL FROM ORDER. ' 
s. 11. Bee BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 8. 171. • 

ss. 13; 510; 536. Bee ARBITBATION. 
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Civil Procedupe Coda— (coiUmued.) * 

Act of 188y— (continued.) 

08 . 1.8, 18, 42, 48, 13, ‘224 , ‘212. Bee ‘ BiSS JUDICATA.' 
ss. 16; 19, 223, cl. (c). See JURIMDICTION 
s. 82. SeeffPARTNSRSHIP SHARES. 

8S.48; 223, 230,282 ; 244 ; 285 ; 378, ^4 ; 373, (>47 See EXECUTION OK UechEE. 
s. 43. Breaches of the sauie contract hmr sued ui>on — Cause of actum — Contract. 

Where a oontmct for the Kale and purchase of goodr< is broken by the purchaser, in 
part by refusal to take deliver}’, and m part by refusal to pav for goods delivered, 
both breaches having occurred before <iny suit is brought, the vendor is debarred b> 
s 43 of the Code of Civil Procedure from briugiug two suits against such purchaser, 
his claim being one arising out of one cause uf action and based on one and the 
same contract. The view taken by WliiSON, J , in Anderson, Wnght d Co v. 
Kalai/atia SutfinataiH appiovod. PetHEHAM, C J. —“The •whole uf the claim 
which the plaintifi is entitled to make iii respect of the cause of action ” m s 13 
means, in the above case, the entire claim which the plaintiff has against the 
defendant at the time tho action is brought m respect df aii} failure, or failures to 
accept and pay for goods purchased of him by the dufenilaiiL under one contract, * 
and the whole of such claim must be included m one action Pbinsep, J —The 
expression ‘ cause of ai turn ’ is to be construed with reference to the substance 
rather than the form of the action The claim iii both the above cases being for 
damages on aLcount of breaches of the same contract, s 43 re.id with the 
illustration debars the plaintiff from bringing two suits. 

DUNCAN Brothers & r.o r. .jeetmuul fiKEKOHAREE Laud .. XIX 372 
ss. 43, 44. See CLAIMS. 

s 80. 1‘tacttce —WtU cf sUiiiuions, Service of An .ifhdavit in supjKirt of service of 
a writ of KUinmous under s^'SO of the Civil Pioccdure Codeshoulishow that piopcr 
eiiort.s have been made to find out when and where the defeuaant is likelv to 
be found ^ 

COHEN i/. Nursing Dass AunoY . . . . . ..XIX ‘ioi 

ss. 121, 127, 13(> See iNTEUitootT OKIES, 
ss. 141, 142,568. Sec EVIDENCE 
ss. 209,266 Sec MORTOAOE 
HS. 211, ‘Jl2. See MESNE PROFITS. 

ss. 244, 311, 312, 289. 311, .31‘2 , 290, ‘291 S<-e SALE IN KXKCUTION OF DECREE. 

ss. ‘266.272, ‘278-‘2H3. See ATTACHMENT. 

ss. ‘289, 314. See SALE FOR ARREARS OF RoaD CKSS 

s. ‘294. See MORTGAGEE 

s, 295 " H'tieneeer assets aie lealised," ineamnij of — Sale in csectUwn of a dectee— 

Deposit of twenty-five jiet cent of puichise-money —lx.s'ef<> The words “when¬ 
ever assets arc realised" in s ‘295 of the Code of Civil Procedure reallv mean 
“ whenever assets arc so realised as to be available for distribution among the 
decree-holders.” Tho twenty-five per cent of the ]iurchasc-miiuey deposited .it a 
sale 111 execution of a decree is not “ issbts " within the meaning of s. ‘295, but a 
mere deposit, and thurefore n’ot miniediaVulv available for nayniont to the decree- 
holder. T'laitvaiiiifh Mahesem \ Virchnnd 1‘nnacluimi distinguished. Jmjendro 
Nath Sirca* v. Oobtnd Chiindei Addi distinguished and e,i>mmeiited iifioii. 

Hafez Mahomed ALi KHAN c DAMoyiit Pb\m\nk‘k . xvili 242 

ss. 312 ; 584 , .584, 585. See SECOND APPEAL, 
s 317. See BENAMl PUBCI 4 ASE. 
ss. 344, 360. Sae INSOLVENCY. » 

K. 378. Bee LIMITATION. 

• 1 . 682 See APPELLATE COURT, POWblt OF 
s. 584. See APPEAL TO CHIEF COURT, PUNJAH 

Civil Prooedure Code Aroendmeift Act, 1888 — 

See Sale in Execution of Decree 

Claim- 

In part included sn former dismissed smt. See ' RE 6 JUDICATA.' • 

Claim to attached Property- 

Bee ATTACHMENT. 

In Calcutta Small Cause Court. Sec ATTACHMENT. 

Claime— • 

For possession and mesne profit*. iJistinct claims — Sejiarate suit-^Joinder of causes of 
action—Civil frocedure Cede (Act XIV of 1882), ss. 43, 44. Claims for the recovery 
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Clainto- (contmned.) , 

of pussesHioii of inujuoveablo property aud lur mesne protlts are distinct eiaiuih, and j» 
separate suits will he ui respeot of each claim. Section ^4 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure merely permits the imndor in one suit of a claim for recovery of immove¬ 
able propert} with one for muaiic profits in regard the same propert;^. Kishort 
Lai Hoy V. Shatvi Chvnder Mosumdai , Mo^i Mfihttn Hircar v The Sectetaty of 
mate for India tn Comictl and Madan Mohun Lai v. Lola Sheomnker Sahat 
retorrod to. Venkoba v Subbanna dissuiited from. 

LALUBHOU BABUI V JANKI BiBl ... . . ... XIX (115 

Coal Depot— 

Lease for, twt n,jricnltiiral m hotttcultural inthin menimnj ot lienr/al Tenancy Ad. 

See LK ABB. 

Colleotion— 

Of rent separately Sec BKN(J\h TknanCY Act. lbH.5. ss. IBS. 

Colleetor- * 

Appheatton Jiir eSeentum oj deaee by, when Manayet of ItViirf’s e.stale has been 
apjHnnted. Sec COURT OP WARD’S ACT, SS. '20, 51-55. 

I'ertaficate o1. Sec BKNOAI- TKNANCY Act, S. 84. 

ColleotoF of the Distriot— 

Sec Sale for Arrears of Road Cess. 

CommiBsion— 

Cnviinal Piotedute ('ode (.lei X o/1882),ss bOS, Si0~— Kiidence Ad (I o/tH7'2), .s . 8.1 
— Ptacticc. Evidence taken under aeomniission issuing tirir%tlie Coui l of the Chief 
I’rosidoncj Magistr.iiiPduring the course of an einiuirv before him cannot Im* used 
in evidence at the trial before the High Court under s 507 of the Criminal 
Piocedurc Code Held further, tljat on the facts betoio the High CoiAt it was 
.ilso iiKidniissiblo under .. .83 fif the Evidence Act. 

Queen-Empress v Jacob.. ...... xix 113 

Of Paintum Sec FlVIDKNCK OF TITLE 

Common Cappiep - - 

Ijlabihty fot mn-dehrery nut atjeded by s.s US, 1.51 and 152 iif the (kmtraet id, IX 
of ihl'I—Hedvnis li>^. ibl, ib2, Cniiiei.t' Act, III of IHO.O— (’onstnictum—The 
Hailiiays Ads, IV of 1870 and IX of IHOO, as to the Itabthly of cattiets by tatlway 
That the duties and liabilities of a common earner,ire governed in India b\ the 
principles of the English Conininn Law on Ih.tt subject, however introduced, has 
been rpoogiiizcd in the Carriers’ Act III of 1806 Ills rcsponsihilitN to the owner 
does not origiuato in eontr.ict, but is east upon him bv rcisoii of his exercising this 
public eniployniciit for reward. His liability as an lusuicr is an incident of the 
contract hotwoen him and the owner not incijnsistent with the provisions of the 
Contract Act, and the law of earners, parlh written and pa^tl^ unwritten, ruiuaiiied 
asbi'forc that Act The Ra*iw.iNsJ Acts of and ISiJO icdnccd the responsibility 
of earners bv laihvav to that of bailees nndei the Contract .lel, hut this does not 
■lileet the eoiistruction of the law lelatiiig to common curriers and the Act of 1865 
Notwithstanding some general expressions in 'Ihe chapter on bailments, .i common 
carrier’s resiionsibility is not within the Contract Act, 1H7‘2 The ilecision of the 
High Courtiu Moothoota Kant tihawv. I G. S K Coiiiyian > approved, and that of 
the Bombay High Court in Kup/tjt Tulsulns v. G .1 P liuilway Company 
not Kuppoited. j 

Irrawaddy Flotilla CiO. •' Bugwan D.as .. . XVIII 620 

Ltabtlily of, not affeded by ss. 148, 161, 152 of tipi Contract -irf. See COMMON 
CA BRIER 

Companies Act- 

VI of 1882— 

SB*. 144 if), 177 ( 17 ). Sea COMPANY. 

Company — 

Voluntary Itquidatton — Ligutdatoi, borromngpowers of —Jssefs —Principal and Agent 
— Election — Subrogation—Indian Companies Act (Vlof 1882), ss 144 if), s^ 177 (r/). 

Case in which it was held that a liquidator bf a company being voluntarily 
wound up had power to borrow for the purposes of the winding up, including the 
working of steamers and docks, on the credit of the assets of the company, without 
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Company —(continued.) • 

useourity writteu or otherwise, and that the loan in qu^*liou was within his powers 
and was m fact made to the company, though the liquidator also made himself 
personally liable. Per P£TBBBA.\I, C.J. — Held, that a person contracting with an 
agent may look directly to the pdncipal unless by the terms of the contract be has 
agreed not to do so, whether he %as or was not aware when he made the contract 
that the person with whom he was dealing was an agent only. Calder v. Dobell 
referred to. Per WILSON and PIGOT, JJ. — Held, that the realised assets of a 
company divided among the shareholders in pursuance of a resolution are Assets 
within the meaning,of s. 144 (/) of the Indian Clompanies Act. Per PIOOT, J.— - 
Held, that if it were necessary to hold so, the principle of Baroness Wenlock v. 

Btver Dee Company would apply to the case, 

IN THE MATTEB OK THE (lANGES STEAM TUG COMPANY ... ... XVIII 31 

Compensation— 

For breach of Contract, Sec INTEBEBT. 

For land, watver of, by gtmrdvin. See MlNOB. • 

For occupation of land by one of sevetal fount-holdets. Sec CO-BHAKEBB., • 

Compromise of Suit— 

See SALE IN Execution ok Deobee. 

Computation of Period of Limitation— 

See Limitation aot, 1877, s. 14 

Conditional Sale— 

Absence of agreement to pay interest in. See INTEREST. 

Conduct ae Evidence of Jntention- 

Sco llisDU Law, Inheritance. * 

Confession-a- 

Cnmmal Pruceduie Code, (Act X of 188‘2), ss. 164, 364 and 633 —Fjcammation of 
accused—IJefect tn confession- ('onfessum not tecorded in laiujuage in which it is 
given, adtnisstbihty of Where a confession given lu Hindustani was taken before 
a subdivisioual Magistrate, and was recorded by the Court Officer in Bengali, that 
being the language of the Court, and where it appeared that the Magistrate himself 
was . 1 , Mahomodan and it was contended that he must be taken to have been able 
to record the uunfcshion in the language in which it was given, there being no 
cvideuct' to the i.ontrarv, held, in the absenoc of such evidence the Court should 
prosumo that the proceedings of the Subdivisional Magistrate were conducted in 
accordance with law. and that in the absence of anything to show that it was 
practicable foi the officers of bis Court to record the statement in Urdu, it could 
fairly be held, that the Subdivisional Magistrate found that wa» impracticable, 
and adopted the alternative .illuwed by law of having the confessiou recorded in 
the Court language. 

LALCHAND r. gUEEN-EMKBESB * ... ... ... ... XVIII 649 

Not lecotded in language in which gtvefl Sec CONFEBSipN. 

Consent of Co-sharer — 

See JOINT HINOU FAMILY, 

Consent of Parties- - 

Bee APPEAL TO PKIVY SOUNCIL 

Consideration— 

Failure of. See LIMIT ATION. 

Consignor-- ^ 

Bight of, as a,gainst banian of a firm to whom merchandise is consigned. See 
BANIAN, BIGHTB ok. 

Oonstruotion of— 

Carriers’ Act of 1866. *See COMMON CabRIBR * • 

Contract Act of isn, ss. 148, 161, 153. See COMMON CABRIBB. 

Documents not estedtlishing a charge [immoveable property. See NAWAK NAZIM’B 
DEBTS ACT 

Statute, ^'ee FISHERY 

Continuii^ Damage—^ 

See Calcutta municipal Consolidation ‘.ict, 
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Contract— • 

See Crvn, PROOBDtTRE CODK, 1882, B. 48 • HINDU LAW, ADOPTION. 

Contract by a minor — Fbidable timtrcuU. A contract entered into with a minor is 
only voidable at the option of the minor. Saahi Bhusan l)»tt v. Jadu Nath 
Dutt followed. • 

Mahambd ABiF V. BarasWAT i Dbbta ... ... .. NV Trr >209 

In restrnint of trade. Contrai.t Act (IX of 1872), a. 27— Reatramf of trade. Section 27 
of the Contract Act docs away with the distinction observed in the English 
cases between partial and total restraint of trade, and makes all contracts 
falling within its terms void unless they fall within its exceptions. The section 
' was intended to prevent a partial as well us a total restraint of trade. A and 
B, two ghat serangs, entered into a contract with X and five others who earned 
on the business of dubasbes at Chittagong for the purpose of carr>ing on 
their respective businesses in unanimity and not injuring one another’s trade. 

The contract, which was to last for three vears, provided, tntei aim, that A and 
B were to act as ghat serangs only and do no service to ships m any other capa- 
. city ; that X and the other dubashes were to give A five vessels, secured by them, 
every year for him to act as ghat serang to ; and that A was only to act us ghat 
serang CO the said five ships, and, with the exception of sh'ps for which he had 
previously acted as ghat serang, he should not act as ghat serang or do anv other 
services for ships belonging to any one else. The contract also contained provi¬ 
sions as to the apportionment of the five ships so to ho given to A amongst the 
vanous dubashes, and amongst such, an agreement by X to give A the third ship he 
should secure. It also contained a provision for the payment of Bs. 1,000 as 
damages by any one breaking the contract to the person who should suffer by the 
breach. lu a suit by A against X, alleging a breach of the contract by the latter 
in not giving him the third ship as agreed, and claiming/Bs 1,000 by way of 
damages, X pleadedAfiat the contract was void, under s 27 of the Contract Act, 
as being in restraint of trade. Ileld, that the contention was sound and that the 
suit must be dismissed. The e-onsideration for the promise bv X to give' the ship 
to A was the agreement by A not to carry on any other bu.smess than that of a 
ghat serang, and that only in respect of his old ships and the five agreed to be so 
furnished to him by the dubashes. The efiect of ^is agreement was absolutely 
to restrain A from carrying on the business of a dubash and to create a partial 
restraint on his power to carry on the business of a ghat icrang, and whether or 
not (even had the latter stipulation not been illegal), the contract would have 
been void under the provisions of s 24 of the Act, by reason of part of the consi¬ 
deration being the undertaking by A absolutelv to refrain from carrying on the 
business of a dubash, it was void for both reasons under the provisions of w 27, 
and A was not entitled to recover anv damages under it 

NUB AM DUBASH w. Abdul ALT ... ... ... ... XIX 765 

In vrriting registered See LIMITATION AOT, 1877, ART. 116. 

Not aitpulating for payment of interest aftei due date of payment, mteiest hmr 
tecoverable under. See INTBRBBT. j 

Regarding tramfei of tenure. See LANDLORD AND TENANT 

Contraot Act— » 

IX of 1872— 

s. 27. Bee CONTRACT IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE, 
s. 45. See PARTIES. 

s. 74. Bee INTEREST 3 

Contribution- 

See TRANBPEE OF PROPERTY ACT. P. 82. 

ConYOFsion— 

Frmn Bvndutm\ to Mahontedaniam. See BlOAMY. 

To Christianity. See DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE. 

Co-sharerB— 

3«b Bengal tenancy act, 1886, ss. 52,188 • merger of Putni intbrbbt. 

Suit by me of several, for separate share of rent, or, tn alternative, fdr lohole rent due 
if more than share clmmed should be found due. See BENT SUIT*. 

Suits concerning the joint property as between ttnanta in common, refusal of decree for 
posaemm, for damages or for an injunction—Resistance of one co-sharer to arjother'a 
entering, not m denial of his title, but to prevent his interfering with cultivation by 
tjhe former—Money compensation. Land being held by perBons in common, 
one of whom was in actual occupation of {uirt, cultivating it as if it had been his 
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CO'Shavors— (continued.) • 

Separate property, the other attempted to eater upon the same land, in order to 
carry on operatioas thereon inconsistent with the work already being carried on 
by the former, who resisted and prevented this attempted entry, fte^, that the 
resistance being made by the co-sharer in occupation simply with the object of 
protecting himself in the profitable use of the land, in good husbandry, and not in 
denial of the other’s title, such resistance was no ground for proceedings on the 
part of the other, to obtain h decree for joint possession, or for damages : nor 
would granting an injunction be the proper remedy As the Courts in Bengal, in 
cases whore no specific rule exists, nr to act according to “ justice, equity, and good 
conscience,” so, on its being found that, where land was held in common between 
the parties, one of them was in the act of ('ultivatiiig a part of the land which was 
not actually used by the other, it would not have been consistent with this rule to 
restrain the former from pioceediug with bis pioper cultivation . but mone,y 
compensation at a proper nate, in respect of the exclusive use bv. and benefit to, 
the one who, though possessing in common, w.is carrying on cultivation for him¬ 
self, not unsuitable in itself, was awarded between the parties. Title made by 
her transfei of her inheritance, through the daughter and hciresssif a deceased * 
member of a joint family of brothers, under the Diivabhaga, although her father 
had executed deeds dedicating his sh.are of the family prop,.ity to trustees, for the * 

worship of the family deiT>\ , this dedication having been inoperative, because it 
was neither his, nor his brothers', intention that the deeds should be acted upon, 
and he had never divested himself ot his share. 

WATSON AND COMJHNY V BAMOHUND DOTT .. .. .. XVllI 10 


Costs— 

Bee ATTOKNKY’S LlKN • 

Form of en-det for. Sec Pbacttcr. • 

Of both attorwys realized by tne seenwt aihn nev. See ATTOBNKY'H LilUN. 
Of suit in lotfpxtenmve claim where claim is denied. See MUTUAh CBEDIT 

“ Court” — 

Sec BONTHATj I'BROl’NNAHS. 


Court-Fee— 

Memotandutn of apjhsal insufficiently stamped—Dejlcicnay in stamp an utemotandum 
of appeal mnile (jood aflet period of tiinitntion--Couit Fees .tit fF/l of 1H70), s 2fl 
A inemorviidum nl .ippeal, insufiiciently stamped, was presented in the Court of 
the District Judge on the ‘i4th Mai, the last da> allowed for it by limitation, and 
WHS received and a memorandum endorsed ou it " Appeal within time , stamp duly 
insuflicient Rs 204 odd ” i)ii the 27th Ma\ an order was passed bv the DiNtrict 
Judge, and eiidor ed on the incinorandiim, allowing the appellant one week within 
which to supply ihc deficiency, and this period was on the .Oth June further 
extended bv another fortnight Leing allowed On the 13th June the full stamp 
duty was paid by the appellant H^d, that the fuels of the e.ase did not bring it 
witiiiu either the spirit or the letter ef s. 28 of the Court Fees Act, <ynd that these 
proceedings were not such as were contemplated hr that section, or to put the appeal 
in order when the stamp duty yvas received on the 13th June, and that the appeal 
had been properly dismissed as bem^out of time Balkarau llni v. Oobind Nath 
Tiwati referred to. 

YAKUTON-NIHSA 1’ Kishohke Mohun RO^ ... XTX 747 

Payable when partial telief granted See COUHI^ FEBB 

Court Fees— • ^ • 

Act Vll of 1870, a. 1G. and sch I art. 1— Coart-fee payable wheie partial relief 
granted — .Ippeal against deciei*bii instalments, lioiv rnlued—Valuation of appeal 
.Tbd Court fees which an appellant has to pay on a memorandum <>t appeal from 
afigCToo which gives him only partial relief are to be calculated upon the 
difiersnee between the value of the relief which ho claims and the relief granted 
by the decree appealed against Where a decree was made payable tiy three instal- • 
meiits, and the gilaiiitiS appealed on the ground that it should not have been 
made so payable, held, that the Court fee should bo calculated upon the difference 
between the amount claimed in the Court below and the sum of the present values 
of the three instalments payable on the dates mentioned on the decree, 

LDKHoSf CHUNDER Ash v . KHODA BUKSH MONDUL. ... ... XIX 272 

Payment of requinte, on if date subsequent to that on which plaint was presented, 
effect of, on period of hmitatum. Sec LIMITATION. . 
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Oooit Fees iot— ^ 

vn of 1870- . ^ 

■. 38. Bm GoORT FRB. , 

•eh. 11, Mt. 17, ol. VI. See Bbmqai. Tbnanc¥ Act. 

Court of Wards lot— 

Bengal Aot IX of 1879— 

•8. 30, 61-56. " Suif ”—AppUcatkm for ejrtcution by Collector on behalf of ward, 
when Manager of Ward’s Estate has been appointed. Tho word “ sujc ’’ b» used m 
•8. 61 to 56 of ^Dgal Aot IX of 1879 is not limited to what is usually called a 

* regular suit,” but covers misoollaueous proceedings in a suit, such as an apph- 
oation for execution of a decree in winch the ward for tho first time seeks to have 
the carriage of litigation iastitui«d by his predecessor in title. When it appeared 
that a manager of a minor's property had been appointed by tho Court of Wards 
under the provisions of s. 30 of Bengal Act IX of 187'J, and during 'he absence of 
such manager on leave an application was mode on beh.ilf of the minor by the 

^ Collector of the district for ex&ution of a decree. Held, that the office of man.ager 
did not become vacant because the manager obtained leave, and that if it were not 
vacant, s. 61 of the Act did not enable tho Collector to appear on behalf of the minor. 
BHOOPBNDRO NABAIN DUTT V. BABODA PBOBAD RO'7 OHOWDHBY ... xvm 600 

Gpinlaiil Case— 

See iHgOLVENT ACT (11 AND 13 VlC., C. 21l, S. 50 

CFlminal Force— 

See UHIiAWJFUD COMPDLBORY LABOUR. 

Criminal Procedure Code— • 

Act X of 1872, s. 5^.' See Ll&lITATION. 

Aot X of 1882— , 

B. 94. Summons to produce document or thing, A cumplaiut having been preferred 
against an accused for criminal breach of trust, with refeience (amongst other 
items) to a sum of Bs. 1,77,181-1-2, which sum was, in an enquiry held by the 
Chief Presidency Magistrate, proved to have been p.tid to tho accused m seventeen 
notes of rupees ten thousand each (the numbers of which were identified) and tho 
remainder in small notes and cash, tho accused lu cross-examination, for hn^ own 
purposes, proved that fifteen of these notes wore still in his possession ; whereupon 
an application was made, under s. 94 of the Code, for n summons on the 
accused, directing the production of these noles. This application was refused. 
Subsequently the accused, through a third person, cashed five of these notes, 
whereupon a second application was made, under s. 94, by the prosecution for tho 
production of the notes or their proceeds as against accused and such third 
person. The Magistrate granted summonses on the accused and on such thud 
person for the production of ten notes, but declined to grant a summons for such 
third person for the proceeds of the fivc^uotes cashed. The accused produced 
five of these notes which were in his pn,|^sogsion or power; the third person, 
however, stating that he Aad inJus power five ot the notes mentioned in the sum¬ 
mons, claimed alien on the same, and the Magistrate thereupon refused to make 
any order on him. The Magistrate (a rule having been obtained .against him, 
calling on him to show cause why his ordof* should nut be set aside, and why tbo 
notes or the proceeds thereof m the hands of the third person should not bo 
produced) stated m his explanatory letter that ho entdftained doubts as to his 
power to compel such third person to produce the five notes, inasmuch as a lien bad 
been claimed ocatbem, and that bo was of opnion that tho piocecds of the notes 
cashed, not boing spetefii^ objocts, did not come within the purview of s, 94. 
field, the Magistrate’s order must be set aside. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF fttS HIGHNBBB THE NIZAM OF 

Hyderabad V. JACOB ... .. .. ... .. XIX 52 

8. 144, 486, 439. Charter Act (2i 25 Fic/., c 104), s. 15— Order prohibiting , 

• coUeettm of rents—Temporary orders tn uigent cases of nuisance—Poteers ^ 
revision and superintendence of the High Court. An order forbidding a person 
who claimed an interest in certain properties fr jm collecting ^y rent from the 
raiyats on the properties, does not fall within s. 144 of the Oodc of Criminal 
Procedure. Buoh an order is thereforo.inade without jurisdiction, and may be set 
aside under t]^ Hi^ Court’s powers of i;eviBiQn and superintendence Deferred bv 
B. 489 of the Criminal Procedure Code and s. 15 of the Charter Aot. Chapter XI 
of Uie Code of Criminal Procedure refers to interference or dealing of some kind 

9 OAli.—d 
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Criminal Procedure Code— (continued.) ^ * 

Apt X of ladi—fconlimud.) 

with the land itself or with something erected cr standing upon it, and is directed 
to the prevention or diicotion by prompt order of some definite aet on the part of 
an individual so that ia{ur> or nuisance may not be caused. 

ANAN»A CHANDRA BhUTTAC'HIKJEE C\RR STEPHKN ... ... XIX 137 


3. 146. See LIMITATION. 

S8. 164, 364, 633 See CONFESSION. 

ss. 195, 476. See SANCTION TO PROSECUTE 

B. 432. See RlUHT 

SB. 435, 439 See CHIMINAU PROCEDURE CODE, I8S2 R. 144 
ss. 436. 437 See MAOISTRATE, POWER OF. 

8.438 See Practice. 

SB. 503, 507 See COMMISSION, 

S. 509. See I'lVIDENCE. 

s. 517 Quiere whether .i procooding under this section is wholl> independent of or 

uncomieetcd with the eiiii«ir> referred to in s. i>4 . .. . XIX 36 

S. 526. Sec SONTHAUPEROUNNAHR 

Crown Grant— 

See Ferries. 


Cruelty— 

Bee Hindu Law, Maintenance 

Culpable Homicide— 

Not auiountitu/ to mutder. See CHIliD-WTPE. 

Cultivation of Land-* 

Interference wtth^ See Co-SHARERS. 

Cumulative Sentences— 

Riotiiui — IhHtinii o(}pnces—Sejtniale coniiciton foi riotmy mid enunny hurt and i/t lev- 
ous hutf—Pennl CihIc ('-let X7 jPo/1860), ss. 71, HH, 162, 832 nnd 333. Eight 
persons, who were ch.irged with a uuinber of other-., were tried on various charges 
coiimstmg of riotiT g armi'd with deadh w.Mpouh (s 148, Pouiil Code), assaulting or 
obhtructing a public si riant when siiiipressnig a not (b 152), and loluntaril}’ 
ciiUbiiig hurt and gricKiiis hurt to detci .i pulilic scrv.iiit from his duty (ss. 3.32 
and 333) The <-onimon object set out in the charge was “ lo lemst the execu¬ 
tion of a decree oiit.nned In Suresh Chundci l>cb agaiiihl Shaik All Yar in the 
Court of the Second Subordinate Judge of Alipore, dated 30th April 1891, and also 
bv means of unniinal force, ui hhuw of criininal force to oierawe the raemberi. of 
the Police force, in the oxecutiou of their hiwful powers as Police ofticerH," and it 
W. 1 S held that reiustance to the Police was one ot the component parts of the ofieucc 
of noting cbaigi d. At the trial in the Court of Session all eight .leensed were 
convicted of the offeni-c charged un&^er s I-IH, ,iiid each was bcutcnccd to the 
maximiijii puuislmieiit .vilowod under that heclion, vu , three yc.ars’ rigorous im- 
prisonment Seven out of the eight were convicted of" offences under s. 152, 
and sentenced each to an additional tciin of two yoais, iigorouB impriBoiimont for 
those oflcTices Two out of the seven ijccusod were further convicted of offences 
under a .332 of the Penal Code, the hurt therein charged being cMuned to l^olioe 
oflicets engaged m suppressing the not, and eath '•ontencod to a further additional 
term of two roars’ rigoroiA imprisonment for tha4 ofleuco The oighth accused, 
who was not convicted of an offence under s 152 was convicted of an ofieiice uiider 
8. 3.3 J, the grievous hurt being Bimih*. IV caused to a Police officer, and for that 
off.'iice was acutciiecd to five vo.irs’ rigorous imprisoamdnt in addition to the 
sontoncd of throe y'ars passed <in hjin under s i4R It w.is contended on appohl— 
(i) Th.it the senteno'-s passed under s 152 lu additiou to thpso under s. 148 were 
illegal (2) That separate sentences under 8 If 2 and ss .332 and 3.33 were illegal. 

^ (3) Chat the cumulative soutonces under s 118 mid s. 332 and 338 were illegal, in 

so far as they exceeded the maximum setilcncc provided for either of the offences 
Held, as r.'^ards (1). th.it as resistance to the Police was one of the component 
parts of the ofieucc 9f noting of which the accused were convicted and sentenced 
to the maximiun punishment provided by s 148, and having regard to the 
provisions of b 71, the additional sentences under s. 162 w<.rc illegal. Held, 
further, tlmt s 152 contemplates an aanaalt or obstruction to some particular 
public servant, and that as the charge against the accuned as framed was merely 
to the effect that they assaiflted and obutmotod members of the Police force m the 
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Oomulative Sentenoes —page 

discharge of their duties, ^tc., the conviction under that seotion i-nuld not be 
upheld. Held, as regards (2), that separate sentences under s. 152 and ss 3r)2 .and * 

883 were illegal, as the hurt inflicted on the Police ofiicurs was the violence used 
toward them, which constituted the essence of the offence under s. 152 Held, as 
regards (3), that the separate sentences passed under k. 148 and ss .8.82 and 3‘38 
were not iUegal, there being nothing in s. 71 of the Penal Code which limits the 
amount of punishment that mav be imposed for these offences 

Pbkabat r. Queen-Empress ’ ... ... ... ... xix 106 

Custody of Child— 

Application for. See DIVORCE. 

Custom— 

Sob MahOMEDAN Law. 

Damage to Pledgor— 

Proof of. Bee PLEDGE. ' ^ 

Damages -. . 

Still for Soo CALCUTTA Municipal OoNbOLiDATioN Act Co-siiauehs. 

Date of Institution of Suit — 

Bee Limitation. 

Daughter’s Son— 

See Hindu Law, iNUBiiiTANCR. 

Dayabagha School of Law— 

Bee Hindu Law, iNHKBiTANcte ^ 

Decree— . • 

See APPEAL OlKT TO PERSON IN A I'JIIUCIABY RELATIONSHU* . MESNE 

Profits. 

As to rent payable for faruuit yeais. Sue ‘ KKS .JUDICATA ’ 

Construction of decree—Constutchoti in ejrcciiftoH of an orJet in Council An order 
of Her ]M.i]osty in Council was that .a dei ret -holdei should recover what was 
demarcated by “ the thakbust ni.ip .iiid procei-dnigs oi 1S31I " /feld, <m the con¬ 
struction of thu order, that the J.itter words inc.int the iiujueediugs ivliiting to the 
Lbakbust map, and did not include a surv(>y map whieli differed fioiii it. 

Radha Plrhhad Singh r Tohau Ali .. .. XVJII 108 

FixpUinotian of, by reference toplendiiuj uml jtidywcni Sec ‘ Res .Jl DICATA.’ 

Foi land, not effectively deuninij the houndaties, effect of See ‘ RKK .JUDICATA.’ 

Giving diffetent reliefs See EXECUTION OF DkchfE. 

On adnmssion of defendant See ‘ Rl'JS JUDICATA ' 

Decree Absolute— 

See PH.VOTICB. ^ 

Application for. See PRACTICE. 

Decree-holder— • • 

Mortgage, suit on—heave to bid given to morlgagee, effect ol—Cu il I'loiediiic ( ode — 

.let Xf U of 1882, s 294— Sntisfoclion not cal§ulated on ivhol nwitynijcd pieinises 
aieu'otth, but on what they fetch — Ciedit for amount bid Mortgagee is onJj bound 
to give credit to mortgsgoi tor Ihe Hctual amount cl bin 

UUNOA PBR8HAD v. JAWAHIR SlEGH ... ... ... ... XIX 

Decree nisi— • • 

And not absolute. See SADlB IN EXECUTION OF Decree. 

Non-service of. Sec Pk.\CTICE ^ 

Dedication of Property— 

With temporaly intermediate intetesis. See MaUOMEDAN Law, W.\kf. 

Defamation— 

Of QovemmerU See DISAFFECTION AND Dls VPPROUATION. « 

Defects— 

In service of notice and proclamation of sal?. See SALE FOR ARREARS OK BoAD 
GES8. • • 

Deficiency in Stamp— • 

On meinorandum of appeal made good after period of hmitation. See LIMITATION. 
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Defloienoy of Stamp - • 

PdStcr to remedy. See SMALL GaUBE OoUHTS ACT, PHE8 IDBNCY TOWNS, BS. 88,71. 

Demonatrative Legacy— 

See Will, Revocation of 

Deposit — 

In Court. See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 8. 174. 

Of amount of Decree. See SMALL CAUSE COUET, PROVINCIAL. 

OJpercentage of purchoM-money. Sue CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1883, B- 295. 

Deposition of Medical Witness— 

See Evidence. 

Description— 

Of properly registered, misleadinq. See REGISTRATION. 

Desertion-- . 

See DIVORCE. . . o 

De^rmination— 

Of amount of deferred dower recoverable from representatives of deceased hu^and 
married tn, but a 7ion-rcsident oj, Oiulh, not affected by lair of tfiat Province'. See 
MahombdanDaw, Dower. 

“ Dhammathats 

Authority of the. See DIVORCE. 

Disaffection and Disapjirobation — 

Penal Code (Act XLV of 18(10), s.i. 12 lA, 500—Difama lion The taems ‘ dis-affecUon ’ 
and ' disapprobation ’ explained, and s. 124A referred to and explained to the Jiirj. 
C^uebn-EmprIcss u. .tooendra chunder Bose ... ... XIX 35 

Discharge— 

Of accused. See Ma&istrate, POWER OF. 

Of insolvent. Sco INSOLVENCY 

” Dishonestly "— 

See Forgery. 

Dishonour of Bill of-exchange - 

Bee Mutual Credit. 

Dismissal of Application— 

To execute without leave to make trah ajipliciitton. See LIMIT.ATION. 

Dismissal of Suit— 

Brought by agent in principal’s nainc.^ See AGENT’S AUTHORITY, 

Dispute— • , « 

As to boundaries See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1886, S. 108 

Disputed Lands— r 

See Bengal Tenancy Act, 1886, ss. 102,103,106,108. 

Disqualifioation— * < 

Of brother to share. See HINDU LaW, INHERITANCE. ^ 

Dissolution of Marriage— « 

Non-Christian marriage — Conversion to Christianity—DivorceAct (JV of 1869), ss. 2, 

17— Native Converts' Marnage Dissolution Act (XXI of 1866), ss. 4, 5, 7, 8,9,10, 

16, 16. The petitioner and the respondent were married' while professing the 

. Hmdn faith and afterwards became ormvorts to Christianity. The petitioner 
BubsequcntlY applie^for dissolution of the marriage on the ground of his wife’s adul¬ 
tery. Held that, being a person professing Ghristiaiiity at the time of presenting * 
the petition, he w.# entitled to a dissolution of the marriage under the provisions 
of the Indian Divorce Act (IV of 1869) It is clear from the provisions of the 
Native Converts' Marriage Dissolutiuu Act (XXI of 1866) that a non-Ghristiaa 
marriage not dissolved bv the mere fact of the conversion of one or both of the 
parties to Christianity, and may therefore be dissolved in accordance with the * 
provisiona of Act IV of 1^9, 

aOBARDBAN DASS V. JASADAMONI DAS81 ... ... ... XVIII . 352 
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DUtfnot Claims— , 

Bee Claims. 

District Magistrate— r * 

Poioer of, to order further enquiry. Scu MagisTKATB, POWER OF. 

Power of, to refer. See PRACTICE. 

DiTSsting— 

Of estate once vested. See HINDU Law, ADOPTION. Hindu Law, Inheritance. 

DiYoroe— 


Surman Buddhists, Law as to Divorce among — Buddhist Law — Dhammathats, 
Authority of the —Menu Kyay, Autlm ity of the — Desertion — Procedure. In a suit 
for divorce laHtutubod by a Barinan husband on the ground that his wife had 
deserted him for no reason whatever, and had been living separate for the past 
eight months, refusing to resume eohabitatiou with him (there being no charge 
against the wife of misconduct a&ecting morality or of any bad habits), the wife 
pleaded in defence that the abeve ground was, under Buddhist Law, no ground for 
* a divorce, and^furlher pleaded the conduct of the petitioner as a justification for 
her refusal to cohabit with him. No division of property had taken place between 
husband and wife. Held, upon a reference to the High Court—That upon the law ^ 
as admipisterod among Buddhi>,ts, the petitioner was not entitled 4o a divorce. 

If the plaintiff in a suit for divorce governed by the above law establishes any of 
the grounds which the I>hammath.i.t-> rocogni/.o as good grounds for a divorce, he 
Unll be entitled to a divorce. The Dhammathats contemplate grounds justifying 
a divorce other than those mentioned iii the judgment of the Special Court m Nga 
Nwe V. Ml Su Ma, vis , other than matricide, parricide, killing, stealing, shedding 
the blooS of a Buddha, rah.vii, heresy, and adultery A desertion, properly 
so-called, by the wde is a good ground fur divorce by the*husbaud, provided that 
during.the period of one year proseribcd by the Menu Kyay (Bk. V , ch. 17) the 
husband has not supplied anything to the wife. Suits for divorce bel^weon Burman 
Buddhists, being suits of a civil n iturn not governed by the Indian Divorce Act, 
should be cummenecd by a plaint and not by a petition The decision of the special 
Court in Nga Nwe v Mi Sn Ma observed upon Passages in the Menu Kyay 
Dhammath.it cited and commented upon. 

MouNO Tbo Min o. M\h Utah ... . ... XIX 469 


Decree absolute in suit foi. SccPRACTKJE 


PraetKe—Custody of child, application for—Notice of application—Act IV of 1869, 

5. 4‘2 A petition for judicial scpaMtio 1 by a wile contained a statement in the 
body theri'of to the effect that the petitioner w.is desirous of having the custody of 
a child born of the marriage, but contained no prayer to that effect. The res¬ 
pondent appeared and filed 'an answer to the petition, in which bo expressly 
noticed that portion of the petition Ponding the hearing of the petition, an 
application was made by the petitioner for the custody of the child pendente hie, 
which W. 1 S opposed by ihr respondent and refused After decree made for judicial 
separation, the respondent nut appealing af the hoaiiug, an application was made 
by the petitioner, under the provisions of^ 42 of the Act, for the lustodv of the 
child. No noticsi of siufi ,ipp2ic.iliou w.ts given to the respondent that 

it was the more uorreol ptoccdure, having regard to the provisions of s. 42, not to 
include a prayer lor the custodv in the migmal petition, and that following the 
decision in Home v. Home and Wilkiman v. IPtf/.iUiion it was unnecessary 
under the circumst.inccs to give further notice of the application to the respondent 
Held farther on the monts that •the jH'titioncr was untitffbd to the order asked fer 
LbdLIE ti. LEDLIB ... ... ... ... ... XVIII 478 

Divopoe Act -- * , • 

IV of 1869— 

88. 2, 17. See DISSOLUTION OP MARRUOB * 

Divorce Suit— 

See Practice. 


Document— 

Proof of loss of See EVIDENCE 

Documents-- 

Evidence of execution of See EVIDENCE ^ 

Dover— 

, Bee Mabombdan Law, Dower. 
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“ Duly Stamped 

Meaning of. See STAMP ACT, S 3. 

DombnesB— 

See HINDU Law, Inhebitance 

Durputni Tenures— 

See BENG VL TENANCY ACT, SS. 13, 195. 

Ejectment-' 

See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1885, 8 188 . ‘ RES JUDICATA ’ 

Bvght to sue «i. Sue Limitation. 

SuU for. See REOEIVBB, I’OWEH OF. 

Election- 

See Company. 

Election Law— * . 

• • 

Specific Relief Acl (1 r>/1877), s 45— Muntcipalelection—lieivjal Act IJof 1888, ss. 14, 

424,31— Jmnt-famtly representat.ve for lotituj purposes — Franchise. Seciiou 31 of 
Bengal Act IT of 1888 douh not iniroso oil the Chairman of the Muuioipalitv the 
duty of exercising any judicial disureiion or taking anv judicial action with regard 
to the list of candidates prepared under that section. 

IN THE MATTER OF MUTTY Lai.L GH08E ... .. ... XIX 192 

Endowment - 

• 

Relujioiis trust -tihehails, removal from office of — Arbitration — ()rde> r/iring leave 
to sue tinders. 18, ActffX of ISfi.l —Appealable older—Beijulqfton XIX o/lHlO 
—^c< ATA'o/ 1863, .ss 1-12, 14 awf 18—Jef A'//o/1887, s iO. Act XX of-1863 
docs not appl.%to an endowment which is not a public one, but which is made 
for the benefit of an ancestral f.i.milv idol An order p.issod under s 18 ot that 
Act, gr.intiiig leave to institute .i nuic, is not an appeilahle order Two plaintiffs, 
members of a Hindu family, applied for and (in the presence of the didendaiils) 
obtained leave to institute a suit against tliu defendants, who were the shebnits of 
a certaiu idol, for the purpose ot h.iving them removed from their nfiieo, on the 
ground of misucmduct In thou jilaint they alleged ’that the endowment was a 
public one, all Hindus havmga ci.inmoii right of worshipping the idol This was 
denied by the defendants. Altoi issues h.id heeii framed, the Court of Pir.st Instance 
made ail order, under s 16 nf tlie tet, referring tertain of them to arbitiatiou, 
although the defendants contended that as the i-iidownienl was nut a public one, 
the Act had no .appheation, and objected to th( reference. Thi- arbitrators made 
an award, finding, intei aha, tliat the idol was the .iiieestral f.unil.v idol of the 
parties to the suit, and that the cudowmenl was not made lor the benefit of the 
public. They fiuther in their awaid laid down certain definite rules according 
to which the sheba ought to be cmiducted and repairs to the temple made. 

The Court of First histiiiiec passed a deureo nu that award, duchiring that the idol 
was the anccslr.il idol of both parties, £nd directing^ thabctho defeudauts should 
perform the worship lu a certain inauner, and should execute certain repairs to 
the temple within six mouths, and declaring that if the parties did not act as 
directed, ani member of the f.amilv slioitld be able to bring a suit for the appoint¬ 
ment of a manager Against that duiree the defoiidants appealed, and contended 
that the Act did nut apply do the c.ase on the fiiidijig of fact as to the endowment 
not being a public one; that the compulsory reference to .irbitration was illegal 
and void, and that the decree was not^nc authorized by the terms,s, 14 of the 
Act On behalf of the plaintiffs it was c.ontendod that the 4B^<indants vyerc pre¬ 
cluded from raising these questions on appeal, as the order passed under s. 18 of 
the Act was made in their presence aird was not appealed against, and that, having 
regard to the provisions of s’. 20 of .Act XII of 1887, an appeal to the High Court 
lay from that order. Held, that on the facts as found by the arbitrators, Act XX 
* of'1863 did not apply to the case, and that the compulsory reference to arbitration 
and the decree made thereon were illegal and void. Held, further, that the decree 
itself was had on the ground that it was not one coming within tho scope of s. 14 
of the Act. Held, also, that s. 20 of AiTt'Xll nf 1887 was intended only to define 
the Court to which an appeal lies from a decree or order of a District Judge, and 
was not intended to define the right of appeal or the class of decrees or orders from 
which appeaA shall he, and that no appeal lay from the order passed under s. 18 
of Act XX of 1863 granting (he plaintiffs leave lo institute the suit. 

PBOTAF CHANDRA MlBBEB V. BRUJONATH MIS8EB ... ...XIX 


276 



INDEX. 


zxxi 


PAOB 

Enh&nced pate of Intepe^t— 

From date of band till date of realieatton. See INTEKKBT. • 

Enhancement of Rent— * 

Bee Bengal Tenancy Act, s. a9, cl. (i). 

Enquiry by Court— 

Pnor to granting sanction. See SANCTION TO PBOBBCUTE, 

Entry- 

In Matiomedan marnnqe register of amount of dower, admisstble in evidence to prove 
' amount fixed. See M\H0MEDAN LVW, DOWEU. 

Equity— 

As to gifts to persons in fiducinrg relation See OlKT TO PERSONS IN A FlDUCTAKY 
Relationship. 

Estoppel— ^ 

See Hindu iIaw* Inheritance sale in Execution ok Decree. 

European British Subject— 

See SontMAL Perqunnahs. 


Evidence— 

Adnmswn in a moitgage as to amount of land excepted from its operatwn—Fn'tdence 
Act (I of 187‘2), h. 8 .S— Tnkbnst sun'fp map - statements iecorded on such map. 
Debutter Ibnd withjii the limits of j, revuiiue-))aMU^ niou.jah, which had l>oen 
mortgaged bN the defeiidantF. to a predecessor in title of the flaiiitifl, was exempted 
from the mortgage, fhc deed specifying the number of bighas making the area of 
the debuttnr Against a plaintiff, who made title to the mortgaged jiiouxah and 
claimed possession of all of it that bad passed by lhi> mortgage, the mortgagors 
set up that there was more debiitter iii the monssah th.in the doi’d had specified, 
the inteulion of the parties to the doed having been to exempt whatever dobutter 
thoie ae.kulh w.is Held, tliat tlie statement jii tbn doed as to the quantity of the 
debutter was a delibenitc admission, impi'sing upon tht mortgagors who had made 
it, the burden of proving that it was uiitnic, oi that they were not bound by it, 
also that the Subordinate Judge’s fiiidiiig that tbo defendants had not given proof 
sufficient to discharge themselves of this, was correci Among other evidonee, 
adduced to counteract the effect of this admission, was a takh.ist map made at a 
revenue survev. The aram who made it had no authority to determinn what 
lands were debutter, hut only to lay down, and tr map. buundanoh held, ih&t 
this map could not be trc>ated as raising a presiimpuiun of correctness within s 83 
of the Indian Evidence Act, 1873, on the question as to the amount of debutter 
land in one of the villages mapped. Statements, .al' o, as to what lands were debut- 
tor appeared on the face of the map to have l^een n.ade according to the pointing 
out of the agents of the proprietors of the jiiouzah, and the principal tenants in the 
presence of the agents of the holders oi ettates jii the rieiglibonijug mouxahs. 

Held, that these statements wot# not evidence on tho issue now raised 

JABAO KUMARI V. Lalonmoni ... ... XVIII 224 

As to revocation of JVill. See WILL, REVOCATION OP. 

Burden of proof—Right to begin - Ptoof of loss, and ndmtssiojs of secondary evidence, 
of a document alleged to have been*executed -Ri'idt nee 'f execution of documents — 

Civil Proeeduie jt'ode, bs 141, 142 nmi A suit for possesoiou by right of 

inheritance was brought a claimant, alleging himself to bu the heir, against the 
alleged adored son of the last male owner, denving that an adoption, purporting 
to bemade bv the widow, had been duly aulhnri-«d liy the deceased. The Court of 
First Instance called upon the defendant to pri ve his title as a son by adoption, 
notwithstanding that the plaintiff was out of posses'-ion. and could not have 
succeeded, m the event of the defendant's failure to prove it, without first proving * 

• his own title as collateral heir by descent tbui, in cfiect, proposing to make the 
establishment of the plaintiff’s title depend u^ion the failu'c^or success of the 
defendant m proving the adoption. Tho High Court taunted out the error of this 
proceeding, and the Judicial Committee ^rmed its judgment, concurring also in 
Its finding that the adoption hud been proved, ft was found also that the loss of 
the anuinati-patra had been establish^ ; so that secondary evidence ct it was 
receivable. ^ 

Kali Eibhorb Dutt Gupta Mozumdab v. Bhuiian Chundeb ... XVIII 301 
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Evidence— (conttnued.) , * 

D'position of medical witness — Criminal Procedure Code fX of 1882), s. o09— Deposi¬ 
tion terongly admitted in evidence — Evidence Act (Tof 1872), as. 80 and 114, HI. (e). 

Before the deposition of a modioal witness taken by a Oommitting Magistrate 
can, under s. 50y of the Code ot Criminal Procedure, be given m evidence at the 
trial before the Court of Session, it must either appear from the Magistrate’s record, 
or be proved by the evidence of witnesses, to have been taken and attested by the 
Magistrate in the presence of the accused. The Court is neither bound to presume 
under s. 80, nor ought it to presume under either s. 80 or s. 114, ill, (e), of the 
Evidence Act (I of 1872), that the deposition was so taken and attested. Queen- 
Empress V, Bidtnff and Queen-Empress v, Pohp Sing approved. 

KACHAIiI HAfil V QUKISN-^MPltEBS . ... ... ... XVIIl 129 

Evidence Act t of 1872, ss. .85, 74 —Public document—HeguMion XII of 1817, s. 16 
— Bent, amt for. A ieis-hhana register prepared by a patwari under rules framed 
by the Board of Beveiiue under s. 16 of Begulation XII of 1817 is not a publio 
document, nor is the patwari preparing the same a public servant. 

BAI.1 NATH SINUH V. SDKHU MaHTON ... ... XVITI fi34 

Hindu Law — Daj/abagha—Jnhet itance -Sudra Caste—Illegitimate son—Bengal Act 
II of 1869, s. 26. A Bhuiuhari register prepared under Bengal Act II of 1869, is not 
conclusive evidence of the title of the person recorded therein. 

KIBPAIi NARAIN TEWARI 1). SUKUEMONl ... .. ... XIX 91 

Of title. Commission of partition. Under a Commission of partition issued by the 
Supreme Court, land in Calcutta was apportioned among the members of a family, 
and the allotmeiits were confirmed by a final decree in 1825. In this suit, brought 
in 1884, the plamtill claimed, through one of the fiunilv. si paioel of land^ by refer¬ 
ence to one of the allotateuts so made The defence, which was made by setting 
up a title through the widow of him who received the allotment, was not proved , 
but the correctness of the area allotted was .ilso in dispute, and the AppollatS Court 
excluded part^rom the decree, made bv tbe first Omrt foi the whole. It appeared 
to the Judicial Committee that there was no ground for assuming that the mem¬ 
bers of the family, who were pa. tics to the partition suit, wore uudei any mistake 
as to the family property, or th.it there was any error, or want of due care, on the 
part of the Commissioners of p,irtitioti, whose proceedings had been regular . nor 
hod there been any adverse claim to .my part of the allotted land. Tbe first Court's 
decree was restored. 

SAROliA PBOSONNO PAIj n. SH4M IiAL, PVL, ... ... ... XIX 618 

To justify conviction under s 413. Penal ('(mIc Sec HAHlTUAiiljV RBCEIVING 
Stoubn Property. 

Evidence Act— 

I of 1872— 

s. 82, cl. (2). See Mahomedan Law, Dowkk 
8. 33. See COMSnSSlON. » 

SB. 35, 74 ; 80, 114 ; 83. See EVIDENCE. 

S. 66. See BBOONDARY EVIDENCE. , r. 

8. 111. Sea GIFT TO PERSONS IN A FIDUCIARY RELATIONSHIP. 

Execution— „ 

Order far. See PRACTICE. 

Execution of Deovee— " 

See Jurisdiction . Limitation . Limitation ;act, 1877, boh. Il, art. 179, 

PARA. 2 . MOKTGAOE ; SUCCESSIcAv' CERTIFICATE AC!^ (VII W 1889), S. 4. 
Application for. See COURT OP WARDS ACT, ss. 20, 51-68. * 

Attachment of immoveable property in execution of decrees of two Courts of same 
grade—Sale by one Court pending prior attachment by other Court—Valtdtly of sale 
-—Title ofpurehaeer—Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), s 286. Xon the Srd 
November 1884 obtained a decree in the Court of the Second Munaif of Bagirhat 
against A, and on tbe 6tb August 1887 aold such decree to the plaintifi, who on the * 

8th August 1887 applied in that Court for execution, and on the 6tb September 
1887 attached the share of A in .a certain ]ama. The share was subsequently sold 
in execution of the plaintiff's decree on the 20tb October 1887, and purchased by 
the plaintiff himself Y, having obtained another decree against A in the Court 
of tlm Fir^ Muneif of Bagirhat on the 6th May 1875, sold his decree in the month 
of January or February 1987 to the defendant who, on the 10th February 1887, 
commenoM execution proceedings in the First MunBil’a Court against A and oq 
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Ezeovtion of Dooree— (continued.) 

J 

tbe 16th July applied for attaebment of A’s share in the jama. A 6led an objec¬ 
tion which was disallowed, and the share was attached at the defendant’s 
instance on the 28th July 1887, and the attachment was confirmed on appeal on 
the 26th November 1887. The plaintill, pn th<' strength of his purchase of the 20th 
October 1887, put in a claim in tbe month ot April 1888 m the defendant’s 
execution proceedings in the Court of tbe First Muiisif. which was, however, dis¬ 
allowed. He thou mod a suit to set aside the order disallowing his claim, and for a 
declaration that the right, title, and interest of A passed to him under the sale of 
tho 2Qth October 1887 Held, that though tlie property had been first attached 
. in tho Court of the First Munsif, that Court was not a Court of a higher grade 
than that of the Second Munsif within the meaning of s. 285 of tbe Code of Civil 
Procedure, and that the sale to the phuntiff was valid, and that he was entitled to 
the decree ho prayed for. Bykant Nath Sliahav. Jiaji’ndro Naratn Jtai followed. 
Badri Praaad v. Saran Lai, Aglune Nath v. Shamn Stindari dissented from, and 
Muttukaruppan ChetH v. Mutturamalimja Chetti referred to 
^Dwarka Nath Dass i>. Bank fi Bj-jhaui Bose ... .. ... XIX 

Cvoil Procedure Clide (Act XIV of 1882), s.s. 48, 373, 374 —Separate applicatuma to 
execute relief of « different oharaciet — LimitatioH. Tho Code of Civil Procedure 
does not prevent a person from making separate and sue< essive applications for 
ex£icution'of a decree, giving reliefs of different characters, in respect to each such 
relief. Sections 4.'!, 37U and 374 do not nppl\ to procei>diiigs lor execution of 
docreo. Radha Clutran v Man Simjh dissented from Wfijilinn \ Hitiranath 
Pershnd followed. 

Radha KI8HEN IjAIjIj 1) Radha Pbushad Sin« ... ...XVIII 

Execution of (tecree by recorded tlscree-holder — Civil Proreiliae Code (Act XIV of 1882), 
s. 232, Tho person appealing on the face of tbe decree .is the ducroc-holder is entitl¬ 
ed to execution, uiiles^ it be shown by some other person, under s. 282 of the Civil 
I’rooedure Code, that ho has taken the d"ctfe-holdot's place 

JA80DA DEYH V. KlBTIHASH DAS ... ... . . * ... -XVIII 

KxecuHonproceedinq struck off — Giiil Procedure Code Mcf XiF o/1882), ss. 373, 647 
—“ Siiif.” Sectnm 617 of tho Code of Civil Procedure does not operate to extend 
the rule laid down in respect of a suit lu s. 373 to an application for (execution 
' BUNKO BEHABY OANGOI'AUHYA I’. Nit, M \DHU11 CHUTTOPADHYA . XVIll 
For future matnien-mce. See MAINTENANCE. 

Suit to have an executvm sale of land set aside—Civil Froceduie Code (Act XIV of 
1882), 8. 244— Parties to the suit — Fraud, alUtgation of Where questions are raised 
between the parties to a decree relating to its execution, discharge, or satisfaction, 
tho fact that the purchasor at a ji^dicial sale, who is no partN to the decree of which 
the execution is in question, is interested and eouconod in the result has never 
been held to prevent the application of s. 244 of the Civil Procedure Coda, limiting 
the disposal of these matters to the Cssurt executing the decrei*. The plaintiffs in a 
suit to have the judicial sale of a zamiudari set aside alluged that the decree-holder, 
in part satisfaction of his decroo, had reoeivo^, from them and other co sharers in 
thezamindari, their proportionate amounts of 8he debt decreed, and had agreed that 
their shares should be exempt fi6m the execution sale aliont to take place that 
tbe sale took place, subject to that exemption : that the decrco-holder, however, 
with whom some of tho co-sharors aud the purchasers colluded, fraudulciitlv had 
the sale set aside, revived the attachment, and caused a second sale, at which 
all the shares in tho a.imindan wore sold Held, th.it the question, b>‘sidcs that 
the charge of fraud was not sufhoicntly specific, was dellirminable, in viitue of 
8. 244 of the Code of Civil Procedure, only by order of the Court executing 
the decree. * • 

Prosunno Sumar SvnAl V. KADI Das Sanyat, ... ... XIX 

Transfer of decree for execution — Civil Procedure Code (Act A’JP’ of 1882), as. 223, 230 
—Limitation Act (XV of 1877), .ss. 5, 6— Extension of time when Court is closed. 
Where parties are prevented from doing a thing in Court on a particular day not 
by any act of their own, but by the act of the Court itself, they are entitled to do it 
* at the first subsequent opportunity. 

PEARY MOHUN AICH 1). ANUNDA CHARAN BIBWAS .. ^ ... XVlIl 

Execution of Part of Deoree— 

Not appealed against. See LIMITATION ACT,*1877,8CH. II, ART. 179 PARA. 2. 

Ezeoution Ppooeedings— 

Struck off. See EXECUTION OF DECREE. 
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PASS 

ExtenBlon of Time— , 

Whev, Coutt is closed. See EXECUTION OP DECREE : LIMITATION. 

Fac-simile— 

By photography, bee WILL. 

Fact— 

Questions oj. See APPEAL TO CHIEP COURT, PUN.TAB 

Failure to pay— 

On due date Sec INTEREST. 

False EYldence-- 

Omisston to ptnve that accused was sworn or nMi mod before giving his evidence—Penal 
Code (Act XIjV of 1860), ss 191-193— (Ja/fei Act f X of lVl?i), ss 6 , 13, and 14. 

The ofTence of intentionally giving false evidence, referred torn h. 193 of the Penal 
Code, may be committed, although the person giving evidence has neither been 
sworn nor alhrmcd. 

GOVIND CHANDRA SEAL W. gUEEN-KMPRESS . .. . ... XIX 355 

Ferries— 

Ferty nghts, infringement of— Right to restrain party starting a second ferry—User 
for twenty years—Ciown gtnnt — Ijimitatwn Act (XV of 1877), Part I\ , and s. 23- 
In a suit brought to establish the right to a lorry’ franehise and to restrain the 
working of a iival ferrv, held, there is nothing in the law of Bengal as it was 
before the acquisition by the British (iovoriiniciit, or in the regulations before or 
after 1793, to show that unV person is entitled lo claim a monopoly of a right of 
ferry by prescription or by any other means than a grant from the CroHn To 
such a inonopolv part lV«n{ the Liniit.i.tion Act of 1877, relating to the acquisition 
of ownership by prescription, is not applicable The franchise of a ferry is not 
necessarily ii]>purtcuant to land but when a right of ferry was claimed as appur¬ 
tenant to eertafu villages, held, th.it the grant of snoh right by the Grown would 
not be dcstroved by merenon-usci without waivei, nor by the running of an opposi¬ 
tion ferry. The frauchi.se would eontiiiue as long as the grant continued, and until 
the person who set up an opposition foiry could show a Grown grant, or give evidence 
fioni which a Crown grant could be presumed, the cause of action would remain. 

The distnrbaiiee of a Tight of ferry is in the nature of a nuisance (Yard v. Ford), 
and the cause of dction m the r.it,e of the violation of this right is a continuing 
wrong within s. 23 of the Limitation Act (XV of 1877) 

Nityahari Roy v. Dunne ... ... ... .. XVlIl 062 

Ferry— 

Worked by one of the co-oivners of village lands. See JOINT-Ol\NERSHlP. 

Ferry Rights— 

Infringement of See FERRIES. 

Fight- 

With deadly iveapom, pre-arranijed See PEN.VL COD‘k, s. 300, CL. .O. 

Fishery— 

Immoveable propet ty — Jlujht offishet y —7V.ssf.ssion —Specific Relief Act (I of 1877), s. 9 
— Construction of Statute-^" Ob/ecf,s a-id JiciMom ,” of Bill, reference to. Held by 
the Full Bench (PRINSEi’ and PlOOT, ,TJ , dissemi)ig)—-h suit for the possession 
of a right to fish in a khal, the soil of which docs nut belong to ihq plaintiff, does 
not come within the provisions of s. 9 of the Spoeific Relief Act. The right to 
refer to the ‘‘ Objects and Roasous ’’ of a Bill discussed. 

FADU JHALA V. aOUR MOHUN jHi.LA .. ... ... ... XIX 644 

Right of. See SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, S. 9. 

Forgery— 

Cheating—Using a forged document—" Fraudulently ” — "Dishonestly”—Penal 
Code (.ict XLV of IV^), ss. 24, 25, 415, and 471. In construing ss. 24 and 26 of 
the Penal Code, the primary and not the more remote intention of the accused 
must be looked at. Queen-Empress v Qirdhari Lai cited. Under the rules of the 
Calcutta University a private student desiring to appear at the Entrance Examina¬ 
tion le required to forward to the Registrar, with his application for permission to 
appear, aoertifioate to the t^ecl, inter aha, that ho is of good moral character and 
has submitted himself to a test examination by, and furnished exercises to, the 
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Forgery — (continued.) 

peisou signing the certificalc Butfluiont in that person’s opinion to show that his 
qualifications give a reasonable probability of his passing the examination Such * 
certificate has to be signed by one or other of the persuns mentioned in the rnlos, 
amongst them being the Head Master of a high ochoul uuaer public mauageuioiit 
On such certificate being sent to tin* Registrar and the prescribed fee paid, that 
ofdoer forwards a receipt to the candidate with his roll-number thereon, which is 
also an authority for him to appear at the examination and enter the cxamina- 
tion-hall. A private student forwarded to the Hegisirar, with hiu application for 
permission to appear, a certificate in the prcbcribud form, purporting to he signed 
by the Head Master of ahigh school, such signature howovei bi iiig, as the appluaiit 
well knew, a.forgery. The Registrar, knowing at the time that the signature ot 
the Head Master was not genuine, sent to the applicant the receipt for his fee and 
the necessary authority allowing him to appear at the examination, and in due 
course the applicant appeared, took his seat in the hall at the dusk allotted to him, 
and commenced the examinatmu Upon charges being pteferred against the 
applicant of using as genuine » forged document (s 471) and attempting to cheat 
• (ss. 415 aqd 511)— Held, that his primary object or intention was, by falsely 
inducing the 'Registrar to believe that the certificate was signed bv the Head 
Master of a Government school under public management, to be permitted to sit 
for the Entrance Examination, and that such intention could not be held to bo 
“ frauddlent ” or " dishonestwithin the meaning of ss. '25 and 24 of the Penal 
Code Held, consequently, that the use of tbc foiged document, tbougn with the 
knowledge or belief that it was forged, was not fraudulent or dishonest, and that 
as these are essential elements to ofieno'>s under ss 471 and 415 of the I'enal Code, 
the accused bad not committed cither of the ofiences charged Held, further, that 
the accust^d had not committed any offence uinh i the Penal CV>de. Jan Mahovied 
V. Queen-Emptess cited. « 

QUBEIVEMPRBSS'i;* HAlt.4.DH.4N ... .. ... . . XIX 380 

Fractional Co-sharers— • 

Bee Bengal Tenancy act, 1885, b. I8 « 

Franchise— 

Bee ELECTION LAW. 

Fraud— 

Bee Bale in Execution of Dbcube 

Allegation of. Sec Execution of Dbchee. 

Suit to set aside sale on giouml oj See S\LB IN Execution OF DeckFjB. 

“ Fraudulently 

See POROBRY. 

Further Enquiry— 

Power to order. See MAGISTRATE, I'OWER qF 

Future— ^ , 

Eaminqs of tnsoloonl, I'ower of Hhutl to compel imtpiwnts out of, towinds lujuwlaiuni 
of debts. See INSOLVENCY 

Mamletuince. See Maintenance. « 

Gift to Persons in a Fiduoiary Relationship - 

Equity ns lo gifts to persons in a^ilucim y relatvm—huMen of promiv} abseiKe of 
undue influence—Gift attempted by irutow An nislriiineut executed by a widow, 
after sotting apftrt the rental ot villages, belonging (o hei as her palnmouy, to 
defray the expenses of lAr and her deccast d husband’s tombs, gave to her manag¬ 
ing agent, who was her sole adiiser. the iiuiiageinent of the endowment in 
perpetuity, with the residue, after tbe ahuv.j cx^nuiiture should have been niul, for 
himself , so that a large surplus would have remained each year in his hands, and 
he would have been the person subst wtuilh interested Held, that this trausaction ^ 

^ was within the well recognised principle that every onus is thrown upon a person 
filling a fiduciary character towards another of showing conclusively that he has 
acted honestly, and bond fide, witbout influencing the dodbr, who has acted 
independently of him. In a suit brought by the agent’s representative to have 
the gift enforced against the widow s sucoossor in the estate, this burden had not, 
in the opinion of the Courts below, with w,hich tbmr Lordships conomrred, btxm 
sustain^ ; and it was held that the gift had been rightly set aside. * 

Wajid Khan v. Ewaz ali khan 


... xvm 645 
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fioTernment Secarities— , 

SpW by per non who is adminiairaior as well as heir, not staied to be sold by him as 
^admsmstrator ; effect on purchaser. See ADMINISTRATOR. 

Grant of Future Estate— 

Construction of. See MORTGAGE. 

Grounds of Appeal— 

See Second appeal. 


Guardian— 

Powers of. See MINOR. 

Guardian and Ward- 

Minor not bound by his guardian's contract — Appeal, complete change of case to that 
in issue in lower Courts not allowable. Upon tbc death of an ijur^ar, bis mother 
and widow, as niauagers uiidei his will, remained in‘possession of the land leased. ^ 
Subsequently a son wa-> adopted to him by the widow, and sucocedodto bis estate. 

The lease having expired, a renewal for hvo years was taken by the managers, but 
was surrendered before that period elapsed, during the minority of the son, against 
whom, on his attaining full age, tins suit was brought by the lessor to recover 
three years’ rent of the renewed ijara. The oontraet of the adoptive mother and 
guardian was not personally binding upon the adopted sou, and had not been 
ratified by him after attaining full agf. It did not purport to deal with the estate 
to which ho afterwards suoeeeded, but was entered into by the m.inagers in their 
own names. Ueld, that the case, as originally made in the plaint and ifiised by 
the issues framed in the Court of First Instance, which covered a wider ground, 
tits., that the son was p^sonally bound by the contract as being beneficial to him, 
and on the ground that he had ratified it aftci attaining full age, could not be 
altered in appeal into what would be a wholly difieient claim and raise entirely 
new issues, vie., that the managers, havingpnWr under the will, had charged the 
estate with the rent of the ijara, and that such charge remained upon it in the 
possession of the hoir, who was liable to the extent of the assets received by him. 

The latter would have boon in fact a new suit. Tbc ease that arose iii Hanoonian- 
peraaud Panday v. Mmsamvt Babooee Mnntaj Kooniceree distinguished. 

Indue Chundbr Singh v. Radha kishorb Ghose .. ... XIX 607 


Guardians and Wards Act— 

VIII of 1890— 

See Guardianship 
B. 47. 8oe Appeal. 


Guardianship- 

Hindu Law — Mitahshnra — Minor—Guaniianship —The guaidinns and Wards Act 
(VIll of 1890) —Act XL oj 3858 Undp the Guardians and Wards Act, 1890, a 
guardian cannot be appointed of the propeity of a, luinoi, who is a member of a 
joint Hindu family governed by the Mitakshaia law, and possessed of no separate 
estate. DiSereiioe between the Guardians and iVards Act, 1890, and Act XL of 
1858 stated. Ptn gapersnd v Kesho Ptisad explained. Narsingrav llani- 

chandra v. Veiikaji Kristina and Appovier v. llama Subba Aiyan roforr^ to. 

SHAM KUAR V. MOHANUflDA SAHO^ .. i ... ... ... XIX 

Habitually reoeiving Stdlen Property - 

Theft—Evidence to justify conviction—Penal Code, s 413. A [Asrson ciunoic be said to 
bo an habitual receiver ot stolen goods, who may receive the prooeeds of a number 
of diSorent robberies from a nun^er of different thieves on, the same day. In 
order to support a conviction under s. 413 of the Penal Code of being an habitual 
receiver of stolen property, it must be shown that the property was received on 
different occasions and.on different dates. 

Queen-Empress v. baburam K.ansari ... ... ... XIX 190 

High Court— 

Jurisdiction of, to transfer case. Sen SONTHAL PKUGUNNAHS. 

Hindu Law-^ 

See Guardianship ; Oudh*Ebtates Act, ss. 6 and 23. 
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Hindu Iaw— (conUnued.)^ 

Adoption. Adoption, neceisity of there being gift arid acceptance of the adopted child m 
—Construction of WiU as to there being a designation, as legatee, of a child u'hose 
adoption failed. The Court of First Inutauoe aud the Appellate Court, after 
observing fully upon the evidence, found that, althoagh a c(>roiiion;i of adoplioii had 
taken place, there had not, in fact, been a giving and taking of the child. There 
being no reason for departing from the ordinary conrHC, whi-ic two Courts have oon- 
ourr^, the above finding was accepted ; aud it was, thereupon, held, that there 
had been no adoption. Whore, in a will, there was a clear nulicutiion of the testator’s 
intention before making an adoption to give the greater part of his property to the 

, boy whom he was about to adopt, and tlic bequest was by name to the latter, who 
was not selected as being the adopted son, but fur reasons Hhich, though likely 
to lead to the adoption, were independent *of it, — held, that the bequest was 
effectual, notwithstanding that there had been no adoption 

BikesWAR MUKER.TI V. ARDHA GHANDER HOY ... ... ... XIX 452 

Adoption. Adoptions by each of tico icidoii s ineffectual wht ’ e siiiiultancously made to 

• one father—Ikratnama bcticeen icidoios in fat our of the binii, tchom adoption failed, 
effect of—iSeqwst to a family TJuikui —Office of Shebait — Atcount—('ontr act—Rights 
of persons interested in a contact, though not ftiruinl^taitics. I5> Hindu law there 
cannot be simultaneous adoptions by two widows of two soils to one father A 
testator bequeathed all bis property to a family ih.tkur , and, to secure the debsheba, 
directed that his two widows should each adopt a son to him, the sous to become 
shebaits of the property dedicated, of which the widows, during the sous' minority, 
were to have control When the two sons should have attained tht‘ir inajority, the 
two widows were, by the will, to make over to them, as ilwbaits, all the property 
dedicated f and out of tm surplus luconu-, .rfier p.i>uiciii of the expenses of the 
debsheba, the two ...oiis weio to receive .i fixed allowance, Llfi- residue being undis¬ 
posed of. The widowt.having purported toadopt according to the will, then bound 
themsol^es by an ikrarnama, each to the other, to bring up the spiis as their 
mothers and guardians ; and, .iftcr pavmeiit of the exxieiisus tor the debsheba, to 
divide the surplus income into two e()iial shares, making at cumulations, which 
should be handed over by each to the son adopted by hei oti his attaining majo¬ 
rity. In a suit by the son purported to have been adopted by thi. elder widow, 
who was then dead, against the younger widow, and the sou puiported to have 
been adopted by her, in effect for the admilustration ot the testator’s estate, 
with a claim for relief based on acts of the widow-, including the ikraina- 
ma executed by them , held — First, that it being .settled law th.if such an adoption 
was not valid, the plaintiff could t.ike nothing under the will, bcL'Uise there was 
no gift to him except m the character of shebait , theic having been no intention 
on the part of the tostator, who apparentlv had no doubt as to the legality 
of bis scheme, to bring m a straugci as shebnU Monemnthonnuth Day v. thiauth- 
nauth Day disliiignishcd. Hocondly, th.it, by thi law of iiiheiitance the widows, 
as heirs, took the office of shebait, and beenmo entitled to the beneficial interest 
in the surplus income for their estates fo^ life, so that each of them could 
contract to bind her own interest Thndlti. th.it there was no trust imposed 
upon the surviving widow indejiendeutly «& the contract which she had made; 
but that the thtarnariia taken As part of the series of aci s, gave to the boys, 
so far as the widows’ interests extended, the same benefit that they would have 
takon had they been heirs, and allhougli<ythey were iiui, and could not have 
been at their age p.irties to the ikfitnama. yet that tliev could insist on the 
perfoimauce of the contiae*, by whieli each widow bound herself to the othei to 
deal with the c.state in their favoir Fotuthly, that c.ieli bov was entitled on 
attaining majorltv to half of the suiplus income dunng^thc life of the surviving 
widow,and to the^ccumiilations thereon , am? .ijeeuiiiits were accordingly directed 
against her. This widoil, however, baving died pending the appeal, after it had 
been argued, the testator’s heir was added to iceord, it resting with the 
plaintiff to apply to the Court below to add necc.ssaiy parties. 

SUBBNDRO KBBHUB ROY «. DOORGAKOONDEKY DOSSEE ... ...XIX 513^ 

Adoption. Validity of adoption—Effect of adiphon—Diiestuvi of estate already vested 
• —Mitakshaia law. The will of B, a Hindu, appointed ouo K manager of all his 
property, and gave his widow 8 puw(>r to adopt a son, and went »ii to state that 8 
“shall manage all the affairs with the consent of the said manager’’ (K), “and 
she will not be able to do anv wrongful act or alienate and waste property uselesdy 
and without his consent. If she do so, it will be cancelled by the said manager or 
the adopted son ; and she will adopt a sou wi'th the good advice and opmron of the 
manager.” 8, wishing to adopt the jdn nil iff, sent a registered letter to. K, who 
had refused to give S any advice or assistance, intimating her intention and Miring 
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to oome and see the oeremony performed, but he declined to receive the letter, 
which was returned to S by the postal authoritieb, and the plaintiff was eventually 
adopted without the consent of K Held, that the consent of K was not a 
condition precedent to the validity of the adoption, and that it was not invalid by 
reason of its having been made without K’s advice and consent. B and R were 
living as a joint-family subject to the Mitakshara law. B died on the 2Uth 
February 1884, leaving him surviving a widow S, to whom he gavo power to adopt 
a son to him, and R who succeeded by survivorship to B's share in the joint-family 
property! S adopted the plaintiff on the 27th October 1885. Held, that on her 
adoption the plaintiff became entitled to the nbare of his father B, notwithstanding 
that such share had already vested in R. Mondakim Dost v Advrudh Dey 
followed. * 

SUBBNDBA NANDAN V. SAILAJA KANT DAS MaHAPATRA ... ... XVIIl 385 

Inhentance. Dayabatjha — Sudra Caste—IlkgUtmate son—Bengal Act II of 1869, 

5 . 26. According to the Bengal school of Hindu law? the son of a Sudra by a kept 
woman or continuous concubine docs not inherit his lather's estate. • • * 

KlBPAL NAUAIN TUWAIU SUKL'RMONI ... ... ...XIX 91 

lnherita‘)Ke. Impartible estate—Mitakshara laiv—Might of illegitimate son,amoHg 
Sudras — Survivorship. Fur determining who is to be heir to an impartible 
estate, the same rules apply whieh also govern the succession to partible estates, 
though the estate can be held by onlj one mcniber of the tamily at a time. Under 
the Mitakshara, among Sudras, whi-ro a father left a sou by a wedded wife, and 
an illegitimate son, the ordinary rule of surMvorship vciduiital to a family 
coparcenary was held to apply , and the iilet!itiinale sun, having survived tne legiti¬ 
mate, was held cntitlucF by survivorship to succeed to the family estate, which 
was impartible and appertained to a Raj, on the death ol his brother watbout 
male issue. Hadu v. Baisa referred to and approved 

JOUKNDUO BHUPATI lIUllROC'HUNDltA MAU.VPATHA V. NITYAN.AND MAN 
SING ... ... ... .. ... ... XVIII 151 

Inheritance. Inheritance of adopted snn— Divesting estate — Effect of adoption by one 
of two widows — tower of rniiwi to adopt. A son adopU'd to the last male proprietor, 
who was the full owner of an cstati, is c-tititled to take the whuie ol that estate 
and to divest the interest of any per.sou in that estate, whose title by inheritance 
IS inferior to his, and who could nut have lulionted if the adoption had taken 
place before the death ot the last lull owuei , iiut such adopted son is not entitled 
to claim as preferential heir tbe estate of aiij other person besides his adoptive 
father, when such estate has vested bi-fore his adoption iii some heir other than 
the widow who adopts hiiu. Where a man died leaving two widiws and having 
given either of them the power to .ulopt a sou, and the vouuger widow, on the 
refusal of tbe cider one to aaopt, adopt>.d a son held, that the estate which was in 
the elder widow was divested bji the Aliiptiun, and that the adopted sou took all 
tbe estate of his adopiive father. A ^idow, although a minor, is competent to 
adopt a son. * * 

MONDAKINIDA81 v. AUINATII DET ... ... ... XVIII 69 

Inheritance. Mitakshara- di-m oj a brotlwr to share—Intention as evi¬ 
denced by conduct — Waiver o' : .doppel — Limitation. Between the two 

surviving brothers of a mtakshara lain )v, ih>> a<stion of the cider to the younger, 
who had boon born deaf •and dumc, was such a.s to recognise for some years 
that the latter had a joint lutorost lu^he f.iinily property. The proper inforeuee 
to be drawn from this was that the cldiu treated his litrother ns a member of 
the family, and entitled to eqij^l rights until it had become clear that his 
disqualiffoation would never be removed by his being cured. Their Lordships 
woiffd not infer that there was an intention shown by the acts of the elder to 
• waive the rights accruing to him in consequence of this distjualiffcation, nor would 

they hold that his acts*opcrated to create a new title in the younger. This branch . 
of the family became extinct, the brothers having died, and also the elder brother's 
daughter, she haviff); been the only descendant. This daughter had an only son, 
who died before her, after taking, however, tbe whole family estate under a gift 
made to him with bis mother’s assent by his maternal grandfather in 1876. In 
1882 the gjaintiff, a collateral relation, sued the widow of the donee to obtain 
the estate of the younger of the brothers The widow made title under tbe gift 
to her deceased husband, Allowed by his possession, and hers afterwards, smoe 
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the dato of tbo gift. Upon the factH found, the amt was held to be barred by . 
limitation. ^ 

LAIiA MCDDUN GOPAL LAL V. Khikhinda Koek ... ... XVIII 341 

Inheritance. Strxdhan—Bengal school of law —Tl’idotiwI daughter vnth dumb am— 
Daughter’s son. Under the Bengal school of the Hindu law a widowed daughter 
having a son who is dumb at the timo the succoseioii opens out (but is not shown 
to be incurably dumb) is entitled to succeed to her mother's sfrtd/inn in preference 
to a daughter’s son. 

CHABU OHUNDKB PAI. V. NOBO SUNDERI DASI . ... XVIII 327 

J^oint faintly. Ancestral estate held jovnily by farntly undet the MttaJeshara—tidle 
attempted bg one member of hts share—Effect of parMimi—On death of vendor, nght 
by survivorship of other members—Equity of purchase? to hat'e a lien against 
sutvtvor. As to aui-estr.il estate under the Milakshara, so long as the estate is 
undivided and the share of amonihcr of the family is indefinite, he cannot dispose 
of it without the consent of hw cnparcpiiers field, that, in a joint faniili.a 
• nopbow, hi^viug taken by survivoisbip the undivided share of an uncle dccoa's^, 
was ontited to recover that share from a puiohaser, to whom the uncle in his 
lifetime had sold it without the consent of his eoparceiicrs, .and without necessity ; 
field, also, that the purchaser . could have no lien on the share for return of 
the pur5haso*money As soon as partition is made;—actual partition not 
being in all cases osscntial, as for instance whore tho fauiily h.is agreed to 
hold their estate in definite shares, or a menbor’s undivided share, in execution 
of his creditor's decree, has been attached ,— that will bo icgiirdc-d as sufficient 
to support the alienation of a mcinbor's interest, as if it h.id been his acquired 
property “As r(-gard.s members of a fatinlj liMiig at tho time when their 
alienation was set .isido at tho instance of an itlicr niombcr, ffhe Court, in Mahabeer 
Persad Itamyad tAiuffi, justly ordered that the property should be tlieiicoforth 
possessed m defiued shares, and that the shares of tho members whq, had joined 
III the sale should bo subject to a lu n for tho return of the purehase-uioney. But 
that case must be distinguished from the present Uc>rc, tho accrued right of 
survivorship piecliidod any such course. Tht> m-phow not being responsible for tho 
personal debts and obligations of his uncle, wh.at might have been an eiifoicoable 
equity against tbo interest of the latter, while it existed, could not aflect the 
interest which h.id passed to a surviving cop.ircciior 

MADHO PABSHAD 7' Mehbban Stnqh ... ... ... XVIIl 167 

Maintenance. Husband and wife — Crueli?/ A Hindu wife is justified in leaving her 
husband’s piotection, and is entitled to separate muiubonancc from his income, 
when ho habitually treats her with cruelty and such violence as to create the most 
serious apprehension for her porsenal safety Sitaiiath Mookerjee v. Haimabutty 
Dabee referred to. 

MATANGINI DASI V. JOGENDBA ClIUNDEB MULBICK ... ... XIX 84 

Partitum. Evidence of pat tilion—Distiibution of family estate, followed by separate 
possession, egmvalent to informal paiiitionP The Courts below found that n 
distribution of ancestral estate among the ni^nbcrs of a family- had taken place in 
former years, and had beet? follogred by continuous possesaiou, without their having 
any- intention to re-adjust or to hold ou behalf of tho familv Tho right of an 
individual member to claim another partition was therefore negatived Tho 
parties, who had long discontinued joint reftdenco, were members of a family 
consi.sting at tho time of the distribution of four sous loft bv a Sikh Dewaii 
deceased The son of one brother jiow claimed from the s*n of another, joining a 
third who still survived, partition of the property which had descended from the 
grandfather withathc iiicromont since his t^nc. That an actual partition had 
been effected, although iprobably no formal document of partition had been 
executed, appeared to their Lordships to be .v just infcroncc from the ovidonoe. 

Budha Mai. «. Bhagwan Das ... ... ...XVIII 302 

Reunion. Succession. Where there has been a reunion between persons expressly 
enumerated in the text of Brihashpati, vie, father, brother and paternal uncle, • 
, and where their descendants continue to be members of tho reunited Hindu family’ 
the law of inheritance applicable to the latter is the same a? in the case of the 
death of any of those between whom the reunion took place, ^ara Chand Qhose 
V. Pudum Lochun Qhose, Oopal Chunder Daghorta v Kenarani Daghoria and 
Ramhan Sarma v. Trthvram Sanna referred to. 

abhai Ghubn Jana V. Mangal Jana ... ... ... •...XIX 684 

Widow. Power of Hindu iridow to alienate—Qualified titla-to alienate in contracting 
debt by manager of estate charging it in the hands of heir—Responsibility of len^ 
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—BtUe of interest, as regards necessity, distinguishable, k suit was brought b; a 
cftfeditor who had advanced money for the payment of Government revenue upon 
an estate under the management oi a Hindu widow. The plaintiff's agent mul 
received rents to a certain amount from part of the estate. Held, that the plaintiff 
ought to have taken care that this sum was applied in part reduction of the debt 
to him, and that it must bo deducted from the amount chargeable to the estate in 
the hands of the reversionary heir, Hunomnan I'ersad Panday v. Munraj 
Koonvieiee followed The widow wa.s borrowing in a case where it was for the 
plaintiff to see whether there was actually a ground of necessity for the loan. 
Though the loan was necessary, for her to borrow at the high rate of interest 
charged, considering the security which she gave, was not necessary. The rate 
of interest, bad therefore been rightly reduced to 12 per cent. 

HDRBo Nath B.ai Chowdhki v. Randhiu Singh ... ... XVIII 311 

Hindu Widow— 

Execution of bond by. See SECOND APFEAli. 

Power of, to alienate See HINDU Law, WIDOW 

Remarriage of. Sec Marbiaoe of Hindu WIDOW. 

Hindu Widow’s Estate— 

TAfe estate of Hiiulu wiiloir, surrender of—Acceleration of estate of heir regw/res 
absoluie conveyance by Hiiulu ivuiotv—Ihrarnama by Hindu trtdnio in favour of heir, 
when she retains possei.iion of estate, effect of—lieverstonets, rights of A Hindu 
widow can accelerate the huccession of the heir by convey ing absolutely her life- 
estate to him, but it is essoutial that she should .‘■urreiider her estate, so that the 
whole estate should become at once \osted. A Hindu widow executed an ikrarnama 
m favour of her daughter's sou, thou apparcntlv the heir who would ultimately 
succeed, but adding that ^hc would retain pos.sessioii for her own life. Held, that 
ibis could not operate to exclude the daughter, nor after her the sun of another 
(deceased) daughter, not born at the date 

BBHARlIiADW MADHO L4L AHIK (UyAWAD .. ... XIX 336 

Hindu Widow’s Marpiage Act - 

XV of 1856, ss 1, 2 Sou MAKKUUR OF HINDU WIDOW. 

Hindu Wili— 

See Practice. 

Husband and Wife -- 

See HINDU Law, M\inten.\nce. 

Ijmali Land— 

Use of, as between ca-otriieis See JOINT (JWNEKHHir 

Ikparnania— 

Between two widoirs m favour of tiro hoys, simultaneously adopted, whose adoption 
failed, effect of. See HINDU Lvw. Adaption. 

By Hindu widow in favour of hen, when she retains pu.isessionof estate, effect of. 

See HINDU WIDOW’S Estate. • 

Illegitimate Son— 

Bight of, among Hudras. See HINDU L\W, INHERITANCE. 

Of a Sudra, inheritance of See HINDU Law, INHERITANCE, 

Imam— x ^ 

Bight of, to protection sm office. See Mahomedan LAW'. 

Immoveable Property- ^ • 

See FlSHEBF. 

Of value less than one hundred rupeesg transfer of. See TRANSFER OP PROPERTY 
ACT, 1882, S. 54, PARA. 3, 

Suit for possession of. See LIMITATION 

Impartible Estate— . 

See HINDU LAW, INH|1RITANCB. 

Indian Railway Act— 

IV of 1879— 

B. 11. Bailiotey Company, liability of—Carnage of gold and silver, (tc. — Inswanee, 
increased charge for. Flamt^s delivered a box of coins for carriage to the servants 
of a railway, and declared the nature of the contents at the time of delivery. No 
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Indian Railway hot— (continued.) page 

IV of lft79— (coviimted.) ^ 

demand ^vas made on the part of the railway for any increased payment forinsnr- « 
ance. The box having miaoaaned, tuld, on the authority of The Great Northern 
Bailu'ay Company v Behrens, that the railway wc re liable for the loss. 

The Sbcretaky oe State fok India t> UroHU Nath Poddak . . XIX 638 

infant— 

See ARBITRATION. 

Inheritanoe- 

Seo Hindu Law, iNnEitiTANfr. 

Injunction— 

limt for. See CO-SHAREUS. 

To restrain tntermption of religions cn emonies in Musjid Bee MahOMKDW LAW . 

To restrain starting feinj. Sec PERRIES. 

Insanity— 

a disgualt/icaiion to inhentanL*. See OUDH KST\TRH At’T, ss S AND -i'i. 

Insolvency - * 

Ciml I'tocedme Code (Act XIV of 188*2), Chap XX— Dischaige of insolvent — 

Kuiute earnings of insolvent, poiiet of Conit to compel payments out of, towards 
liquidntuin of debts. The function of Ibe Court, acting under Chapter XX of the 
Code of L'lvil I’locuduic, i« to compel lusolvcni-dobtors to pay then debts if it can 
either by it-^ cuiiipuLory process, or, where tlnit cannot be used, by withholding 
from them, when it has the power of doing '.o, the lelief to which they might 
otherwise he cons^idored entitled The granting of an ordei of discharge under 
that ch.ipfln' is to a certain extent discretionary yvith the Court, ,iiid if the Court 
be of opinion that ai^ insolvent may reasonably be expected* to piisscss an income 
accruing^ diiiing the time of his insnlvcney and likolv to eun( nine, even if such 
income bo from sourei's such thilt it could not be att.iehed, it ought vg’ry seriously 
to cousidei wliethei under such eircum'tiinces it ought to e'cercisc its power to 
disifiaige the insolvent, .iiid not rather sc.iy its liainls and require him as a 
condition ol such discharge to satisfy it by payments on ac<*ouiit of hn debts, that 
he regllv desires, so far as he can, honestly to discharge the debts that he owes, 

A (ryawal yvlioyv,is ,ii receipt of a very cotisider.ible income, derived from offerings 
made In pilgrini',, applii d to be deel.ired nn iiisolyeiit under the provisions of 
Cbaptei XX of the t'ode of Civil I’loeeduie He was oppo-,ed In a jndgnient- 
creditoi who, infej nlm. contended that the insolvent >.hould Ic e(>mpe11(>d to 
contribute out of his iiiionic towaid-. the p-sv inent of his dehis The Court finding 
that there weie no assets, .iiid holding that sneh income was not property*capable 
of being attached, and that it had no power to order an insolvent to pay anything 
out of futuie e.iiiiiiigs towards the discharge of his di-bts, dechired the applicant .an 
iiisolveiiti and gi.iiitt'd him his discliatge Held, that the Court had power to 
withhold the di-eharge until the in-.nl vent had satisfied it, by payments on account 
of his debts, th,It he rc.illy desired to disel^rge his debts , and that, under the 
ciri umst-ince- of the eas«', both havitig regard to the tiwt that the tnquirv into the 
estate of the insolvent heen msiitfieicfit, and to the fact that he was in a 

p.isition to contribute out of tiis Aicoine towards the p.ivmei<tof Ins debts, the order 
was wrong and should be ser aside 

Poona Ladtj e. ivVNH AYA Ladd liHMA • ... XlX 730 

Of tiading jsirfnerslnp Mortgage by tiadmif partnership of all its assets, irhen 
solvent, for adv.nuis, preient and futuie—Change of partivis with continuance of 
maitgage liability — Validity of irlialgai/e .seruiity If :i tradei assigns all his 
property, except gii some subst.intial contonjpor.ineans jiaviiiont, or substantial 
undertaking to make ajinb-e(|ueiit p.iMiieiit, that is an act of insolvency, and is 
void ag.iiiist the uicditnis on his msolvencv, siinplv because nothing is left where¬ 
with to cany on the biisiiiuss , whereas, if he re«Kivi>s such assistance, something 
IS left to carry on the business A trading partnership, before its insolvency, 
assigned by mortgage .ill its a-sets to a creditor, who simultaneously made a 

substantial .idV.Inee to the firm, agreC-iiig to makcluture advances Held, that the * 

• mortgage would have roverLd such assets of the then firm as were in existence at 
the time of the insolvency, and would not have been void, a%Bgainst the other 
CFcdilora, and the Official Assignee, hi'cause the assistance was .substantial, and 
the then solvent firm was not left by the.as.signm'mt without means. Another 
question was raised upon the facts that, after the mortgage and before the 
insolvency, now partners entered the firm, ahd new stock-m-trade was bAiught in. 

The new partners were to be under the same liabilitv to the secured creditors, the 
aeourity continuing with respect to the new firm and the after-aoquired stock, as 

• 

9 CAL.—/ 
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InsolYenoy— (conttmied.) 

stood with respect to the old. Held, that this arrangoment did not invalidate 
the prior security, amouiiiiing, as it did, to a more substitution of persons and 
goods at the lime of the change. Also the incoming partners received substantial 
consideration; for, although the obligation, under the former agreement with 
the old firm, lor the rest of the advances, not then made, was remitted, a new 
obligation was entered into that a sum of money should bo provided, which was 
afterwards supplied. Thu incoming partners got the benefit of a suretyship which 
the mortgagees had entered into for the former firm. These wore the considera¬ 
tions to the incoming p.irtners at the time. As the original contract would have 
been, the now one was, v.alid against the Official Assignee 

KHOO KWAT 8IEW r. Wool TAIK HWAT .. ...XIX 223 

In«olvent Aot— 

11 and 12 Viot , c. 21— 

See Parties. 

R. .39 Soe Mutuaij Credit ' 

K. 50. Lan'eiliw}ii<tCouttsAct(XTof\f^'d),ss S0atuiri9,c/s (b) and{c)—‘('iiimnal * 
case — liejereiice to the Hiqh Court A petition presented to the Special Court 
under s 50, cl (5) of the Lower Burma Courts Act, by a poison considering him¬ 
self aggrieved b\ an order of the Kecorder sitting as Insolvency Commissioner 
made under s. .50 of the Insolvent Act, comes licfom the Special Court as acriinin.il 
ease, and is therefore to be dealt with, in ease of difference of opinion between the 
members of tbn Special Court, under s 09, cl {c) of the Lower Burma Courts Act 
The punishment which can bo awardi'd under s 50 of the Insolvent Act is a 
punishment for something which the person to be punished has duno, lyid is not 
inflicted in order to compel him to do something in the future, .md the ease in 
which it IS infli<-ted is tticreforc a crmiitial ease Hath Itehrvt Roy v. Bhuiiv'tin 
Chiinder Roy followed. • 

Yeo SwEE C'looN V The Chartered Bank of India, auhtradia and 
China ... ... .. ... ... . XIX 605 

Instalment Bond— 

Reqisten-i1, snil rm. Sec LIMITATION At’T, 1877, ART llfi. , 

Instrument— 

Suit to set awlc oi declare the forgety of See LIMITATION 

Insurance— 

Increased chat qe fot. See INDIAN RAIDW.AY AOT, 1879 S 11. 

Insurer— 

See CARRIER. 

Intention— 

>is eiidenced by ccmhict. Sei Hindu Law. Inheritance 

Interest — 

Soo PARTNERSHTP SHARER 

After the date fixed for pavmeiit of principal and intoi'cst, how elainiable when not 
expressed to be payable under deed .. .. ... .. XIX 19 

Bond—FaHute to pay tm due date—Knl anced rate of interest from date of bond till 
date of realisation ~ Pennlttf — Contract Act flX of 1872), .i 71 Held bv the FULD 
Bench (BaNBIUEE, J „dissenting as to part)—A provision in a bond to the effect 
that the principal should be repaid with interest on the due date, and that on failure 
thereof interest should be paid at an increased rate from the date of the bond up to 
the date of realization, amounts to a provision for a penalty, and s. 74 of the 
Contract Act applies tnthe monev claimed at the increased rate of interest from the 
date of the bond until realization >■ Mackintosh v. Crnto, Hanjappa v Nanjnppa 
and Sajaji Panhaji v. Maruti approved. Baij Nath Singh v. Shah Ah Hosnin 
overruled so far as it dissents from Mackintosh v. Croto Balktshen Das v. Run 
Bahadur Singh distinguished BANER,iEE, J.—The decision in Mackintosh v. 

Cime, which regards the interest at the increased rate as a penalty, is correct as to 
the claim of inh‘re^ up to the stipulated day of re-payment, and Bay Nath Singh 
V. Shah All Hosain was wrongly decided as to this point. Section 74 of the 
Ciontract Act applies only to that part of the claim for interest which is in respect 
of the period from the date of the bond to the due date, and has no application to 
the claim ior interest for the period from the due date to the date of realization. 

This view is in accordance with the decision in Mackintosh v. Crmo. 

EAIiACHAND KYAli f. SHIB GHUNDBR BOV ... ... ... XIX .391 



INDEX. 


xilii 


PAQK 

Interest—, 

Deed of conditional sale—Interest after the date fixed for payment of jinncipal and « 
interest—Absence of agreement to pay such luieiest—Compensation for breach of 
contract—Limitation Act (XV of 1877), sch. II, art. 116 Where there ih no 
HtipulatioQ in a deed of conditional sale to pay into.'CHt after the day fixed lor the 
repayment of prmeijial and luterebt, a claim for interest after due date is a claim 
for compensation for broach of contract, and a niiit fur the lecovcry of auch 
eompoDBation must be brought withm six years from the dat«‘ of the breach. 

(lUDai KOEB V. BHUBANESJWAItl COOMAK SlNOH .. XIX I'J 

On viortgayc debt, rate of. See MORTGAGE 

Hate of. Bee HINDU liAW, WIDOW. 

InterrogatoFies— 

Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 188"i), ss. 1*21, 127, l.fb— Interivgatones, omission 
to answer, efiect of. Omisbioii to answer interrogatories, delivered after leave 
granted under s 1*21 of thb Civil Prueedurc Code, dues not lendoi the party so 
omitting to answer liable to haare his defence struck out uiidei s 13b of the Crxle 

* Lalla Debee P^shad v. Santo Pershad overruled 

PKKM BUKH CHUNDEB 11. INDRO Nath HANEKJEE .. XVIII 420 

intervenoFs— 

Right df, id uphold or opirose probate. See LiMIT.tTlON ACT (XV oi 1B77), \KT..178. 

Intestacy— 

See OCOUl’ANCl BAIYAT. 

Ipregularity in Sale— 

See SALE EXECUTION OK DECREE. 

Joinder of Causes of Aotion— 

See CLAIMS 

Joint Family— ' 

Bee HINDU L\\\. JOINT FAMILY 

Joint Family Estate— 

Distribution of Sou HINDU L.\W, PARTITION 

Joint Family Property— 

Suit for ihnie in. See IilMITA riON ACT, 1S77. ARTS 127, 142, 114, 

Joint Family Representative— 

ITor ootinij purposes. See ELECTION L.VW. 

Joint Hindu Family— 

Mitahsluva hau—Mortgage of undivided shares m joirit-faniitif jirojieittf—Lonsent of 
co-sharer. A, B and C together formed a joint MiUikshata l.iiinl\ (hi the‘27th 
Juue 1H7‘2, A and B, without the consent of C, lor their own benefit and without 
legal necessity, executed a bund in faiour of i and 1 (defendants, '2ud part\), iiiorl- 
gaging to them eertaiii joint properties. On the 14tb August 3882, J and I obtain¬ 
ed an ex parte decree on Mien l^nd uganist*A, B and C, and in execution mau/u.s 
Pipra and Baiigia wore put up to sale on the lOlb March IbH^, and pureb.ised b} 

H (defendant, 1st party). Prior to the institution liv J and 1 of their suit, A, 6 
and C on tho '24th August 1881 together moilgaged m.iuz.ib Pipra and Baugra to 
N. On the 13th March 1884, N obtained an ex parte decree on his mortgage, and 
III execution thereof iiiauza Pipia was sold on the 21bt» November 1884. The * 

plaintifls purchased the property? aud duly obt.iincd possu.ssion from the Court 
ill a suit by the ^laiutifis for a declaration J^hat the mortgage of the 27th June 
1872 was invalid, and jtbc decree and execution sale upon the basis thereof 
ineffectual as against thorn, and for conlirmatioii of possession, and in the alterna¬ 
tive that if the mortgage bond was valid that aniouiit due thciounder and 
chargeable on mouza Pipra might be determined, and the plaintifis declared entitled 
to redeem upon payment of such amount.— Jlehl, that although A and B bad no 
authority, without the consent of their co-sharer (3, to mortgage their undivided * 

• shares to J and I, yet, as the plaintiffs derived their title from those mortgagors, 
they were not entitled to recover such shares without paying to H, who hy his 
auction purchase had acquired the rights of the mortgagees, the money advanced 
on the mortgage bond of 1872 with intorQst, and that the same was a charge on 
such shares. Mahabeer Per sad v. Ramyad Singh applied in principle. Sadabart 
Prasad Sahu v. B'oolbash Kocr and Madho Parshad v. Mehrhnn StrtJfh distin¬ 
guished. Bliiakant Banerji v. Suresh Chandra Mullick Referred to. 

. JAMUNA PARBHAD V. GANGA PERSHAD SlNGH ... .. ... XIX 401 
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Joint Intepest^ ^ 

Ireland aa ijaradai . Seo BlOHT OP l)C(;CJPAN('y. 

Joint Landlords— 

See Bengal Tenancy Act, 1885, s. ihb. 

Joint-owners — 

Bee BENGATi TENANCY ACT, 1885, S. 188. 

Joint Ownership— 

Hmnl* land, use of, as between ca-uwneis— Itujhh among themselves of co-utvmrs of 
joint propert]/, where there is a jnoptahle use of it by some or one of them without 
the others being excluded—Verrif woi\eii by one of the co-oiinets of rillaije lands — 

Second appeal, gueslion of mired law and fad. Propi-rty doe.-s not cciisf to hc]ouit 
merely because it is used so as to produce innio profit to one of the joint owners, 
who has incurred expenditure for that purpose, than to the others, when* the latter 
are not excluded Joint propeitv heiiij' used consistenth with the continuance of 
the joint ownership and possession, without exclusiuif ol thf co-bhan rs who do not 
join in the work, there is no cnero ll■lnnuut on the right ut aiiv of thoui, as I’egard.s ** 
oomnion enjoyment, so as to gn ground for a suit The dofondiint, a co-shareriu 
village lands, without elaiming to restrain conipetitioii, acted upon the right that 
a ferry mav he established in India hr a person on his own propcils, takpig Jioll 
from strangers, and that he inav acquire siioh .i. right, by grant or user, over the 
property of others whethei a I'o-'-narpr with them or not lie usc>d properti 
that he owned jointl> with th-' plmitilfs, his co-shaiers, excluding none of them 
As no grant was ever made tc him, he eoiild only have set up an cxolus.ve right by 
showing that he had either dispossessed them, or had had .idverse possessun, for 
12 jears, or that he had used the f«‘rr.\ for 20 years as of right T^e ques¬ 
tion, however, of any ^ixclusivo light iii the defendant ha^ not .iriseii. Fiu 
the parties being co-owners the defend,int had in.ide use of the joint property in a 
way quite consistent with the continuance of the joint ownership and joint po-.ses- 
sion. H’/jf.siMnf'C« V 7/(7nieA«i<ty Di'/f distinguished iii^iegard tn the excliisii ii of 
co-sharor‘, whu-h there took place, and referred to as to caution to be exeicisod b\ 

Courts in interfering with the enjoyment of joint estates a<- between their 
eo-owners. The decision that th»* defend.int’s possession had been .idverse having 
been an infereiico fiom t<U‘t in the Ci iiits ludow, the eoirectiu'ss of this, as .v legal 
oonotusion to bcdiavvii or not, was ,i quev,i,ion open to secoial .ippe.Ll, and the High 
Court was not precluded from deiidiiigto th ■ eoutiari Cosbn refusi-d, as the 
defendant had set up, as his defence an excJusiie title, m which he had f.ailed 
IjAl’HMESWAlt SlNUH l MANOW AR IfOSHElN .. ... .. XIX 258 

Joint Property— 

Suit concerning. Sec Go bll VltEiiS. 

Joint Proprietors— 

Bee Bengal Tenancy act, i«85, ss. )J. 188 , jhs 

" Judgment 

Meaning of See AW’KAL 

Jurisdiction — 

See appeal TO PRIVY COUNCIL BKNtkMi TKNANCV H'T, S J7J SMALL CAUSE 

COUBT, i’RBSIDENCY TOWNS 

• Act VI of 1871 s, 18— Sate ix execiitwn —Local liniih of junstlictum under Act VI of 
1871— Ptactice-rPorm of action. Where a District Judge, under the authority 
vested in him by s 18 of Act VI of 1871, has assigned to a Subordinate Judge the' 
local limits of his particular jurisdiction, that ufheer can o,"ly exercise jurisdiction 
within such local limits. 

DAEHINA CHUBN OHATTOPADHYJf l>. BiLASH CHUNDBK BOY ... XVIII 626 

Kxeeution of decree—Property outside jurisdiction of Court—Cimt Procedure Code 

4 f Act XIV of 188'A), ss. 19 and‘2)13, cl. (c). The Court that has the power to pass 
a decree for sale of a property has also power to carry out its decree by selling that 
property, whether any portion of that property be within the local limits ol its 
jurisdiction or not.t* Per GHOBE, J , s 223, cl. (t) of the Civil Procedure Code 
leaves it to the discretion of the Court to send the decree for execution to the Court 
uaving local jurisdiction. 

GoPi Mohan Boy v. Doybaki Nundun Sen .. ... ... XIX 13 

Of Ciail Court. See SONq;HAL PEROUNNAHB SETTLEMENT BEGULATION, 

8S. 11, 25. 
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J UPibdiotion— (continued.^ * 

Sayer compematv'n — Maltkana — Cu'tl Ptocedme Code {.\tt XlV of .s. 16 A, 

mortgaged at Calcutta to D bayer JonlpcM.^atloJ^ pa\uble at (he (TCiieral 
Treabury at Calcutta iii roapect of a certain hat within the Dianiund Harbour 
subdivision. In a suit to enforce the mortgage Loud in tlic (^ourt of the Mnnsif 
of Diamond Harbour, held, that sa>er coniiJensation did not p.irtako of the i.ature 
of the mdlikaua, that It was not immoveable propi-i (v or an\ interest in immove¬ 
able propci Ly within the meaning of a. 16 of the Code of ClmI I’lOLodure, .uid that 
therefore the Muiisif had no jiirisdictiun to entertain the suit 

SUBENUKO PROKM) BHATTUCHAK.I1 V. KEDAK NATH BH\TT\CHAK.II ... XIX 

‘Syectjtc pei/or7iiancf—LetterH Patent 1666, ei. li Suit/oi hind - Jiiind ',itunte iritli- 
out loial Itivtfs of jiirisdufion. A vendor, having nlil,lined Ic.ivi- to sue under il I‘2 
of the Letters Patent of 1665, sued 111 the High Coin to enloiee in/i'i ultn the 
specific puriorinance of i contract entered into b\ the di'fend.inl loi the purch.iso 
of certain land situiited in the district of Biirdwan, .nni in the .ilteinativc 
for d.iinagcs Held, tliat, as^arus the .ibove-nientioned ohjiits of the suit were 

9 concerned^ the suit w.is not one tm land within tlic iiie.ining ot Ih.il cJ.iii^e 

Land MoimiAOE Bank v. Sudi-'kudrkn Ahmed . XIX 356 

To i/ivr aanelwH Sue SANCTION TO I’UOSECCTE 

Land— • 

Situate without local limits nj /iiii'fdiclion See Jl KInDICTION 

Land Acquisition Act— 

X of 1670— 

Aj/plication^f See MlNOU. 

Land Registration .Act— * 

Bengal Aci VIII if 1671., s 76. See MEKOKU OK Pl/l’NI INTKUP.ST ^ 

Landlord and Tenant— 

See Rent Si'it. 

Trnivifci of teiiuu’—< 'onlrad lequduui hamfer of teutiie—llenmil Tcnancu \it (\ III 
o/'lHri5).i. 12 .\ ti'.iiisfer ol < 1 , tenure mule in teiiiis ol the provismiis ol the 

Bengiil Ti‘iian( \ Aet of J6.S.5 is not binding on the iaiidloid if there bc> a contract 
between Ibe landloid .uid the tenant lli.<t tlia tr.instei shall not be v.ilid and biridmg 
until security to tlie s.iti'l.ietiun of the laiidloid h.is bieu fuiuished b\ the tiails- 
tercu, and su< b seeucitN has nut been furnished The beii.uiL is still liaiilc tor 
the rent. 

DlNOBUNDllU Roy I . BONEltlEE .. XJX 

Lease— 

liuilduuj lease not irilhin pun'iete ut fii'iujal 'J'enanci/ It I —t oiil dejnil, ieit'^e fm . not 
aijriciitlunil Ol hm hen It null irtlhin ineitiiiim of licnijal renniu i/ .\ef (Vl/Iuf 
1665), ss :i, I, !}-' l.iiinliiltoit Act f AT .[/■ ^6771, si h ft, mi J16. A regist- 
oreri li ase granted lot budding purposes ,in4 for esl.iblishiug ii eo.d depot doi's not 
eoiue within the purvlew ol Mio Bung.il Ten.uie> Aet, not being a lease fin 
agncultiiial oi hurtieult.ural puipuses The liuiitatioii applicable to a suit for the 
lent rc.sorved in such a lease i- that piesciil^'d by art 116 ol the Limitation Aet. 

RANKiAN.J COAL Association, LIMITED f Judoonath chose .. xix 16 U 

Leave to sue-- s * 

Sod Small Cxust^CoiiKT, Phesidency Towns act 

Lender— ^ 

To Hindu u'ldoii', iesijonsibilily of Sec Hindu , WIDOW 

Letters of Administration — 

Wiih the will annexed, i/ranl of, to L niversal Leijatee See Pkactice 

L'etters Patent— 

1865, cl. 1*2 Sco J UaiSDTCTION 

High Court, el. 16. See APPEAL 

Liability— '. , 

Of drawer before dishonour. See MUTL \Jj CBEDIT. 

Of the heirs of a deceased occupancy raiyttl lu pay rent. See UCCUPANCY Baiyat. 



xlvi 


INDEX. 


Lien— • , 

Attorney's. See ATTOUNEY’S HEN. 

Snhf and coiisujnnienl of ijuatis—Bantan of Jinn, right of—Bight ot the consujnor, 06 
iigainst the bnmtm to merchnndibe conbigned to a Calcutta finn— Denial of banian’s 
claim to a hen on genet al account v.ith the Jinn—Banian’s non-ltabilUy to account 
Jot past sales already brought into acc-juni icithcansignee—Ctmtraet Act. 187U, 66, 103 
aiJl 178. There is no lulu of Uw giving u hen to a banian us against bis 
employer, nor is there any custom to that oRcet. If the banian claims a ken he 
must prove its oxisbcnci', either by showing -lonie express agreement or by showing 
some course of ijoainig from which a lien can be implied 

PEACOCK I' KAI.TNATH .. ... ... ... ... XVllI 

Life-estate of Hindu Widow- 

Surrender of See UiNJJU Widow’s Est\TE 

Limitation 

See 4UVEHSK J'OSSKSSION CADCDTTA MUMCI !> AD CgNSOIjID ATION ACT, B S57 . 
EXECUTION OK DECUEE. HINDU LAW, INHEUITANCE MKlUiEU Of i'UTNl 
INTEKKBT * 

Ji t XV oj 1877, aits. 6iJ and 97— Money pnul, suit to tecocei , upon failure of considet- 
iition — L'onsideiiitum, failure of A s.ile, whnh a member of <i jiiiiit-(annl\ 
(Mithil.i) had attempted to ni.ike, went uiT upon the obicctiuii made b> otbei 
eo-sbarers, but not betore the purchasc-moiie\ had been paid It might have been 
that the agivumeiit lot s-ale was not void from the beginiiiiig, but was onh void 
upon objection being made , and if it w.is oulj voidable, the consideration did not 
f.Tiil at once at tlie time of ilie receipt of the pureliase-nioney, so as to render it 
money had and received, to the use ot the p.i\or within the meaning of aA 8^ of 
seh 11 ot Act XV of 187>. But it failt‘d, at all events, when the piireliaser being 
opposed foiiiid huiiseif uiiabie to obLiiti possession He would have had i^right 
to sue at tli.tt t|jmc to recovei his purchase-money upon a failure of i i>nsidc‘r,iiioii. 
And, therefore, the e,ise appeared to fail within art 97 It must fall either 
within th.it artielo or within .irt. (>2 

H4NUM VN KAMAT I’ IlANU.M AN MANDUK .. ... ... XIX 

-Icf XV.i/ 1877, st/i II litis H‘J, lAi—Botindiiites, disimtc ns to — Oirm-i diipof 
land reclaimed Jroin a bhil contested between ptopt icloi ■> oJ lontirfiious estate.s — I’rioi 
poS'iessttiii of hind bg one of two claimants- -I'lesuniptioii as to cinitiniiancc of iHicscs- 
svtn of land bg oiigiiiol on net, limitation being pleaded by pat tg in possession — 
Apjvllimt, duly of — liuidi’not proof In suits lelatmg to disputed bniiiid.uios 
where the deiision ot the lower (jouit as to the qwiieiship involves (jnestious of 
the coivectness of •-urvevs, maps, leeoided descriptioii, and other such evideiiee, 
the appellant should do mote than •.how points reijniring expl.iitMtioii He should 
he piepared to show ni what ti'spect the dei ision has been wiong iii regard to the 
cvidenei*. and what other eouise would be right. 'I'he question was as to the 
ownership ot land recl.iiincd fium a bhil within theeuuhnes of one or other ottwo 
adjoining loviftine iiiehaU, the one boKiHgiiig to the plaiiitiil, the otlier to the 
defendants, and involved the identifie.itjon of the land in suit with some that bad 
been < overed with watei, but of wliieh the jilaintiif's possession, with title, had 
been atfirnied in procei'diiigs ot the revenue survey in 1857 In oonsoquence ot 
the nature and eoiiditiori of the laud there was no evidence of ,iuy aet of 
posse-sion dom* o\ either partv during fhe first two years of the twelve immediate¬ 
ly preceding the date of the institution of the suit, and during the last ton yeais 
the defendants had Ix^eu tin possession The la^^er having tried and failed to 
establish adverse possessions in themselves, contended that even if the plaintiff’s 
possos-sioii had been shown to have ox^Aed in 1857, he could not Aacceed without 
showing that his possession rein.iincd till lalor than tA.e 9th April 1869, the 
suit b.iving been filed on 9th April 1881, or unless he proved some aet of disposses¬ 
sion by the defendants within thM period Held, that the presumption was in 
favour of the plaintiff’s possession, which had been with apparent title, having in 
, fact continued ovei the two years in question, as to which eonlluuauec there was 
no evidence to the coutvary If the burden was on the plaintiff to show possession 
down to within twelve years of suit, it had been discharged 

RA.IKUMAU ROY J>.ViOBlNDCHUNDER ROY .. ... ... XTX 

BengalTenancy Act (111 of IQSb), s, 174— Extension of time when Count is closed. 
Where a tenure is sold for arrears of rent under the Bengal Tenancy Act of 1885, 
the judgment-debtor, under s. 174 of the Act, may apply to have the sale set aside 
on his depositing in Court |or payment to the decree-holder the amount iccover- 
ablo under the decree with costs, and tui pavmenl to the purchaser a sum equal to 
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h\xsLYtdkt\OTk--((ioviimued.) ^ * 

5 per cent, of the purehaBe-monev ; and if the Court he closed on or before the* 

]aBt day of the period limited, f the ]udgrnent-debtor niav p<i> th(> .said <-i]m into 
Court on the first day the Court roopen-i, notwithstnnding the .ibseiiee of express 
provision to chat effect. 

SHOOHHEE BHPBAN RUDKO n. OOBIND CHDNDBI* ROY . . . XVllI 231 

Commencement of twelve years’. See ‘ RP.fi JUDICATA ' 

Kjectment, nqht to tue in—Order made in jnuceedniy irliete n diynife e lists concenitnq^ 
the possession of hind—JAmitatwn Act (XV of 1877), .se/i 11 nif'. 17, IM— 
Crmitnal I’rm-ediire Code (Act X o/lH72) s bW-'-Cnninial J’litcduie Code (Act X 
o/188‘2), s 145 A x.tmiiidar on the 3rd Mas lM7r> iigieed to let l.iiids on leti‘-e to 
A and his co-sh.iref'., who, on the zamindar's failine to cam out the terms of the 
agicement, brought ,1 .suit fur specific perfoimaiKu and obtained a decice agaiiist 
him ill 1879. The y-iinuiidar having neglected to perform theagreeiuf nt, thi't'ouit 
in December 1881 made an order for the iveeiitiun of a pott.ih and diiictcd tfa.it 
the pottah^should take effect from the date of the niigimil agreeiiieiit 'riie pottah 
was executed on tlie 19th Doci mbei 1881 In 1880 A instituted a piocceding under 
.. .530 of the (Viniinal I’rocodnre Code (X of wliieli toiie'.jionds with 

■- 145 of Act X of 1882, but the iipplnMt ion was dismissed in Dec-emlicr 1880, 

A haA’iiig failed to establish possession 11 having ))iir('h,ised tli>> interests of two 
of the co-shaieis, instituted a suit on rhe 11th Ma> 1888 ,bgaiii>t i.ei tain persons 
who h.id lioiii let into possession b\ the /.inimdar, the other ci<-->Iiaiers being added 
as plaintiffs He/d, that art 47, sch 11, of the |jijmt.i.tion Act did not 
appi\, no right to sue 111 cjechnent lieiiig in e\ist(*iic-e in l)eirinbei 1880, the 
right with whieh A w.is elothod under the decree not h.iviiig been perfected till 
llei'cmber 18.41, wlioii the pottah was executed Held, fiiJtlnr, that the suit was 
not barred mider dH 1)4, ,is liiiiit.i.tion did not eomnieiue to iuii until the 
jKittah fi.id .letualh been executed Aitlclc 47 of the Tamitation Att^eontoinpl.ites 
a right to sue in ejeetmi-nt lining ii> existence at the lime of the passing of ,in order 
under s. 14.5 of the Code of Criminal T'roendure. 

BOIAI ('.HAND (IHOSAI, e. SAMTKUDDTN MAND.M, . . XIX 0)6 

K.reciit*pn of dectee - Civil Vtocedine Code, 182J, s 373 —Dis/i.’i.ssu/ of npplinition to 
execute irithout obtaininq leave to male fresh application Section 373 of the Civil 
I’roeednii' f’odo does not appl> to .ipplieatioiis for execution of deiiees Tinachnud 
Atoqrai \ Kashi Nath Tnmbnh followed Itadhn ('lunnii \ .f/nii .Siii///t dishciitcd 
from 

WA.IIHAN r BIKHWANATH f’EKHHAD . XVllI )62 

liistnnnent, suit to set nsule oi declair the foiiieiyof -Immoveable pto^wriq, suit foi 
possession of— /limitation Act IXV of 1817), si/i 11, ntts,',fL,')2,') i. 111 One 
I> died III 1819, leaving an ikiarnam.i,, or Mill His widow , entered into posse.s 
Sion of his propertv, and the survivoi died on thn24rd April I88(i The piedeces- 
swrs in ei-tate of the plaintiiTs brought a, 'Ant to set .iside th.‘ikiaiiiaui.i, w)iieh 
sun, w.is dismissed lu 18(51, on the ground tl;at they had no c.inse oi .ictioii during 
the life-time of the .,iirvi\?ng W’dow On the 29tb .June 1889 the plaintiffs, ,i-. thi* 
heirs of i) after the di .ith of the siiiviving widc.w, iiist unfed a suit to lei over 
possession of the property of D from the defendants, who el.iiuied to have come 
into possession thereof under the iljraiiiama'upon the de.ith of the widow Held, 
tliat the suit wa'- governed by the limitation of three \ ears for a suit to sot .iside 
an instrument, and not by the g,mcr.i,l limit.ition ine-,eVil>ed foi suits to recovoi 
inimoveiibJu property, as after the widow's death the parties in jiossessiou were 
those cl.Hniiiig uAder ♦he ilfrariiarna, w'ho co* Id not be dis])l,iced except by setting 
it aside. Pnqhubai Difhl Sahii v. Bhilya Lai Missei .ipproyed Jiaindaniba 
Chaodhrani V Ha/thinn Mohun Hoy ('diaodhri, and Jon/,-i Aunwen \ ,l/i/ Stnqh 
referred to “ 

Mahahir ruBSHAD Singh r ffuRKTHUR Fershad Nabatn Singh ,,, XIX 629 

# 

Vlaint insuffictently stamped — Practice—Date of institution of suit—Presentation of 
* plaint insufficiently stamped — Coiot-fees, payment of requisite, on a ante subsequent 
to that on which plaint was piesented, effect of, an iienod of lidHtation The date 
of the institution of a suit should bo reckoned from the date of the presentation 
of the plaint, iindnot from that on which the requisite Court-fees are subsequently 
put in. so as to make it adniiflsiblcafia plaint Skinner \ Orde sad. Chennnjqm 
V. Bnghunatha referred to Balkaran Rat v Gobind Nath Tuvan novfoUowod. 

MOTIBAHU V. CHHATRI DaS ... ... * ... XIX 780 
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Limitation Act*— ^ 

XV.of 1877— 

>is. 5, G Xxecutton of decree — Transfer of decree for execution — Civil 1‘roi^dure 
Code (Act XIVof 188‘2), ss. "Ai'i,'^SO—ilxtension of time when Courtis closed. 
Where partiesi arc prevented from doing a thing lu Court on a particular day 
not by any act ul their own, but by the act of the Court itaelf, they arc entitled 
to do it at the fir^t <4ubseque>nt opportunity 

Peaky Mohun aich l. anunoa Chaban Biswas ... . . XVIII 

1b, and sob 11, arts. G'2 and 145 Act XI of 18S9, s 81— Unit to leeoier surplus 
sale-proceeds of a sole for arrears of Clo'Vininerit revenue. WUei'e \ instituted a 
suit 111 Novcniiier 188U to recover from the Si’crcUrv of State foi India in Coun¬ 
cil the suiplus Kale piooecdsof thiec t.iluks sold for arrears of (roveninieiit revenue 
on the 8rd of OctoIxM IH7 i and which wcie in the hands of the Collector, held. 
that the suit was governed by .irt G2, sch II, of the Limitation Act, and was 
therefore barred Held also, that s 81 of Act XI of I85‘t did not vest the surplus 
sale proceeds in the C'oliontor .is trustee, that a deposit did not necessarily create 
a trust, and th,it therefore s 10 did not appU Held further, that ^lie Qollcetor 
was not a depository of thi- money within tho riitianiiig of ait ll.b of sch. II 
SEUKRTAHY OF STtTR POK TNI>1\ r FaZILALI. ... .. XVIII 

s 14. Compiiiittron of per ml of hnntotion—Suits tor nirenrs of reui —.Ici X,oJ 
1S.59 The provisKitis')f s 11 of Act .\V of 1877 arc n it .ipplicaljlc to suits tor 
arrears of rent under A'-t X of 18.59 

Nagendko Nath Mi’LLich r. Mithi uv MoruiN Pabhi .. .Will 

s. 'ZS. See FEKRTES. 

Part IV and s 23 Sec FekkiES. • 

arts. 47. 144 See LiMJT-VCION 

atrs. 62 and 97 See LiMI r \TION • 

arts 62 and 145 See LIMITATION ACT. 1877. s 10 * 

.irt 74 See LJ\flTATTON ACT, 1877, AKT. IKi. 
arts 91, 92, 98, 14 1 See I.IMIT.CITON 
art 116 ScelNTEKCST LE-vsi:. 

art. IK) Reiitsleted instalment bond, smt on—Contract in writimj woistered. Irtide 
116 d the Liiinl.itioii .\it IS applicable to a suit on a registered uistahnciit bond, 
notwilhstaiidiMg 1 hi express provisions of ai t 74 I'h.it .irtiele (116) is inleiided 
to apply to all <'onti,ii i- in writing ngisfered. whethci tbere is or i-> not .in express 
provision in ilii' Liiiiil itiiai Ail foi similar ei>iitra<'ts not registered 
DiN DOYAI. SIMIH ( . OOTM. SAKCN NAHVIN SlNOH . .. XVIII 

arts 120, 121 Sltebaii nominated to njfree, liinilation to suit bro'itilii to oust — Suit to 
oust a shebiiit from oftwr, tU" appointment to riliuli is made hr/ uoniirvition A suit 
to oust ,i sbcb.iit from 111 , otlii'e, the appoitii nieiil to which has liecn made by 
nomiiiatioii. is one bn wliuh no pi>riod o) limitation is spcci.ilh provided, 
and is therefore govcined In .irt 120 of sell 11 ol the Limitation Ac1 The 
plaiiitiil, as aheb.iit of ,t eeil.iin Hindu«cudoviUiL'nt, institiiti'd a suit to set aside 
certain leiiBCh and alieiiatirmi eriMted by one who had forinoilv been sheiiau, but 
who it w.is alleged, h.id reliiii^uished .i.i?d alnindoiigil tin* otiiei*, on Ihe ground 
that sU(.h leases and alieiuktums wcie void and not bimling on the eiidowineiit, 
.and he sought to obtain khas possession of the l.mds occupied bv the defen¬ 
dants under such leases .md alieiiatiAiis. Alibougli it w.is admitted that the 
plaintiff h.xd held possession as slieb.iit, au>l nriu.iged the properties connected 
with the endowment foi won-tliaii reii ycai", oii the nmnin.ttioii of the Hindu 
residents of the loealiti, the defeiid.vnts put the* |ilaiiitill to proof of his title as 
shobait The lower Courts f mild th Uthe pi iintiff had tailed to«prove his title, 
and, holding that on this ground he had no Incus st nuh, di*nissedthe suit Held, 
that as a .suit to oust th plaintiff from liis oftic“ would have been barred by 
limitation, bv reason of his having%cld the offiee for a peiiod exceeding that pro- 
vidtd bs the law of limitation, ho had acquir'd a eoinplete title for (be purposes 
of any litigation i.onriected with the affairs of the endowment, .md that tho suit 
* hud been wi'ongly dismissed on the ground that th(> plaintiff had failtsl 1o prove 
his title. * 

Jagan Nath Dab « Biubhadra Das ... ... ... XIX 

arts. 1‘27, 142, 144, Suit by a person claiming share in joint faimly property. The 
word ‘ person ’ mentioned m art 127 of schedule second to the liimitalion Act 
means some person claiming a right to share in pant-family property, upon the 
ground that ho is a member of the family to which the property belongs. 
KABTIOK CHUNDBR GHU'Ai'UCK r. SAUODA SUNDUai Debi ... xvm 
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Limitation Act— (continitfd.) 

XV of 1877— (continued.) 
arts. 142, 144. Seo LtmitA'tion. 

art. 144. Symbolical pauseamm. The plaintiff fiossnin Dalmar Pun’s predecessor 
in title, ono CrosHaiii Lacbmt Naraiii Pun, aeijUirecT the share of 2 annas and 
8 pies in cort.iiii mou/ahs by purchase at a sale held in execution cf his own 
decree against one Het Naritin 8ingh, and in September 1874 obtained symbolical 
possession In Deeembor 1874, Piet Naraiu Siiigh and liis co-sharers granted a * 
perpetual lease to one nokulanund, reserving a noiniiial rent Subsequently 
. OoHsaiij Lachnii Naraiii Pun brought .i suit foi possosjon nf the 2 annas and 
Spies share ag.iinst Hot Nar.nu Sin^h and bis en-sharers, .slid after the death 
of (lossain Liichmi Naraiii Pnri. (Inssaiu D.ihuai Pun obtained a decree Jn 
March 1882, Oossaiii Dnlniar Pun id'taiiied symbolical possicssinn in execution of 
that decree On the i'.)th J.iuuiiiy 1887, Bipin Behan Mittei purchased at a sale 
inexeiution of a decree against Gokulaiiuiid, the right of the l.ittci a- hssoe, and 
ohtuined, through the (loiiit, symbolical possession of the same rSossaiu Dalmar 
• Pun theii.instituted this suit to toeovor possession of the said 2 annas and 8 pics 
share against Hcpin Bidiarj Mitti r and (lokulaiiniid in Deeenibei 1887, that is, 

13 years after tin' gi.iiil of the lease bj Het Nar..in Singh mid bis eo-sharers to 
Ookulanuiid. The defence set up was limitation Held, that the suit was barred 
by llmifatioi) Held also, that when the lease purports to be .4 perpetual Itase 
without reversion to (be grantors, aud iio lights reserved to them, but only a 
nominal lent, symbolical possession as .ig.iinst the grantors would not be effeetive 
against the lessee, and thus *,nve the bar in limitation 

GohkainJjaTjMah Puri e. Bki’IN Bkhauv Mittkh ... .. XVIII 520 

art. 178. RevacnUoti of ptobnle, application fat- Intn lemns, ivtht of, to uphold pro¬ 
bate and auppm I vnei — Mnrti/nqees, riqlitof,tt) uphoh! piobntc and suppoit n'tll. 
Appliesftions for pioti.ite, or letters, or eeitific iti s of .idiiunistiation do not fall 
within the piuvisions of art 178 of the Tiimitatioii Act Mortgagees of the estate 
of a doccasid person b.ive an iiitirest in such entitling them to intervene and be 
heard in opposition to an iippli'-ation made to witlnlriiw pre.bate. 

Kashi Chitndra Dmi I* Gopi Krishna Deh .. .. . XIX 48 

arts. 178, 179. Si'o MESNE PnoKjTS. 

art. 170. para 2 Fjeiution of device—Apjwat hi/ pluinhff agoiii t pmt ff dectee 
malinif all defendants ietjmiuh'nts—Fret iitiou of pnifof di-ciec not apiienlcd oi/niiist. 

On the 23rd 'M.treli ISMi th" plaiiitifl olit.micd ,i deuce in the Court of First 
Instance ag.iinst five di-fcnd.iiits, dicl.viiiig Ins t igbl to eerl.iiii s]iecifie miniorcable 
propeitv, whieh was however, nioditicd on an a]<i>e,il ]>refeiied b\ the defend.iuts, 
the decree of the lower AppeJlati (Imut giving ibe plaintitT a decree for onlj two- 
tbirds of the pioperly eLiiiiied, and disiiii-,sing bis suit in respei t ut the remaining 
oiie~third in favour td di-feiidiiiits Nos 2 iiid4. The lowiT Appellate C'ouit's 
decree was d.ited the 13th .UiJv 1888 A^iiist tb.it deiiec pliiiiitifr preferred a 
second appeal to the High (taut, iniiking .in Ibe defendiiiits iespondeiits, which 
appeal was, however, dlsiijissi-d on tin Kitb^Iuiie 1887 The ydainlill on the 13th 
.Tunc 1800 applied foi e\ecuiit>i o) the dci-iee in ills f iuini in respect of the 
two-thirds of the pri'pertv held 1o belong to linn, ,11111 di fein),nits Nos 1 and 5 
objected on the gioiiiid that the tight to '\i iiition was liiirrcd, iiinitafton tunning 
fiom the 13tli Jnlv 188<;, the date of ' bivver AppelJ.itc Couit’s decree in the 
plaintiff’s favour Held, tb.it limitation laii iioin the .inne 1H87, and that 

the app1ie,itioii was therefore not bailed Ail the defendants wcie pin ties to the 
second appeal, and the Court to which the applic.ition was made fur execution 
was not bound, bidoie ivjl'iwiug execution, td go into all the eireumstanees of 
that appeal .ind consider win tin i llie decree of the lower Appellate Court in 
favour of the plairitifT foi th<' two thirds the projiertj was or was not 
praotically secure , the High t'ouit had all the parlies lielore il, ,ind. if it had 
been right to do so, might have altered Min derrue against any of them Qiueie — 
WTiethcr under such eireuinstances the Tjcgislature could have intended the Court 
ox^uuting a decree to go into ijiii-stioiis -o eomplieattd, as to whether 111 «uch a e.ase 
the whole decree was or might have been or beconiu imperilled in the Court of 
Appeal, and wbcrbei the plain words of uit 179 might not be mllownd with less 
of possible ineoTivcnienee and complexity, even though in some eases it might 
result in executinn of a deejee going against a defendant a little more than three 
years after such decree was practically secure against him. Nundun Ltill v. Rat 
Joyktshen cited with approval. ^ 

KB18TO Churn PAHS u. Radha Churn Kim ... ... ... XIX 7fi0 
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Limitation Act—(r-onchidfi.d.) 

X'V^.of 1877 — ( canchtded.') 

lietujfil Tenancy Act ( VIITof 1885), s. 184. sell. Ill, Part 1, ‘2 (bj — Smison teqistered 
cmitrnct^ — Limitation—Limitation Act (XV of ikll}, sch. II, or/, llfi Suite for 
rent, founded on eoiitrdcfc« in re'speot of iandH suliject to the provisions of the 
Buigiil Tenaiift Act, are governed hy the limit.ition piovidod in thiiit Act. 

Mackknztk r. 1U.TI Sybo Mahomed aijI Khan ... .. XIX 

Liquidator - 

Bonowuiq jKitceis of See COMPANY. 

Lis Pendens 

See SATiE IN rXECl TION 01<’ TiKUltKB 

Looal Limits- - 

Of jurisdiction under let VI nf 1^71 

Lower Burma Courts Act- 

XI of 1889, .50, fiU, cl (5) .ind Ic) 

Magistrate - 

Pouei of Liitiui Mnqiitintc, jh iret of, toniuet fufthei entjuiiy—hnproiter (h',ihrniie 
- Sessiom ciisc. fut tin I citijuv if diici ted in — i'riminnl l‘i<<cedurc Viule (Act X of 
18.H'1), sy 4.8f>, J,-{7 It i>i coijija tent Jo .i Ili'.Jrict Id.igKtr.ite, who has issued a 
nonce to ill] .I'cnsed person who in ]iis n]n)uon b.is Jioeii iiiipropeih discharged to 
show ciiisc nnili'r s JUii of tlu- Cruniii:i.] I’roccduie Code \vh\ be sluKiUl not 
ho cuniiiiil.icil 1,0 till* C.ouW of Sc'-iicnih, on c.iiiso In'iiig shown to orih i a turi.hcr 
inquiri under the provisions of s 1.57. • 

QL’I-:h’N-l'’,Ml'Kf,SH I M ANTUt'DDtN MUNDl L . XVlll 

Mahomedan— 

Moiinufe of Hindu (oiirnt to SicBlOAMY 

Mahomedan Law— 

See MONTO,\0E Bio.amy W\kk 

Custom- J‘itbln uoishiji in oiostiue —Iiiiuncluni lestinininq defendants tiom 
intcnujitniif ]<'/ii/ious (cicfiionu-', in u iiiusfid liiqlit of Imam and ut Moticah to 
be jnotected in ftieii n/Zitvs- Iii{teiei‘ies if ojnnum betireen the Imam and certain 
of the It oi slu]>]iei N as to obscii'iini'es iit piayer Among Sunni M.iliornedaiis, 
neither on the giuuiid of .in. gi'iieid aiiU t \}ii<-.ss rule of Mahomedan l.iw, nor 
on thi- giouinl oJ the giovvih ot cii'-tonis se|)cir>itiiig different schools iii so 
ni.ii'k( (1 .1 lUiiiiMcr i.h.it till! f ilJ-nvi'i-> i,f ouc school could not propoilv worship 
with tlui''’of .iiii<thcr, did the iiiirod^iLtiun In the Ini.iin of (u) the loud toiH‘d 
Amen, and ol (5) the tiatiidain show Mieh .i eh.inge of teuete Not was it in 
iteeli sucli ,111 1171})'> 11 . 111 ' dcpartuie from the custom of Sunnis as that it 
would disqii ilit\ the Im.ini foi ofjiciating in .i rMusjid vvln-rc those i eieinonies 
li.id not preMoiisU lieini used Noi did I.Uc luLroduetioii of (u) and of (b) 
jiistih a'.cetioii of the worshippers in n'tting up luiothci leader of jiravet at the 
samo tilin'th,it pt.i\el was hung onulucted h\ the duly authorised Imam On 
the lowei Appell ite (Jour's findings of f.aet there was nothing in the constitution 
of the mosque which prohiliilcd the adoption of\u) iind (5), and those findings 
were eoiiclusivo For the puipose, howetci, of uojisiduiiitg the ease from other 
points of view, their Lordships cxanAued the whole of the evidence, and thoy 
agre.id with the Subordinate Judge tKil there was no eviileiioc showing that the 
mosqiiu w.is not iiili'iided lor bh^ worship >•{ all Sunnis or for .ill Mahomcdaiis 
Nor wis there aiij rule of law that, when publie woiship had been performed in a 
certain wa> fot twenty years, there could not be any variation, however slight, 
from that way. Thu question in each case of dispute must be as to the magni¬ 
tude and importiiijce of the alleged departure There had not been produued any 
text to show that a follower of Abu Hanifa w’ould do wrong in following a prac¬ 
tice recommended others of the lour Imams Nor was there any usage, having 
the force of law .imong Sunni cominunitios, frrbidding the lutioduction ot(u) and 
(6) into CRremoni.il prayer, as shown hy the evidence of Icdriied Mahoraedans, and 
by proof ofetheir actual practice. Tbe judgments m the Empress v. Ramzan and 
Ata-iUla v. Aztin-ulla referred to. The Court ought not to declare that the Imam or 
Matwalis of the musjid haa authority to eject the dissentients, if and when they 
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Mahomedan Law— (conU^ucd.) 

interferod. Tho plaintiffs must r<>ly on tiif prohibitor rdcr or injnm tiou, which 
could be enforced acco]ding,to law if the oci ision !lrll^.e 

FAZL KARIM V. MaI’LA BAKSH ... .. ... . Will 

Ilowet Oudh, law uf, telatintj to leducHon la aiiumui nj <liniet-~l)ete}minntinii of 
amount oj defer ted dower recover able ft oni reineMiihitiiri of deteitticd hubbnnd 
fnarried m, but a lum-ivsident of Oudh, not affected bit law of that lioimec- 
Evideiwe Jet (I of IKTil), ,< .‘li, cl fi) — Entri/in Ma,hiiiiudiin iiim i i-o/e tei/ii-tei of 
amount of dower, ndnnssiUe in evidence to prove nuiomit li.eed t .d.ihoiiied.in, .i 
resident in I’.itni, since deueasid, mairn’d the plaiiitiil, while he was tor <ii time 

• 111 Lucknow whole she lived. Upon her cliuni, .is his widow foi her deferred 
dowel. It w.is louiid to hAM.-been eoniiuetud t.T ,it tlie .inioiint .illcgidhi her 
The question of the amount of her dower w.i-^ held to be det s rmii.ihle without 
reference to .i usage having the force of liw m Oudh, reniloring dowis rediii ibh 
in certain cases bv the Court The |>laee of e.elebi.itioi oi lire ni.uii.igi did not 
make this applicable. A register of in.nri.iges kept b\ tb Isl.ib.id, mnee deceased, 
who eehitirated this inai nage.'in vvhu b register w.is < ileit d the .iiiiomit ol tliv 
dower, w.is’held to be iidiiiissible iind relevant, .is evnlen e nt the sum iixed, lieiiig 
.ill entry in a book kejit in the diseli.irge oi dut\ withn IJ. il (Ji of tl.i' 
Evidence 1872 . 

Z VKBRI r 8\KTNA BEOIIM . XIX 

li'iikf SettleiiienI tnfavoiu of the '.ettloi's faiuilii with the leseivation olotifi- 
inteie\t in ]iciil or the whole of the income foi the setthn — ‘ I'hnnfiibie'' “ Itel,- 
inout ” t\ wakl 111 favour of the^rttloi’s tliihli rn .iirJ kiiulnd in ])etpetiiil\, with .i 
resoiv.ilion of .1 p.iit or the whole of the iiieoiue tlineof m f,i%<)in of the settlin' for 
his own usP during his litetime, is valid Mahomed \'<luniuiln (’howdhui it v Amm- 
chaiul A'/mdw referred to Itaiainiiiia l)hnt Chon ilhai i/^ Ihul Fata Mahamed 
Ishiik dissented from * In the c.oiistruetion of .i di ed of .i w.ikl, the w.irds eli.irit.ilih ’ 
and ‘refigious’ must bo taken in tin seii'-e which thei ijiidei .tocul 

Makuincdau law 

MlOKIi :M\lIOMEr) iHRAlIi K11\N i' SASHTI churn UttoSE ... XT.X 

Wiikf, con'itifulion of—Dedicatum of inojjeitit irith te.iiiioran/ inlei mediate iiiteiesi',-- 
Uncertain contiiujencji To eoustitute .i valid vv.ikl tlieie iiiiist be < ihdie.ition in 
favoui of a religious or ch.iriL.ible puipnse, althoiigii tlieie m.iv lie ,i t‘<m|)ni,nv 
iiiterinodiato .ipplic.ition of the whole oi part of 1 he b' iielits thi'ie.if m tb biinilv 
of the .ippinpriator or w.ikif, .ind the dedie ition must not di,pend upon .in unei'i Uiiii 
eontingeiiev, such as the po.^sloll extiiietiuii of the w.ikit's f.niiilv 
K^SVMW \ DHUR CHOWDHURI I' AUUIj 1'’\T\ ISfl.VK X\ III 

Maintenance- 

See Hindu Lvw , >l mntkn \Nt'K. 

Fiitiiie miunteiuinee, deciee decliniut riifht U -Mainienuiu oileifiiaenlt;/ lutlnu/ due 
enfoiced m ciecution Fiitiiio maintenance .iw.itded Ijv .i deerei- wlieii t.tiling due 
('.III he recovered in exei ution of th.il decree viithout fuitliei suit 
ASHUTOHH BVNNKR.1KH W H'KHIMONt DEIIVA . .. XLX 

Malikhana— * * 

See JnUlHDlCTlON 

Manager of Ward's Estate 

See UtUTIlT OK Wards Aut, .SS '20, 5I .58. 

Map— * 

Stiitemeiiti lecmdedtn Se^ Evidence 

Marriage- 

See Uia.\MY illSHOEUTlON OP MaRRI.VOE. -> 

Marriage of Hindu Widow — 

fhndu widow, re-man toiie of—Iropertif inlieiiled bi/Hindu iridow finin het tintt 

• husbnud, fmfeitiiie oj—Jitndu Widon'e Maniaqi ActfXVot 18.5(1), s.s'l, 'I- Act 

111 of 187‘2. .s 10 \ Hindu widow inherited the propertv of hi*^liiisb.ind, taking 

theiein the estate of a Hindu widow She alterw.iids married .i '.eeoud husband, 
not a Hindu, in the form providoj by Act JH of J87'2, having liisL tu,Klc a deeUra- 
tioii, us requirod s 10 of that Act, tb.it she was not a llnidn Held, by tbn 
majority of the PULL BENCH (PltlNSEI*, J , disecnliHi/) that by hA second 
marriage she forfeited her interest in Inr first husbandis estate in favour of the 
next heir, all rights which any widow may have in her deceased husband’s 
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Marriage of Hindu Widow— 

pntpecipy by inberitttnct- to her husband bt-iug express]• deteruiiued by s. ‘i of the 
Hmdu Widow’s Marriage Act (XV of 1856) upon her rc-marriage. Oopal Stngh v. 
Dhungazee overruled fKINSEP, J —Section '2 of Act XV of J856 does not apply 
to all Hmdu widows re-niarrviDg, biiL onU to Hindu widows rc-niarrying as 
Hindus under Hindu law as provided bv the Act 

Matunoini Gupta v. Ram Rutton Boy .. ... .. xix 289 

Marriage of Minor— 

On attaimng puberty, rcfjudtatiim of. See iUiiAMV 

Matwali— 

Bight of, to ptotetticm m office See M \HOM Kl» iN L vw 

Medioal Witness-- 

Depositioiiof, Seo EVIDENCF 

Memorandum of Appeal- - 

Imufficwntlij stamped. See COUKT EER • • 

“ Menu Kyay 

Authortty of the. Hoc 1 )It OKOR 

Merger of Putni Interest— 

In zamindar uho part hoses \t. f'ntni int. tal, vienjei ot, lo Ihol of zniniuihn — 
(Jo-shater—Bent suit—Pai ties tnsuit, irnnsfei of ilejenilftiifs to < utcgoni of plaintiff, 
effect of — Limitatum—Land liegisli atwn .\it > Uengal Act VI t of 1876), s 78. 

The doctrine of niergoi does noi to ihe e.ise ol a putiii luti'iesl eoinfng into 

the same h.iiids .is the •aaiuindiiii mii i-ust A and H, two loiut /..iiiiinri.iis, 
having brought .1 putui withintbeir/.iiiund.iii losiilt fur.irre.its^if lent, purchased 
It themscUcs ji)imng thi cxistcm c ol the putni a din-piilni h.id lieen ere.iicd, of 
which C was m possession A insluntcd a suit ag.inisi. t'. to j.s ovei .in.Mis of rent 
of the dur-putni for .i ^x’lnid oi thiee wars, setting tip his el.imi thi-ieto both as 
aainindar and pntiiid<ii, <ind jo.ned B <is ,i pio tin mo ilefi.-)id.iiu, .illegiiig that he 
was away from homi: .it the tuin. of the inslitutioii of t)ie suit .iiid could nut 
therefore join as a co-pliiinuft. It .ippi.ired that A’s pn.pii et.irv inteicst was 
registered under the piovisions of Bciig-il .\it \’[i of 187(1 (the L.iiid Begistr.ition 
Act), liut that B’s iiiteiest had not hisni s i legisteied Prior to the suit coining 
on for hearing, but aftin tlie right to remv'T the rent for the first two out of the 
throe years m suit li.id hecline liaired b\ iuintaruin, .issuniiiig no .'int to hate 
liccn lirought, L> w<is tiansfernd fioiti the c.ilegory of defendant in the suit mto 
that of co-plaintiiT In aiiswei to tin suit t'pleaded liniit.ition, and also eouiendcd 
that the uoii-regi.<trcition of H's iiiteie.! piecludeal the phiintills from iu.miUinung 
the suit at all, .A's sb.ire not lienig sjieinfled, li.uiiig p'gaid to tlic provision of 
s. 78 of the Act Tlip lower Appelhui* Cuuil having dismissed the suit on 
this latter ground, and ilsu held th.it ttie ngnt to recover the lent for the first two 
out of the three years in 'uiL was harren li^ limit.ition Held, on second appeal, 
that the right of the pliintitfs ,is pntjiidais did not merge in their right .is 
Kamind.ars, and that the Land Registr.itiou Act hiuLihi'retnri* no applieat'on to the 
case the plaiiituSs being entitled to maintain th»' suit gun putnidars Held, 
further, that when B was sued .is a pi,irtj-d«feiid.int, lie was made a p.irtv in 
violation of the rule applied iii DwaiKa Math Mittci v Tina Btosunna Boy, .ind 
that the suit was not theiefore in tb" first iiistaiue propetli lirought, B not being 
properly on the record as all Th.il the effect ®f making B eo-plaiutiil was 
practically to institute a new suit on the date when b(‘ was so i hanged into eo- 
plaiiitiff, and that the suit had been ri({htly dismissed on the grouiM of limitation, 
so far as the rent of the first two >oars was coiieerned, but VJiat the plaintiffs were 
entitled to a decree for thi rent in respect of the third year, which w.is not barred 
by limitation at the time B was mace uo-plaintifi 

JIBANTI NATH KHAN r GOKOOU CHUNDKU OHOWDRY . ... XIX 760 

Mesne Ppofite— 

Applicattcm for ascertainment of. Limitation Act (XV of 1877), nrti. 178 ami 179 — 

Code of Ciml Brocf&ure {Act XIV of 1882), &s. 211, 212. Neither art. 178 nor 
art. 179 of the Limitation Act applies to an application to iiRueitam the amount 
of mesne profits awarded by a decree in accordance with the provisions of s. 211 
or 212 of tljp Code of Civil Procedure 

PUBANCHAND V. Roy RAJ3HA KISHRN ... ... XIX 182 

Enqwr otto, Se« ‘ RES JUDICATA,’ 
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Mesm Profits 

Evidence—Presumptuinot fact In i]i‘t<Tmi]iiiig Lln iiii'.iii-prodt^ upon illuvnl liind’i 
gamed b}' acuretion ,ind dodrecd to thi- rchpnndmt, thi* .imoiuit of sunh profits 
depending upon the quantity of land th it had Ii»oti iiiiJi-r (‘iiltivation during a 
definite period, the Cuaits boluw lound tha£, at the cmiI of that time, an area of a 
certain iiutiiher of highas wu'i cultivated land. There was no e\i(li‘iiee, however, 
to show what h.id been the increase year by ycai of the at a i iiltiv.itid , and on 
this cjiicstion, the appellants, objecting to the .vnioimt of the in.‘siii< profits asses¬ 
sed by the Court, could have produced evidence consisting of the papers usually 
kept 111 a zainiudai's senslita, showing h.nv gc.idual the iiierc.isi- h.id bei'ii Bur. 

, those doeuiiieiils they withheld. Held, that, on 'he .ihovc i.icts, the Conits 
had properly presumed ng.nnst them, th.it the iijIik iiti.i ..f all the high.is ,ihovc 
mentioned h.id come under iiiltiivutjon from the Vieginning ol thi peiimi. 

AlAHAlilH I'KHSHAl) V R.tIJHA BKUKHAU SINHH . . XVIII 610 

Smt for Sec SKCOMJ APIMiIAIj. 

Minor— » 

^ CONTKAfT rrUAKDTANSHir 
Ap]H)intiiient of, os Stij^adnnushin. See WAKF 

Guiiithnn, ptorei s ,)f, to deal with muun's estate—Apphratina ot itie /j md Ari/iiisi- 
tinn Iff,*187(1. fo the tand of a miiio'—fnsiijfieiewii of runi/ilifiiite iriHi the other 
H'liUDeinents of the Act, without iictual comfH'nsation to the iiiinoi \ ey/ole Henv ei y 
of loud hy minor on couuiuf of uye The gu.inliaii ot ,i iinnor’s estate has no 
powi 1 to waive .1 right to conipeiis.itioii for pirL of the est.ite t.iken under the 
L'ind Acquisition Act, 18TU. although the owiiio h.ul he he, n of (nil age might 
have WillV(M It Although the Court of W.iids li.id no luiwn to .ilieiiati' the 
l.ind of a minor of whose estate it had eharge, vet jio^sessi'Mi luighi h.ivc linen 
Javvfully.jtnken of‘the l.ind ior a public pnriiosc, umlei .iiid lu eouloimity with the 
Land Aoriuisitiuii Act, H70, il rheie h.id been dueeompli.nice with Uie jirovisioiis 
of the Act, as regard, eoinpeiisat.ion to the initior’s esi.ite Wheie how<*ver, 
coiiipuiisation had not becngivii, and a ineiel> noiiiin.il Loiisider.itioii h.id jiassod, 
the Collector not having aiteil. as the t..pieseiit ilive ot the Coiut of W.iids, so ,is 
to pioteet till' intere.>ts of th" niiuot, held, th.il no valid title to the land w.is 
established as .igiiiist tin w.iid, and that on lii" iitt.uiiing lull .ige he could lecover 
it with iiicsiii' profits 

LtU’HMESW \R SINGH r CHAIRMAN OK I) VltHIl ANG V MlINlfll* VLITY Will 99 

Xot hound by his iiuQidiiin's fonltaei Sei-('ilMHDl an ANI> W.ARIj 
Poirei of, to adopt Sec JllNJiU LAW, INHERIYANCJI 

Mitakshara Family- 

See 1‘ARTIES 

Mitakshara Law ~ 

Sec (iUARDiANsiiir Hindu LAW, Aiioi rit^' Hindi Law. Imiekitange 
Hindu Law, Joint Family Joint Hindi Kamila 

Mortgage - * • 

See Transfer of 1’rokerty Act, s H'J 

by tradiHif pattnership ot all Usns.ietit, when solT'eut, foi iidrani(!.s fuesent ■iwl ftiime 
See INSOI.VENUA' OF TRADING I’ARTNERSHU’ 

Ofuiidtnded shaie in Joint Family Ij^operiy See JOINT HWDU I'‘AMILY. 

Hedcmption of pilot moityatje by puisne motitjaifee — Sale, at hi.\ suit, of nioi tyeuied 
piojtetly, on irhat tenns^^oiul tilth paiiittenf of irhat iniumbtances—Hut chines 
before and dintnei mottgatfee's .suit, and after di'erec ttuocin hoir affected by it — 
Inletest on moftijaije debt, whemeducible by tli^ dei tee tioiii its date , and when 
continuinq payable at the cmtruct rate—ErvLUtion of decice—Civil I'liucdure Code, 
s ilob - Attachment of futuie estate — Cansttuchon, nccordimj to Mahomedan law,^ 
of grant of such estate I pon a claim by a puisne uiortgagen to lodcem prior * 
• incumbraiicos, and in the alternative, lor a decree ordciing a sale of thjj piopcrly 
mortgiigod, the sale was decieed, with application of the puichase-iuoiiev tci pay 
inc'iiiTjbrauces in their due order , and with redemption b\ the ^.iiiitili of a piioi 
mortgagee, who waste have an option to j'pdccin. Brtviouslv to the inortgiigo, a 
fractional inteiest in the propertv (winch interest was purch.tsed hv the plaintiff 
at a judicial ualel h.id been the subject 6t a Bettlcmeut b\ a Mabunicd^ii on hia 
wife, under the condition that if he should have no child by her, his two sons by 
another wife should each have an estate therein. He diofl without other children. 
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Mortgage — (continued.) , ^ 

He^d, that tho two honH had taken definite intcrcgts capable of being attached, 
within 8 ^r>6 of the Hivil Proc(>dur(‘ Code, not being more expcctaucies. Held, 
also, that a judicial s.ile uf property, purporting to be of all the inlerest.s of a jndg- 
muut-dcbtor, came-, with it any oiilargeiueiit thereof that may have occurred after 
the attachment and before the Hale, and that, .aecordiiigl}, the above-mentioned 
settlor having died without a child by that wile, bol weeii the date ol the attachmciiii 
and tho sale, the sons’ augmented interests passed therein The plaintiff in this 
suit had succeeded to four, out of five, mortgages, subsequent to his own, which 
had been executed before a decree obtained by a mortgagee This decree had been 
purchased bv the first defendant, who also liought the properti at the execution 
sale. The pJaintifi had also succeeded to several mortgages executed pending the 
suit Ill which tlic decree w<is ni.ide Held, that a distinctinn must he made iii 
respect of whether the mortgages ao transferred to the plain tiff had been executed 
before or after the bringing of the above suit. As regards the mortgages cxeeuted 
before it, the planitifi, not having been a party to that-suit, was entitled to redeem 
the first defendant who was jiurchascr of the dee.ree . As regards the nir>rtg.igcs 
executed after that suit was brought, the plaiiitilf was bound bs the dopiee, and his 
interest in the mortgages, transferred pendente hte, passed to the purehasoi On 
the othei hand, persons who have tikcn traiisfi rs of properly subject to a mortgage 
cannot bo bound by proceedings in a subsequent suit, bet ween the prior nioilgagee 
and the mortgagor, to which the\ h.ivoiiot been inwii' parlns. As reg.ifils Ifiic 
Court’s powei to regulate the interest, held, that alrhougli, in the decree for sale, 
the rate of iiiterost on the debt, jiav.ible to the mortgage duens'hold<-i, was 
reducible iroin the date of ihe decree froin the rate stipiil.ited, to the Comt rate, 
an ordir to that effoit could onlv lie made for the benefit of the )udginiMit-deijtor, 
as a parti to the suit The plaintiff, seeking to ledeein a ni'iitgage prm^ to the 
suit, must pay the iiiterc'lL at the rati- agreed iiiion in tlie iiioih;.igi‘ time biung 
no authority, oitliei under s 10 of Act XXIll of lH(i], oi under the L'UiI J’lu^eduie 
Code, s ilO'J, to jediiee it to the Court late 

UMKS CHUNUKK SIRCAK C ZAHrilFATrMV . XVIII 

Mortgage-Decree— 

See CCKTIKIClTIO 'I’O COIil^KCT DKMTS 

iHieUinq ialc of moit^nqed propeity. See SM.K IN Kxlit'l’TION OK I>R(;RR1<: 

Mortgagee— 

UVio has obtained leaie to tml, pinitinn of Moi ti/atie,/tint ok—C tril J'unednti 
Code (Act XIV of IHAi), s — S'difnctioit not enleulnteil on it'll it moi tijiii/eil 
premises me trotth, but on leluit fheq fetch I'iedit lot ninouni bid \diciee- 
holder (a uiortg.igee) who has, after olitainiiig le.ive to Ind .it a sale, pun liased the 
mortgaged pieiiiiscs, is in the sain*' position as an independent purehiiser, .iiid is 
only bound to give credit to the mortgagor for tin* actn.il .imoiint of Ins bid 
GUNGA PKRSHAD «. JWVAHlit SlNtlH ... .. .. . Xl.V 

Mortgagees— * 

Of thei'state of adeeeascd person have an fiiterest in t^neli eitate, entitling them to 
intervene and lie hoard in opposition to an applualiou m.ide to withdraw prob.ite. 
Kashi CHUNDRA Dkh n. Goi'i Kkikh^a Deh ... XIX 

Bvfht of, fit uphold or oppose ptobnte. Sec LIMITATION AiU’, 1H77, ART 17H 

Mostajiri Lease— • * 

Seo RIGHT OF Occupancy. 

Municipal Elections— 

Siss ELECTION Law. 

Murder— 

• Attempt to comnitl. See J’BNAL CODE, b. HOO, CL. 6. 

Mutual Credit— 

11 df Ftc., c. ul, .<i.^— Liability of draii'er before dishomut — fnshonour of bill of 
exchange—Vesting order — Insolvency —Costs of suit tn too eiiensiie claim vliere 
claivi denied m totc’ There is no debt due by a drawer of a bill-of.exchange, until 
dishonour. ^ A mutual credit within the meaning of s. 81) uf the Inselvent Ait 
must in its nature terminate in a debt. 

MILLER ti. National Ba^^k OF India ... ... ... XIX 
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Mutual Rights— 

Of pledgor mid pledt/ee See PLEDGE. ^ 

Mutwali— < 

Soo Wakf 

Native Converts' Marriage Dissolution Act— 

XXI of 1860. sw 4, 5, 7-10, Jfi. 10. See DISSOLUTION OF MakuIAOE 

Nawab Nazim’s Debts Act— 

XVll of 1873- 

6uo RBU18TK\TI0N. 

Award of CommviHumers coticlusu'e—Consituctinn of doauinrnts luit rstitfU^hing n 
chill Qi‘ on tniiiioveable projierty. Cojninissioiiars .ippoiiitocl under Act XVII of 1873, 
by thoir award, found that an ostatu was in thu possession of tho (lovernnient for 
the purpose of upholding the dignit> of the Nawab N<i7im foi thi* time being, a 
finding witlnn then eompetoruie to make, of wliieh the efleet was that the troverii- 
nient held the properly freed aild discharged from .ill elaiins In a suit ■tgainst 

* tho IfoveriiiiK’Wt it was alleged that the estate, when in tho hands of the Nawah. 
had beiMi charged wijh pii.vinentof an annuity .iiid aireais in fiiNour oftlio plaiiitifts’ 
fiithei on his abaiidilning the title which he had set up to the piopertj Held, that 
tho a^oci; aw.iui, undei the Act, would have been .i ■.nffieieiit .iiiswei to the claim, 
even if ihe ehaig" h.id origiinilly .ittaehcd to flic estate I3ut in equity no ehiiige 
could be i leated unless there was an intent to eli.ui''' Here the docuiuunls show'd 
th.it tills payment had not been legally charged up'iii tlic jiroperty, iieitlier p.iitv 
liiiMiig contcinplatud this lesult, and there having been only a mandate by the 
Nawab for^pajnient of the annuity out of his treasury 

O.MK\0 IJHGUM I’ SEt'UKTAKY OF STtTf FOR INDIA IN tJoUNCIL XIX 584 

Necessity • • 

Of itccomUinq fill non-pioduchon of miqiiial documents. See SECOND \i#i" EVIDENCE 

Negligence - 

Lo.s.s by See CAKKIF.H 

Negotiable instruments Act— 

XXVI of 1881, ss .10, 37. 04 Sec Mutual CREDIT 

New Trial — 

Application fm . See SMALL CAUSE COURT, PROVINCI \L * 

Non-publication of Notice— 

In mnnnei picsci ihed, effect of,'on the enlidity of n snh of a putui ienuie See 
PUTNI TtliUly 

Notice of Application— 

See Divorce 

To male deriee absolute. See PRACTICE. * 

Notice of Motion- • , * 

Hot ijiien in application f 01 dectee absolute See Pit.VC’TicE. 

Notice of Sale- - • 

Defect in seiruv of See SAIjE FOR ARREARS OF KOAD CESS 

Of putmi taluk, onus of /iroof of pubttcntion of See PUTNI 'UVLUK 

Publication of See SALK FOR AHiAiARH OF RENT 

Notice of Suit - • • 

Sot CVLCUTTV MUNlrrPAlrCONSOLIDVTION Act, « 357. 

Notioe of Transfer of Tenure— # 

See Transfer of Tenure, 

Notice to quit — 

tenant holding oivt after See RECEIVER. PoWKU OP 

Notifloation -- 

No. 1“288 of Aid March 1882. See STAMP ACT, B. 3. 

Nuisance- * 

Tenypoiary orders in urgent cases of. See CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1882, 

SS. 144, 435, 439. ' • 
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Oaths Aot— < 

X (f{ 1873— 

ss. C, 13, 14. See FALSE EVIDENCE. 

“ Objects and Reasons’* of Bill— 

Reference to Spi- PibHp:ky 

Occupancy Raiyat— 

Iniestacfi—Ljitbiliiiiuf the hni tof a ilecen'iiil occupancip myat to pnyieiU—tint render 
of holding—Bengal Tenancy Act I VIII of 1885), ss. 5, 26, and 80 The heirs of 
an oepupaiipy riiiv.it, dung intpstato, are li.iblp to pay rout whether they oeeupy 
the land nr nlit, until they surrendpr the holding iii the nnuiiior prescrilied liv 
s. 8C of th(“ Bi'ngal 'I’piiaupy Act. 1SH5 

PBAHY MOHUN MOOKEIUEF. r Kl’MtHJS CHUNOEIt SlKKAIt .. XIX 790 

Office of Shebait— 

See UiNDiT Law, Adoption. 

Officer— . • 

Iw'eited with jKiirer of Ciril i oint, 8ee SONTHAL I'Elitil’NN AHS, 

Officer of Court— ' ^ ‘ 

Incmrect calci/latinn In/, effect of. Sis- RKNU \1 j TENANCY S 171 

Official Assignee- 

Made defendant Soc PAIfTlES. 

Omission— 

2’o anawei i nten iM/atot lei '• See INTKKUODATOKI EH 

2’opioi‘p that accused ip is iwnni or affttnu'd Itefoie r/inng liii evuienre. Spp P.\1,8E 
Evidence. 

To state when oitter is to take etlect Si p Henoal Tenancy Act, h 40, ci, h. 

Onus of Proof— 

Sen Gift to prhkonh in a l^^imTcuRA Kelationsiiti* Second ai'I'kal 

Of puhlicntuni of notice hetme sale of palm taluk for an eai s of ri nt Spp PDTNI TALUK 

Of lei'ocafion of will Sec WILL, KEVOCA'JTOn'OE, 

Order- 

Spp Appeal 

Comiiiutimi Jihowh to iSagdi lent Set BeMtAL TENANCY ACT S 40, CL .5 

Conpiiimui vile See Second Appeal. 

Dedal iHif the ri'ihl'' of pit tics to e }m>tition in leilain ^jietipi shores apfiealntde 
before aclnul pnitituiii made See APPEAI., 

Oinnn leai'e to sue muDr i Ifi, Act .Y.V of 1H63 See EXDOAA'MKNT. 

Made in priK-eidiiw v heie a dispute tjisfs conteinini/ the possession of land. See 
Limitation j 

Of Judtte in Piivy I'ouk'iI Dcpoitmenf lefusiiu/ toe i tend time foi fitnnshing seiitnly 
foi costs See APPEAL ‘ 

Refusintf leave to sue S<‘e APPEAL 

Refusing to leinone a i/u-iidian Spp Appeal 

Oudh - * 

Law of, relatvKi to leductum in nnicunt of down S"p M ArioMKDAN Law, Oovaer 

Oudh Estates Act— 

I of 1869— A 

as. 2, 18, 20, 22(6) Will of talvkdnr—Reoisttation of wi)l—Succession to taluk- 
dan—Son of deciased elder brother pn’feired to yoitiuier brothei. A written state¬ 
ment by a taJukdar iiiade m iSfiO in replv to inquiries bs the (rovornineiit, 
issued in the disliipts under p.ireular orders regarding the suceesaion of talukdars, 

‘ may come within the definition of a talukdar’s will in s, 2 of the Gudh Estates 
Aft. I Ilf lf\py The statement wa.s deseribed In the lahikdar in a letter to the 
fluthoritips, in 1877, as “ the will which has been submitted to the Lucknow district, 
through the tashilSaf Kursi on 6th April 1800.'’ Held, tliat this showed that he 
]ntpnd(.d the statement of 1862 to be his will, and that tlic statement, as was held 
with regard to a similar ono m Hurpurshad Shea Dyal vati a will within the 
dcfinition^in the above section. The talukdar deolared in a subsequent will, of 
19th August 1879, that no document purporting to be a will, the context whereof 
was repugnant to the wilf of the latter year, should be admitted as a will. But 
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Oudh Estates Act— (ctmHny,ed.) 

I of 1809— {continued.} 

the lustrumuni of 1860 wus not repugnant to the will of 1879 AUo the latter 
document was not registered in uccordanco with s *20 ol tin* Oudh Estate*. Act, 

1869, and, being inoperative as to the tnlukdari estate, it (ould not re\oke the will 
of 1860, which, also, w,as not rondoiod juoperativ bv u^^ of the provisions of the 
Act. //eZd, that bv the true constriietion of s 2'2, sub-s 6, brothers tako in the 
same inaiiijer as sons .ire directed to t.ike bv the pree-’diiig sub-seelmns , .md that 
the deseendiiiits of a deceased elder hi other .ire prefeired is heirs i.o the younger 
surviving brother. 

JJAIDAR AIA r. TA8\DDL’K KASUIj KHAN .. . . ... XVllI 

SB. 8 and *22, .lud suh-sts; 11 of s. 2*2 Deecent of tahih--lJMfiiuli1lcntii>ii of intone 
petum to inhenf hi/ Hindu Inir—Insnnity not /irnred A taluk, eiiteied in the 
lists 1 and 2, prepared in conformity with s 8 of the Oudh Kst.ites Aet, 1869, 
duBceiids, iieeotding to the rules pointed out in » 22, .is ,in iinp.iilihle est.ite to 
the single heir determiiieil hv Ihi^lliiidu l.iw of iiihei it<iiiei‘ Hit] imhn Ihiliodm 
Htiif/h V Jnnkee Koi'i follr.wed Exelusinn, under the Hindu l.iw, of ,i el.niiiaiit 
Tinin the iiihf^rit.fiice on tho giouiid ot itis-iiiity could not lie inferred merely from 
hiH being described in the plaint a i insane, or from Ins suing by .i guardian 

• certified under Aft XSXV ot VIthough he might be im onipi‘leiit to eniu- 

meiieekli>. «uit, oi to pioceed with it eY'S'pt by .i giniidi.iii, tins did not establish 
that ho was excluded when thi> siiceessi' n opened 

BAN BlJ\l B\H MU’K SlNtlH 7*. .fAttATFMj S1N(;H .. ... XVIll 111 

Ownership of Land— 

Jieclninnd finf/i a Jihtl ennletfcd hetnevn /nopi lefoi t of i outuinnnt eslniet. See 
Limitation • 

Parties— 

Inunlvent .let (I I it 12 I'lct , c'lp 21 )—Official Af.ttqnee made a /Miti] <li\^nditnt. In 
.1 suit 111 i.he luofussil the defend.int having been iidiudie.itcd .in insolyeiit undei 
the Indian Insolyeiit'Aet (11 A 12 Vict., e. 21), the (Xliei.il Assignee yva* placed upon 
the reeord .i i a deh ndant, and judgment, was entered .igtiiiisL him tor the sum 
claimed to be p.nd out of the insolveiiL’s i state Held, that the Oftleial .Assignee 
was not a proper party, there heiiig nothing in the Insolvent Ael which emihlcs ,i 
suit of this kind to he coiii.inued against the Otiicial \ssignee 

MIIjIjKK n BUDH SlNUH^UnilVUIA . XVIII 43 

.Joinder of piitw'. — Puitnerthip— Petit — Repietenfiitivet of n decensed /eirtnei — 
Miinhtham fa'inli] -L'onfruct ict (TX of IA'i-2), s 4.5— Sucre,s.tuiii ('ertiiteote .Act 
tVTI of In .I sun, bv sinyiviiig p.irtneis feu the ii-coyeiy of a partnership 

debt which became due during ihe life of .i deee.ised p.u tner, Ih,* repie-*eiitiitives of 
such deceased i»artncr, having U'g.ird to s 1.5 of th.> (kmtraet .Act (IX of 1872), 

.ire necessary' p.irties and the provisions of ,s 4 of the Sueeession ('.ertiiicate 
Act (Vll of 1.S89) nnist lie complied with in «,rdei tb.it the soil inav be properlv 
constituted Qiiieie whelhei in the e,ise ot Si f.iiniU p.irtnersbip ntider the 
Mitiiksh.iia i.tyv .i ((ii.'stion might .irise ,is lo the .tppliciilnlity of s IV of the Con¬ 
tract Aet .itid s 4 <if the Suciwssioi^Ceitilicili Vet IV11 of 1880) (robind Vromd 
V Chniidof SelJi'ii dissented from 

Bam Nakvin Nubsinc Ixiss r Bam CiirNUKB Jankkk Loi.i, XVIII 

To suit, tionsfer of difeiidnnts to loteiioni of jihuntill, eiteet of Sei JlKUnBK OF 
J»nTNI iNTieitKST 

To the siAt See EXKOl'TlON OK DEiJfiKK. * 

•Partition— ^ ^ 

See HINDU LAW, I’aktttion* 

Kffectof.onitltenationlij/meiiibeiof loinf foinili/of Intsiniie. See HINDU Law , 

Joint Pamiuv . • 

Partition Proceedings— 

Sne PkACTKlK. 


Partition Suit— 

See Al’PEVL. 


Partner— 

Representnhi'esof. See. PAKTIES. 

Partnership Debt— 

See PaBTTRS 


6 OAL.—It 
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Paptnership Shares— . , • 

Tnfireat —C'lttl Procedure Code—Act XIVof 1S82, s. 32. Thoparties to the suit, the 
heirs and representatives of the original partner, a family carrying on a banking 
buKiuesB, made and acted upon a new arrangement of their shares, tho amounts of 
which were found in the first Court, and affirmed on appeal. A decree for an 
account, and an award of interest at 12 per cent, on the amounts found to be due 
upon the sharct, from the date of tho closing of the business was maintained. 

MrTIA CHKTTr 1. SUHllAMANIEM CHRTTI . . ... ... XVIII 616 

Patwari— 

Is tiot a public servant. See EVIDENCE 

Payments due— 

Under Oudh loans of Iddb and 1842. Soc ATTACHMENT 

Penal Code— 

Act XLV of IHGO— 

as. 24, 25. 415, 471. .See FOKGERy. * 

ss 71, 148, 1.52, 332, .413 .See CUMULITIVE SENTENCEB. • 

s. 124A ejpiained to the Jitiii See DlBlKPEl'TION AND DlSAJ’lUtOllATION. 
s. 186 J'tihltc Sei vanl - Ameen appointed U'ldet Bengal Teimncif l\ct (VHl of IBiiS), ' 

s Oil —liLnqal Tenancy Act, s 811 ,V person nominated by the Collector under (ill 
of the Brngiil Touanci .Act for the purpose of making a division ot erops between 
tho landlord and the teii.int, is not a public servant within the moaning of s 186 
of the Penal Code 

Chatter IjALi Thacook rERSHAU .. .. XVllI 518 

ss. 1111-193. See FadaE EVIDENCE • 

h. 3(X). ol. 5, .Hid ss 119 and 307 Mtadei , attempt to commit-fliioiing aimed until 
deadly weapon', — Pie-airoiu/ed tight In .i o.ise ui which it w.i.s found tha^.ill the 

.lecnsed wore gSiUi of noting armed with deadlj weapons, that the light was 
pri'iuedit'ited .iiicl jiro-.irr.iiiged, a tegular pitched battle or trial of strength 
between the two p,i.rties Lo.ic-oruud in the not, and that one of the accused lu tho 
course of the not, and in pr'i.,eoutinn of theuiramoii object of the assembly, killed 
or .itteniptcd lo kill a man under such eiFLumstances that his act amounted to an 
attempt to imirdci, the qnestiou .irose whether th.it act could be s.iid to hear a 
less gr.ivc ebariK ter bv reason ot cxci‘ption 5 to s. 300 of the Indian Penal Code 
Per curtain, held, tb.il upon such fiiidiiig the case did iu>t f^l within the exception. 

Per PIOOT, .1 (I*ETHF.r\m, C.J , and M AtJJ’HEUSON, jTconc«rrii.j/) —The 5th 
exoeptioii to s .100 should receive .i strict and not a liberal coustruetioii , and in 
iippljmg the exception it slionld lie oonsuli-ied with reference to the act cousculcdto 
or .inthorised, and next with reteruiicf' to the person or person.s authorised, and as 
to each of those some degree of p.irticularity at least should appear upon tho facts 
proved iiforetheoxc.'ptioncan be s.iid to apply Sliamsheie Khan v. Kmiiress, and 
Queen v Kukiei Mather dissented from so far as they decide that from such a 
huding as the above c msont take to tl^ risk of death is inferred Per O’KineaTjY, 

J.—Before exception .5 ean bo applied, it must be found that the person killed, 
witli a full knowledge of the facts, detdrinined to suflur death, or to take the risk of 
death ; and that this doteriniTuitioii continued up tfi, and existed at, the moment of 
hifi death. Qiuenx Kukiei Mathei ob»ervcd on PcrflHOHE, 3.—No general 
rule of law can be laid djwn in deterAnning, in cases of this description, whether 
the person killed or wounded suffered death nr took the risk of death with his 
own consent, it beiiigiia question of fact, and not of law, to be decided upon 
the oircunistciucos of each case as it arises. 'Jhamsliere Khan v. Kmpress and 
Queen v Kuhter .’l/nf/icr observed oi^ .and the propo.sitious of Law^aiddown therein 
concurred with. ^ 

QUEBN-T'IMPBESS» NAYAMUDDIN .. ... ... ... XVIII 484 

S 3 . 304, 304A. 325, 338. See CHIL» WIPE. 

88. 344, 352, 370 and 374. See UNLAWFUL COMPULSORY L.AHOUH 
B. 413 Soc Habitually RBrEiviNO Stolen Property. 
s. 494. Sec BIOAMy. 

Penalty— 

See INTEREST. 

Pension— 

See ATTAqpMENT. 

Pennission of Court tq sne— 

See Bbceiveb, Power of. 
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Peraonal Debt— 

See PUBIilU DEMANDS ACT (BENGAL ACT VIl’oF 1880). 

Petition insuffloiently stamped— 

See SMALL CAUSE COUBTS ACT, PBBSIDENC' TOWNS, SS 38, 71. 

Photography — 

Facsimile of signatures of Will by. See WILL. 

Plaint insuffloiently stamped— 

See Limitation. 

Pleadings— 

Reference to, fnr.purpose of explaining decree. See ‘ Rks .I131)1C'AT\ ’ 

Pledge— 

Mutual rights of pledgor and pledgee — Pledgee's tulnnu orei the itiopetly pledged, 

• aediting the value as if it had been sold to himself, efiert of— )l toiigfiil conversum 
—Absence of proof of damage to the pledgor —.iceoimt — Ttamngc to pledgor , prooi of 
Where li pledgee, having power to sell for detault, tflkes over, as it in)oii a suli t > 
himaell, the property pledged, without the authority ot the jiledgoj, hnt oiediting 
iti vallueln aceouut with him, this aet, though an iniautbiiri/.e(1 •mijvuiriou, does 
not put an ond to the contract of pledge, so a', to entitle the jjledgDi to have the 
propertv Kick without payment Government paper h.iving heen deposited h;, ,i 
borrowei from a Bank as securitv, part was leg.illv sold upon hi. failing to eoniplj 
with the terms between, them As to the rust, tho borrower, afterwards, oii 
redcumiug^i part, was led to believe that the paper leturned vv.is the whole ot lli.it 
which remained unsold ill the Hank's possession The B.awk, however, had taken 
over pari, as if sold tlh itself, crediting the price Reid, th.it the li.inK eonld not, 
after thft, treat the securities a.s still suliject to the pledge , .ilthoi^h this traiiR- 
actiou had not put an end to the eontrac.t of pledge, so ,is to entitle Tlie pledgoi to 
have back the paper without payment of the loan mid niteiesL Tin Rink vv.i-. no 
longer a pludgisi of this paper, but having oonvi rted it to the H.mk’s ow’ii use, 
might have tieeii liable in damages for the value, iiieliiding the iMteic>,t tLii'i'eini 
However, had this liability been enforced, tin plcdgm could not li.ive liadeieditin 
the loan account for the proceeds of the paper Thi eess.ition of inti'ii'st on llic 
loan was more to his advantage than to roeeive th< inr.eresi on tin* p.ipei the 
market value ot which Was also falling, so that the i>>ng«;r the ae>oiiiit h,id been 
kept open, tho greater the balance would have, been against the phslgor It 
followed that there Wtis no evidence of damage, to him ri'sulting from rlie eonver- 
sion Tho fiist (lourt decreed an iiecouiit, wronglv deciding th.-it interest could 
not run upon the loan which the amount of the paper ti.nisferred h> the Hank to 
itself purpoited to wipe ofl, from the date of the tr.iiisfer Dn ihi-. point as well 
as because theis was no proof of d.imago to the pledgor, tin' High Uourt, reversing 
that decree, had rightly dismissed the ])ledgoi's suit 

Nkckr.vm DoiiAY i'. THE Bank OF Bengal . xix dii.i 

Pledgee taking over the ^oiierty pledged - 

Crediting the value as if it had been sold to himself, effcit of. See HIjEDGK 

Policy of Insurance— 

See SAmi- act, 1879. 

PoseesBion— • 

See Fishery • 

As cultivator See RIGHT 01’ OCCUPANCY 

Of right to fish, suit for See SPECIFIC RELIEF MW, S. i). 

Separate, of family estate. See HINDU LAW, r'ARTITTON. 

Suit for. See CO-bHARERS. 

Suit for, and to set aside settlement. See SONTHAL I’BRGUNNAHH SETTLEMENT 

• Regulation, ss. ii, as. • 

Powers - 

Of Executive Officers. See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1885, R. 103 

Of Settlement Officers. See BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1885, K8. 102, 103, ICO, 108. 

Of supervision of High Court. Sec BENGAL TENANCY ACT, 1885, 8S. 102, 103, 

106, 108. 
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Prftotioe— . 

Seo AKBITBATION : BKNO/L TENANCY ACT. SB. lOS, fOfJ, 108, CU. :) CIVIL 
WlOCEDURE CODE, 188‘i, K 80 COMMISSION [)IVOBOE JURISDICTION. 

Limitation remand . Right to begin • Small Cause Courts act, 
Presidency towns, ss. 38, 7i. 

Decree absolute, application for—Deciee iiibi, non-setucc of—Notice of motion — 
Divorce In an apphcaiiciu tu have a decroa nisi m.ide .vhsolute where it appeared 
that the decree had boon pabsed ex parte, after the original summons had been 
personally served on the rebpondoiit, and that owing U> Ibis, the petitioner being 
unable to discover the whereabouts of the respondent who had loft Calcutta 
immediately after the decree was passed, no copy of the decree had been served on 
him or notice of the application given him. Held, that sufhciont cause was shown 
for the decree being imadc absolute, iiotwithstaiidiiig ith.id nut been served or notice 
of the application given and order made aiwirdiiigl} 

HUNTER V. HUNTER ... . . ... XVIll 5.39 

Dwoicc, suit for—Decree absolttfe Ao/ne of application to vtnke detiee absolute. 

When a decree nisi has been served on the respondewt m ,i diMirei- suit, il is not 
necessary to give him notice of m application to mul ■ suih decree at)^oli\tc. * 

COMEB a. Gomes . ... .. XVIll 443 

Hindu ir»/f— Untvei'.'il Deijtitee not entitled to irrohutc— Let lets «t Administration ’ 
with tlw will annexed, mant of. to rsal Icijatre — Piohat- mul Admim^iafpiu 
.let (V of IHHl), s 19. A niineis.il leg.itee is not entitled to probate but onl\ to 
letters of .idininistration with the will aiiiiexcd. In the <joods of Undhihi Mohan 
Sett not followed 

SHOSHEE BHUSAN B\NNERJEK, IN THE GOODS OK .. XIX 58‘2 

Paititwn piocevdiriqs — h'onii of ordei fo> costs -Oidei for execution. Wbi’se out of 
the parties to a partition ^uit lie.iis .dl ihc tci..ts of tli " proeec'dings snb,c(|iicnt to 
dccioc, and the olhei p.irlies make default in p.iviucnt to hmiaif then tcspeclive 
shares of the costs, he is not entitled to embody in In-. onl'M agaiiisi thetii for 
payment an urdA for exeuulion. He must hrst obtain an outer tor paviiieiit. .ind, 
if paiment be not obfiiined, .ippliuation for eseeution mav be m.nle. 

BikMOLALL SEN I' MoHEMIKO N M’H SkN . XVIll 199 

liefetence to Jhi/h Com I — Disfi ict Miii/isliate, voiuiH’lenni of, to lefer—Cnminal 
Ptocedure Code I .id X of 18.42) s 4.14 When a e.i-e has been deiididlo tbe 
Sessions Judge on .ippe.il tioiii a Snb-divisnm.il il.igi-i latc. the District H.vgistrale 
should not icfei the (msi< t.i the High Couit on tin ground th.it the Snb-division.il 
Magistrate aided without jurisiiicLion. If h>- desiie'- to move' in the mutter, he 
should proceed tilI’ongh thi' Legal Reinenibiam er Obsetiaiions ot STKAItiHT, J., 

Ill t^iieen-Einpicss v Shere Siiu/h icfciied to with .ippioMil 

HIRAMAN DE 1 ! Ram Kl’MVft AIN .. . . ... XVIll 186 

Prayer - 

Form of, m suits fat di'clataluiii thiU n sate loul . . XVlIi 533 

Pre-arranged Fight - 

See PENAL CODE, S. 300, CL. o. * 

Presentation of plaint— * , ' 

Insufficiently stamiied. Sec Limitation. 

Presidenoy Small Cause Court Act«- 

XV of 1882 -- 

s. 1, cl. 2, and b 14. Seo SMALL tJAUSK Court, Presidency Tow NB. 

ss 9, 23, 37. Sec ATTACHMENT. *. 

SB. 38, 71. See SMALL CAUSE COURTS ACT, PRESIDENCY TOWNS, 

Presumption— * * 

Ae to continuance of possession of laiul bu oiv/uuil owner, limitation beiiuj pleaded by 
party in possession See LiMITATKfN. 

Of fact. See MESNE ProfITH 

Principal and Agent— 

See Company.* ' 

Prinioipars LiabilitSr— 

For those debts only which were shountohave been pisl See ACCOUNT. 

Prior Possession of Land— 

By one of tteo claimants. See LIMITATION. 
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Priority - 

See ATTACHMENT. • 

Privy Oounoil - . 

Kxecutinn of order of Soo DecREK 

Probate— 

Soo WlliL. 

Revocation of. Soc LIMITATION A«T, lrt77. ART ]7H 

liovocalum of Probate Juftt cause " fm revtication—Pinbutc awl Jdiiiniisliatiou 
Act ( V of LH81), s. 50 The miTe .ihscuce of .i s|jim'i.i1 i.iImIidm hi ptuci'i'diiif''' lu 
wh'uh piobiitc of will IS gi.intud is mil, whi'U- the pi iioii to whom ,i citHitioii li.is 
• Tint hccii issued isotherwiBeawaie of the prooeediiips, ,i ‘‘jnst imiisi.-” foi rt'\oc,itioii 
of piobate .IS making the jirocuodiiiRh substaiiti.ilh doloftnc vntlmi tile mc-iiiing 
of s .50 of the I’robate Act, evi'ii where '-iioh pcison is .i miiiui 

NISTAIHNV 1>\HYA (• BRAHMOMOYI DAHYA Will 

Probate and Administration Act— 

V of 1881— • 

•s I'J Soo ].^KAVTTCE. 
s 50 See I’liOHATE 

Procedure— • 

Sue JJTTOWI'K 


Proclamation of Sale 

See Sale in Kxeci'tion oh Decree 

Defcit 1)1 See Sale for Arrears of UoM) ciess 

Promissory Note— 

Iliillif Ilf iiuleiiinithatKffi 'itlewhnil iifxin siDefiisInfi— cuilm sei ii Im /iinn, a 

p)lunixsi^) II iiofe. III hill of ercliniufe fa hewtit at sennifies i/e/insRerf —Aiient s 
aitlhni ill/, extent of The s.iiiie lule is .ipplie.il)le i.o the loidorser «1 .i. ]iioitiiss<)m 
note lh.it .ipplios to the eii'lrii>ier of .i liill of exeh.iiige, th.it, il lie p.i\ •. tlie holder 
of it, lie In I untied t> the l.i'iiefil of the NocunlieN, givcm lii tin ni.il.i i in the one 
e.i'se, the acceptor in thi' othm, wliuh the holder h.is in his Ininds .it the tune ol 
till-]i.iMni Mt, .ind n])on which lx* h.is no il.iiin ex. e[ii. toi the mite or hill 
ftiihriin Fill it' I'll V Nmlli tnul Soulh tro/cs Raul, retened to I'l.nnissorv iietes 
luidi i)\ .111 .tgeut, .1 lint;; fot hiiiiseir .iiid tor Uis finm ip.il, vvi te se< iiied bv the 
deposit r.f titl"-di>i ds lit prop'it\ , belonging to the piiiieip.il, in th<' li.iii U of ,i 
D.iiik iihicli disi-iiiinted thi' notes ,uid the J.itti'r weri* p.ii 1 .it ni.itaiiit \ i)\ .'ui 
endoiscr Helil, th.it the endvirser wiis entitled to .i tiiiiiniei of tilt dterL to him 
cih seeurit>. without fiirthei .iswnt from the owiiei field, .ilso, th.iL in’ was 
entitled to h.iie them tr,iiisle7ied to linn on tlr gioniid tli.it, .i' .i f.u I the .igeiit 
.icting iMthiii tho piiueip!ir.N .iiithontv, h.id .igieed tli.it, in ■ oiiNulei.itioiMif his 
paying till'.imoiiiit of the notes to the holdi'r In should li.ive thi-. s(<r urit\, tin- 
Blink assi'iitiiig. 

AGA AHMEIi TSI'illvm 1’ CRISI* . ^ . .. XIX 

Property - - 

Jieliiiii/mij III iipi'ison not leu^ileil ys/itn/n letm See I’chmc Df.ai \NI)S KKco\ ekv 
A c’i’ (Bengal .\ut VTI of isoO) 

Inlieiiteil bi/lliniln Widoii limn hei In d linsbaiul, Jni feilme of Sec 1\]\RRI \(!K 
OF Hindo Widow. • 

In fiossefision offienon in ti ust foi judi/ment-ilebim See ATTVCIIMKNT 

Puberty • * 

See Bigamy 

Public Demands j^ecovory Act - * 

Bengal Act VI1 of IHfM)— 

Cess Jet (Bemjal Act JX of 1880)— Cesses — Per^iial Deht—Iiceorei// of cesses ~ 
Profs’it}/ heloni/tng to a petson not reeonied as propiietni An amoimt due on 
.loeount of cosses under thn Bengal Ccsk Act, 1880, is only a pen-on.il dcht, and 
cannot properly be recovered under the Public Demiinds Recoveri Act, )8H0, 

* from the property on which it ii. assessed, when such propertv helongf to .i third 
person who may not have been recorded as proprietor uiidet^ Beng.il Act VII 
of 1876. 

8HEKAAT HOSAIN V. SASI K4H ... .. ... XI.X 

Pnblio Document— * 

See Evidence. - , 
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IMDE^. 


PAOF 

Poblio Servant — 

Boe PATWARI ■ PKNAL. OODtl, S. 186 

Pabl(o Worship in Mosque— 

See MAHOMED AN LAW. 

Publication of Notice— 

In Collector's cuMierty. See PUTNI TaduK. 

Purchase Money— 

Deposit of percentage of. See CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 188'2, S. 295. 

Purchaser- 

At % jmtni sale undo lieijulation VITI of 1819 not affected by adverse imssesston ptior 
to date of sale. See ADVERSE POSSESSION 

Bond fide, without notice See SALE IN EXECUTION OF DE(!HBB. 

Of share of joint family estate, etjuitif of. See HINDU Law, JOINT FAMILY 

Purchasers— 

Rights of. See MORTO AGE. 

Putni Interest— • 

Merger of, in that of zamindar See MERGER OK PUTNI INTEREST 

Putni Sale— 

See SALE FOR ARREARS OK BENT 

Putni Taluk— 

Sale of pntni temiie for arrears of rent—Bemjal Regulation VIII of H, el 

2 —Onus of prfHif of imhhcatton of notice befoie sale of putni tn^uk, foi m terns of 
rent—Notiee of sale of jnitni taluk, onus of jtroof of piibhcotwn of- Sniteto set 
aside sale In a«uiti tn set ii<-ide .i sale oi a putni t.xluk. In Id under tlie prini-Kuis 
of b 8 of Regulation VITI if 1819, on the ground tlwt the notnes i“(juiif'd 
bv snb-s 2 of that seetioo hud nut been dulv pulihdied, it lies upun the 
defondiint lo show thiit the, hale w is preceded by the noLi-es retiiiired bv that 
hUb-seetion, the servn e of which iiotipe'-' is iin osseiituil preliiniiiarv to the vaJiditv 
oi the sale In siieh .i suit, where there vvii,., no evidenoe one wav or the other to 
show that the notice leijuired by lli.it sub-section to be stuck up in some eonspi 
cuous part ol the Collector’s cutcherrv had been published, held, that the pl.irntitt 
WdS entitled to .i decree sotkiiig .iside the sale 

HURRO Doyal Roy Ohowdhry u Mahomed (1 vzi Chowdhry ... XIX 69'.) 

Sale of putm teninc fot ariears of rent — Benual Regulation VIII of 18Jf), s 8, rl 2, 
and s 11— Puhlication of notice in the Colleciar's cutchetti/ — Non-jiublicahon of 
notice in tuonner ptesriibed, effect of, on the i alidity of a sale of a putni tcuute ~- 
■' Sufficient plea ” The sticking up or pnbhc.itioii in a eonspieunus part of the 
Colloctor’.s cutcherry, of a notice in acBord.ince with the provisions of cl 2 of 
s 8 of Regulation VIII of 1819 is essential to the validitv of a sale of a putni tenure 
under that Regulation Whore a nolii e of H.ile, ^inbtoad of being stuck up and 
published in some conspicueun part of the Collector's cutcherry as reciuiied bv law, 
was, in .iccnrdanco with the practice which prevatk-d during the incumhencv of the 
Nazir of the Oolleotor’b c.utcherrv at Birfihiim and of his prodoeesaors in oJhce, kept 
by the Nazir with other petitions for sale and notices relating to them m a bundle, 
which was at night locke^up for safe custody, and in the day time kept in a ccki- 
spicuous place near hia seat, at the entrance to th^cutcherry, any person who chose 
to ask for it or wished to see it being at liberty to inspect the whol^ bundle Held, 

[by PETHBRAM, C.J., and GH08B, J.^ (TOTTENHAM, J.rdi»se«fiwf 7 )] that this 
was not a publication of the notice within the meaning of cl. 2 of s. 8 of the 
Regulation, and that it was a ‘ sufii^ient plea ' for the defaulting putnidarn within 
the meaning of s. 14 to have the sale set aside Maharaja of Burdtoan v Tarn- 
swulari Debt relied on. Ahsanvllah Khan Baheuioor v. Hum Churn Moeoomdar 
distinguibhod 

RAJNABAIN ^klXTBA l’. ANANTA LAL MONDUL ... ... ... XIX 70.8 

Putni Tunure— ** 

See Bengal Tenancy act (VIII of 1885), ss. 16,16. 

Railvay— • 

Carriers by, liability of. SeetCABRlEB, 
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PAQK 

Railway Aot— 

Bee Indian Railway Act, 1879. 

IV of 1879- ( 

See Common Gahuibk. 

a. 210. See GabKIEK. 

IX of 1890. See COMMON CABRIEK 

Railway Company— 

Liability of. See INDIAN RAILWAY AOT, 1879, S. 11. 

Rashness and Negligence- 

See CHILD Wipe. 

Rate of Rent payable— 

See • RES JUDICATA.’ 

Reasonable and Sufficient Purpose— 

See BENOAL TENANCY ACT, S 84 

Receiver - 

•1‘nu'ernf. Utgbi to nue iPithout pet mission of Court—Hint fm ejetiment-Monthly 
tenant hdldinq over after expiry of notice to quit The order .ippoiutiuf; a retwiivi'r 
gave him power “ let aiud aot the luimovf.ibie property or iiuv p.irt thereof aa h(> 
hlmll think fit, and to take and ase .ill such lawful .lud uiiuitable lue.iiii, ami 
remedies fui lecovering, roah/.itig and obtaining p.iymeiit nl the rents, issueH .md 
profits of tho said immoveable property, and of the outstanding!#, debts .ind claims, 
by actum, suit or otherwise, as tih.ill bo expeditut ” Held, under the terns of 
such Older, tho receiver bad power to sue to eicet, with<jut obtumiiig perniissiou of 
the Court, a monthly teinuit whose tenancy w.is deteimiiiaiile b\ .i uotiee to quit, 
which hafl been duly served. Dutfxituoyi Qupta v. Davis distinguished 

Hurt Kundu r. M.VCORBOOK .. .. • . ... xviii 477 

Record and Settlement of Rents— 

See Bengal Ten\ncy act, sb. 103, lOO, 108 , cl 3. • 

Record of Rights— 

Bee Bengal tenancy Act, 1865, ss. 102 , io.‘J, lOG, 108 103 

Recovery of Cesses— 

See PUHLit Demands Recoveuy act (Bengai, act vil op 188U) 

Redemption— 

Of prior mortyaqe by puisne mortgaqee. See MORTGAGE., 

Reference to High Court-- 

Sot INMOLVENT ACT, S. ftO . PRACTIt’E 

Refusal to file Award - 

See Aubitkation 


Registered Contract— 

Suit on, under Benqal Tenancy Act; hnntgtion as to. See BENGAL TENANCY 
ACT, s 184. 

Registration— • • * 

Exemption from legisttntwv of documents putjtothng to he, ot to ei idenee, giants m 
assignments by Goveinment of land in of aiij^tntei esf in land— J legist 1 at ion .let (ill 
0 / 1877), s 90, cf (d)— Nairab Nazim's Debts Act (XVll of IHTd) The Agent to 
Ih^Dovetiior-Cieucral in <i lottei tu thcNiiw.ibBubadui of Muishid<tbad aiiiKiunced 
the intentions of the dovernineW' ^ position aiftl income, and informed 
him that he was to have possosaiou of the State lands and jewels In a suit by 
tho son of the Nfliwab to locovor possession f«)m a person wrongfully in possession 
of laud which was held by the lower Courts to be portion of sunh Slate lands, it was, 
inter aha, objected that the letter required registration. Held, that the letter 
operated as a giant or an authority from Government, and was exempt from regis¬ 
tration, under the provisions of s. 90, el. (d) ot the Registration Act. Held, 
further, that the Commissioners appointed under theJfawab Raziin's Debts Act had • 

• jurisdiction to declare the land claimed in tho suit to be State property, notwith¬ 
standing the fact that an alienation of such land had taken place before the date 
of the CommiBEioners' award. Omrao Begum v. The G^mment of India 
followed. 

HASSAN ALI r. CHUTTEHPUT SiNGIl DUGaEH ... .. ... XIX 743 

Of document referring to land not in the sub‘distrtci of registering officer. Bee Reuib- 
TBATiON Act. . • 

Ot transfer of tenure, Effect of, on recorded tenant. See TRANSFER OF TENURE. 
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Re^Btratlon A.ot—' 

m of 1877— 

rtfl. 5,7, ‘21, ‘22, ‘28, '^0, 31, 35, 49, aud GO. De'^nption of properfij vtt'tleadi'ng 
—JtegialKJtum of dncwmnt refemru] to laiui not %n the suh-district of liegistet- 
ttuj Officer It Sub-Registrar—Transfet of Pm/Kitji iT’(i/188‘2, s. 69. Certain 
property was dosoribi'd m a mortg,age bond as beaiirig ti)W]i No 10. aa paying 
a, siidder jama of Ra 719, and a.s lying witbm the jurisidi.'tion of th.ina Kotwali, 
sub-diHtrict BliSigulpur. Colloetoiato of Bbugulpur. This de'icription was mi 
far erroneous, in th.it the property was in riMlity situated in thana Ainarpur, 
sub-distriet Bank.i. and boro a sndder jama of Rs. 019-16 Banka was, 
however, within the aiea of the distrii t of Bhagulpur The mortgage bond was 
rogistered 1» the Sub-liegi‘>trar of Bhagulpnr, who was, under s 7 ot the Regis¬ 
tration Aet, authorized in addition to his own duties, to exercise and pi'iforni 
the duties and powers of the Registrar of Bhagulpnr iieldhv PKIOT, O KiNKAfA 
MacPHKIISON, .And GHOKE, JJ , th.it the provisions of s 21 of the .\<;i h.id not 
been complied vitb , th.it the de.sciiption of the pi'n)u-ri\ w.is misleading and 
insufficient for the purposes of ideiitifuMlioii, and th.ifc,theiefoie no registration of 
the ducnniont had liei n effeulod within the pnu isioiis oi the ltegistr.it ion Ai Jlelil 
b> I’ETHEinM, (j J., r,h it the ileseriptnni w.is sul’in icut to id. n'if\ the property, 
and that the Siih-Ri'gistr.ir h.iving her n -10111111 ised to exeteisi. the powers and 
duties of the Registr.irof Bhcigiilpur, <ind the propeitv being iitiiaU! in suh-distriet 
Banka, the Suli-Registi.ir of which siib-dislriLt w.is siiboiditi.ite to ' tlif 
Rogistr.ir of the distue'u of Bliagulinu, the piovisioiis of s 2S of the .\i-t 
being direitoiv onls, registiation of the document was v.ilid. Seinble per 
PinoT, J—\ docunieiit on which a ci rtifieate niidi-r s (>U has been dul\ 
endorsed cannot he held to have been diilv registi-ied under s 49 of Act 111 of 
1877 if it appe.irs th.it the ofhcei who in.idu fc!i.j cerbitn‘..ile should not mideirs 28 
h.ive icgistered Thi docinnepi 

Bat,t Nath Tkwabj 1’ Shko S\hoy BHAHrr .. .. • .. XVJII bbG 

s. 90, cl (d) Sec REOrSTKATION. 

Regulation ~ 

XIX of 1410 (Bengal) Soi' I-INDOW WENT 

XII oils 17 s U; SicEYIDEN'CR 

VIll of 1SI9— 

s H, cl ‘2. Sec I'HTNi Tvi.L'K 

R. 8, (1. 2, and s U See I’LfTNl Tviil’h 

S. 8, cl 3, .illd I 1 See S\LH I'OIt AKKEAHS OF RENT 

Ill of 1S7‘2-- 

ss. 3 and 4 See SONTHAIj PFHUUNXAHS 

SS. 11 .lud'2.5 See SONTHAIj PRUOUNNVHS SEl'TliEJIKN r RKOVIjATION 

Rehearing - 

Applicaiiim fPi .Sei- SM\1 liCAl'SE tkll’IlTS ACT. PUBhlDKNi Y TOWNS, HS 38, 71 

Reliefs of Different Character - 

Sepattile tipphcnrion', to etii me tlci lee i/irinti^ Set KXECPTION OF Dkchfe 

“ Religious ”— . 

See Mahomed\N i,\AA Wakf • * 

Religious Ceremonies- 

In MiiSfid, tnfe?I Uf'tion of See MAHOMKIAn Ij\W. 

Religious Trust - „ 

See Endowment. • c 

Relinquishment of Wife r 

SecBioiMY. e 

Remand— 

OnqroundofrefusnitnnLlou’fiiie'itioiis S* . . . Will 538 

Removal of Guardian 

See Appeal, 

Rent— • 

Collection of, order piohi^iitng. See CRIMINAL PROCBDITRK CODE, 1H8‘2, S8. 144, 

435,489. 

Enhancement of See BENOAL TENANCY ACT. S. 29. CL. (5). 

Rent Law (Bengal)— 

See ACT X OP 1859, • . 
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Ren^Suit— 

See A.aRB^RH OP B.EKT •. TRRKRCTt XOT, 1885, 88. 5‘i, 188 ■ MBRORR OR 

Pvnrai IRTBRESI : ‘ BBS aODtt'^TA.’ 

Landlord mid tenant — Co-sharers, suit by one of several, forr seiiarate ahme of rent, or, 
in altematioe, for whole rent due if more than share claimed should be found due. 

The plaintiffs, some of the co-sharors in certain lauds, instituted a suit against a 
tenant and the remaining oo-sharer P, alleging that the tenant held under a 
pottah granted by all the oo^sharers ; that rent was due from him for the period 
in suit; and that they had ascertained from I* that he .alleged that he had 
received his share of the rent for that period from the tenant, and that he 

. refused to join as plaintiff in the suit. They acoordingly prayed (a) for a deocee 
for the amount of their share of the rent against the tenant, (6) if it should 
appear that any part of P’s share of the rent remained unpaid, the requisite extra 
Court-fee might be received, and a decree made for the whole of tho arrears in 
favour of themselves and P, and that the latter might, if he consented, be made 
a oo-plaintiff; (c) that if it appeared that 1' had rcaliised more than his share of 
the rent, a decree might bo made against him for the excess and against the 

* tenant for^hehalanco. The plaintiff,also asked for costs .and further relief. The 
tenant contested tho suit and submitted that it was in ufleot a suit for plaintiffs’ 
share of the rent amly, and could not thensforo bo maintained. Ui* further 
pleaded that the plaintiffs and P were members of a joint Hindu family, of 
which P was the manager, and that, under arrangement with the latter, ho bud 
applied tho rent due under the pottah towards the liquidation of debts due under 
bonds m P’s name, but for which the joint family wore liable The first Court 
dismissed the suit on the preliminarv issue that it was in substance a suit for a 
specific sharu of the rent by some only of the co-.sharers, and that, there being no 
agreemen^by tho tenant to pay tho eo-sharers thuir resjieotive shares of tho rent 
separately, such a 8)jit would not lie. Held (upholding the order at the lower 
Appella^ Court), that tho order of the first Court w.vs wrong The suit, as framed, 
was uocossanly a suit in the alternative , and as tho plaintiffs wcrejaecessarily not 
aware whether any portion of P’s share of the rent was duo or not, but believing 
that none was due, thej could only claim their share asking to have the plaint 
amended so as to include the whole rent duo if it should appear that anything 
was due to P, and thus bring the suit within the rule that, in the absence of 
special agreement between a tenant and co-sharers to pav their rateable proportion 
of the rent, a suit by one of the co-sharers must be lor the entire rent duo, making 
his co-sharers defendants if they refuse to join as plaintiffs. The prayer of the 
plaint fully provided for this, and the suit should have •been tried on its merits 
and the plaint amended if the f.icts proved .showed that aii\ rent remained unpaid 
and due to P, as asked for by the plaintiffs. 

PEBGASH LAL. w. AKHOWltl BaIiGOBIND SAHOY ... .. ... -XIX 735 


RepresentatiYes of Deceased Partner— 

Bee PARTIES. 

* Res judicata 

See ARBITRATION • ATTACHMENT. * 

Civil Procedure Code (XlVepf 1882} ss. 13, ^24— Dectee fm laiul, nut ejl/ecfirely 
defining the boundaries, effect o/7 The proprietary possession of .illuvial bind was 
claimed upon the averment that, having been gained as an ncereiicn to the 
plaintiff’s village, it had been wrongly exeiiilled from settleniunL with tbo latter 
iQ consequence of a prior decree, which, however 'lad not decreed the Lind to the 
defoftdanta, as they alleged it to have done. In pursuance of tb.il decree, which 
was made in 1866, the land ha# been, according to the oMdeiiee, taken by the 
defendants, in wl^pse possession it was in 1868, from which date till 1883, when 
the present suit was brought, that land had b^ii treated. aJik^ hv the (roverumont 
authorities and by the defendants, as belonging to tin- latu-i Had the question 
been one of limitation, the possession of the ^fendaut-> fur a period of 12 years 
would not have been sufficient to exclude this eLiim by the plaintiff, the 
Qoverument, to recover whatever could have boon shown to bo its property. ^ 

Tho question, however, was not one of limitation, and tho fact of the possession 

• having been retained for so long a period was used bj the defendants, n jt to make 
a title, but to define or identify tho land which the decree of 1866 had awarded to 
them. Although the specification of the boundarms (which had been merely by 
reference to the plaint which mentioned adjoining villages) had been ineffectual, 
the acts of the parties had been such as to fix the meaning of the terms used ; and 
it was established by the evidence that the land now claimed was identical with 
that which had been made over under tho decree of 3866^ to which it related. 
Sborbtary op State for India in Counoiei i>. DUBBuoy Singh ... XIX 913 
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' Rea jadicata (conimunl) 

ISmeXUinn — Sut( fo> yvisAfmoH -if la}id iihco tiwu'dnfUi Uirrec- rjtmiMian, cotmtience- 
ment uf tmelve t/ems'— ('Inmt in im.it tiuhithul in Joniici dimuissed unit-Civil 
Procedure Code (Act Xi] oj iHrt'i), «. TJ, l-iitwl Vi—llcfcrence In pleadingb and 
judifinent to erflnin deuce - -Mes>U‘ jji ofits —Act XIX of I H( 5 a, e 111 Thiit Ji cUmi 
has bpeii im lu<lnrl in a proM<»ns MUit, without its biiviii,ii bcfu diruc-tly > 111(1 auhstau- 
tially put 111 issiii' .mil di'i-i<li-d, ilnxs iii>t upon tlio diHimssal of th.it amt ptocliide a 
aubqcHjUunt KUit upon it A poiisl-iiI lU-cr 'u of 1 H 7 ;I di'i'iih’d lh.it iilluvial land 
holun|>cd to till pliiiiitilT's Mil.i(*u Si)i,ili 'PIk'. ii»a w.is jiulifUilli dobcrimned in 
18 TC on A inap nl ISTl, out .u'tu.ii ]iiissi'.> ion w.ia nut ol.i.niiod [imn the defimdaiit, 
who own-'d nll.iRes on til.'oppi'silo sii)i> of till' iivoi. 'I’ln- di'i‘t'‘i>-holdi’r in 1877 
included ii chiiin hn p.ittof tin ^.niio land m i suit f.u iii iK-orctioii to .iiiotbor of 
hia npaii.in \ill.ii{i.-s, Mi.isii|)tii, .nid tin lilti-rsuit wiis wh.illi dirtuiisai'd To got 
puSboaBion ol the hiiid dc in IK 7 i hi> thoii hioiigiit ri'iit-siiiia ag.iiiist two 
tenants up. lu it, thodofoinl iiiliutt.'i v. jiing ini'lor.s llloi tin Oiidh lloiil Act, 

Both thij iciit-Miit. ivcrc dmiiis .f‘d , mil, to'iii|m<,> to tin'iigiit rcscrvi-il in the 
latter section, the pl.initifi, to isfililisli Iii 4 title in'fi t'ompi'ti nt (louit, hionght 
the present suit, nulii'ding in it the I nid whn h In had ni.uic [i.iit oHiis chiiiii in 
the dismissed suit of ls 77 7 h 7 (/, lii.st .is to Imiitiition tli.il the lli yeara'bar 
muat be calculatLil from lH 7 li, tli.' d.itc of'lie jadn-i il .of. ii.iiiiitient of the laud 

» diicrood deomdlv, on till' i|Ui'jtiiin wlietlv’i Ihi- diuuis.,il of the siiibo/ lf <77 
precluded furthi*r snii for th.it p.itofthe 1 inJ \vlin.'i liiid lie>‘n inelinii'd in it, 
held, that it did not, and th it . H of tin- (’i\ il I’loc .dure I'odi w.is iii.i]i|ilieablc 
The pleiiditig'- .ind ludguiunr in the suil o| Ih 77 wer.-mfeni'd to, sh iwing th.it 
what bidongud to Idipih had not h.'im in iioie, .iinl ili.i* 111111)1110 ii..,peiting it had 
been heard or dor 111 " ’d T'liir.lK hc'il .11 to lId' x'si, o) iho I'lnd .‘laimei'^in this 
suit, th.it (here was 11 1 b.^'r •)ii i eonni 'il ifs cmiii . Mti lioiii the siiit of IHi 7 As 
to raosne projits, u would h.iv" n 10 open to the High I'mirt In lii.’ct .in en<|Uirv 
nndor s 'il-d of th,’t’.i'1! I'n.isdnir Code 

3ag vr.iiT SiNiiif i'. S\it\i.,ii r SiNiin . . XIX 

Rent nut - lii'ciee <i\ to u ni >■ ‘ifhh t<'i hnnici 'icoi If ilc of u lA ihiiiiA'lc -Dence 
on <utiin‘>suiH nf deft iidiinl 'Ihc [d.iiiilnl in a .1111 loi loni vihi'’li a.i-. contested, 
h.iviiig i.nl. d to pi'iii tii.it ii'i ' 11 111 M.i' p.iv, i>|, ji, ih.. , Il . . I mill'd by him, the 
Uourt 111 tiling 1 he Is .11 ‘nliil ’.ihi’ un.nn.l >f Ih |inii,’ liter cnnsidt' ing 
the whole of till’ c’.id. ni e .iiid the < I'l nmst.ini’es ol 'li.' • |si , In Jd tb il the pl.i'n- 
tilT hiid entireli 1 r.lct to pro.. In .ill 1! loii .it 1 Ii.' |.nii 1 l■ndg.l>l'!lnil.ldec^.■>• 
for the amoiiiil ,iiliinM.ed li* tin* i!i Lfinl’iii vilin li .\.i- 1 linn liiii cl.ruicd In 

the pl lllitl'i fli .1 III I Sint thi pl I Iiitllf sued th” ill ti'ilit.i l.l, III le perl ')f ill' 
Slime lioliliii." foi i''i.l, l”i .1 snl(-i’r|U.‘iit v.'ir, .iiid li • i turn.-it 'it tin -.ime lateas 
he had cl.iirn d :it nir pn 1 >U' sint It WMi’in'.'' ded on l.iliili of fiie Lleiid.int 
th.it the qn'’'lion .s 1,0 tin iMli' ai whn li Ih ■ lent w.e p.ii il.li w 11 11“. nidioiia 
it not hcim; illi’g> >l ll’.it tinr. hid bci 'i iiti .igic-.mi'iit .lo, i<i|.ieiij to the Qist 
suit hi whiih the i.iii v\.i lUi H’i| It,-I'l, lint I’le ^)nl■•-l lo’’ .1- to tlie lent pay¬ 
able f<it the pci iod co-.. n d bv 1,lie tirst ant iv.i. in iiiiloot) imt th.il it did nut 

lollovv that Ihe di'Ci • m lit.it .uit opPi.ited i. ns i<i,hiot.i and coin hisivelv 

detci mined th” I it” o) tin r.'nf p.n.ihl !*loi tli''i.iiiii 1^ iie. t ”1 iiliii’li lihc siih- 

KeijUi'iit Sint M'.i- I'l iiiglil rh.bt ill •< 'iidi d on Vilii’i!i”i , n p i-iion iti • n.ion m.i. 
that the pl.ii lit ill shonld l•■tolel Imiil ..hi-d lioiil.t'i: ili. uni .idniitled i>i bun l.o 
b<' due, or th.it th ■ 'oini .<1 nJmii.ti’Ian 1. ih.- pmis 1 .nnouni ot lent p.iiiihlu 
for the pi'iiod in qiiedion Held Ih.it iiithi.ii-e tin'tirnvion. decisien was 
to the latlei ell'-cl .ind tii.ll. tl . .|Ue-|.|riii ol ' li<’ l.ili ,ii v.’hii h llic rent W#l 
pajiihle hv the di'li'iid.iiiit ^.is jcs /,ulirol.i. J'lmn. h, Stinilt v \iTiilmi Siio/h ,ini\ 
Jeo Ijal Sinijlt i Siirfun r*‘feired to. ^ 

HUKKY FlKffAUI llHAfi \T r BHtliI' nShIII « ... XIX 

Suit in eicitinenl -Civil Punedine Cotic [Act XH\of JHS'2|, .s 111 A .is/neirdor, 
broughta suit to e|i’(’t B from ceit.u^ hind'., which hi li.id cJ iiiivd .i. mn/liei, hind 
or land which isordin.inli cultir.iti d in thelnndloid himseli m in tlie tiundar. B 
• pleaded hm right of occujuuci » The Omit found Unit the laud iv.is mnjlies land, 
but disinissed the Auit on th. gioumi tint .\ bid tailed to prove notice to quit. 
Afterwards A*brougbt a suit against B for ('jcclmcnt fr.tm the same land B again 
pleaded his right of 4ibenp.in(;Y Held, th.it B w.is not preelndcd from laismg the 
s.imL pica, iiiasinnch .is ih'- finding in the p'^.iMona suit up.in the iSsue whether 
B Was .III oertiipancv t> mint w.is not conclusive ng.iinst. him , nor Oould tb.at is.sue 
bn said to have been “ finallv decided ” m th,it suit within the nie.ining of a, 13 of 
the Civil Pr^ eduro Ccxle 

TH.VKUR MAGUNIIRO v. TH'aKUR M IHADKO SrNGU ... ... XVIII 
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